


"The basis of socialism is the human being.
Socialism is the movement to restore human being's conscious will."

-Manssor Hekmat

“The working class is neither beautiful, nor good, nor romantic. 
It is brutal. 

The working class is right.
 It does not need to be explained.”

-Unknown

“A single spark can start a prairie fire.”
-Mao

“The philosophers have only interpreted the world, in various ways; 
the point, however, is to change it.”

-Marx
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Editorial
Social Revolution
Old North

Our name,  Social  Revolution,  draws  attention  to  the  fact  that 
classes  aren't  (geological)  strata  but  rather  classify  people 
according to their relation to production.  Society is a complex of 
social  relationships,  oppressive  and  exploitive  to  varying 
degrees, and also fair and on the level, also to varying degrees. 
Most of our relationships do not qualify as social but are rather 
personal.   However,  throughout  the  ages,  societies  have  been 
analysed with regard to the kinds of social relationships people 
find  themselves  in  especially  those  dealing  with  production. 
Were     there 
slaves?   How 
was land held? 
How  was 
production 
distributed?

We find nothing strange about this as we study other societies. 
When  it  comes  to  our  own  society,  our  prevailing  liberalism 
(strongly) suggests that we switch out of this form of analysis. In 
fact we push it from our minds entirely whilst pretending that we 
know nothing about  it,  and  analyse  our  own society from the 
point of view of consumption, classifying people as lower (poor), 
middle  or  upper  (rich).   Social  relations  in  our  own  society, 
unlike  all  other  societies,  are  defined  by  consumption.   The 
underhanded liberal then notes the obvious – in all societies there 
have been poor people, middlingly well off, and rich folks: thus 
all societies have been liberal societies, q.e.d.

Being Reds, our goal is not merely to understand social reality 
but to eliminate alienation, exploitation and oppression.  Liberal 
methodology can only address oppression. Even using the most 
powerful tool in their kit, identity politics, Liberal methodology 
is hard put to eliminate oppression because it is the handmaiden 
of exploitation and without overcoming exploitation, something a 
liberal can't do because exploitation is build into his concept of 
the good society, oppression will constantly recreate itself (this 
being one of the reasons I lose patience with liberals - I  can't 

believe  they  are  as 
dumb  as  they 
pretend to be).

We, then, are lead to 
the  necessity  of 
Social  Revolution, 
that  is  people's 
relations  with  the 
production  and 

distribution of goods and services must be altered in order for 
oppression,  alienation and  exploitation to  be  ended.   A single 
individual  stands  in  a  certain  relationship  to  the  forces  of 
production.  For example, I might own the means of production 
and have other folks work them for me.  These folks are paid 
from the proceeds of sales of the stuff produced.  I  cover my 
costs, lay away for tomorrow and pocket the difference.  Since I 
am paying the people who are doing the work they do what a ask 
them to do or I will replace them with people who will.   The 
goods  (or  services)  produced  are  my property.   This  being  a 
market economy I may sell my stuff if I so choose.  The people 

doing the work are thus exploited – money is made off of their 
work and they are alienated from their work – they control neither 
their work itself nor the fruit of their labour.  Working people (for 
that's what they are) are often oppressed as well.

Because  people  who work  for  a  living share  various  things  in 
common they are classified as a class – the working class.   In 
antiquity  many  working  people  were  themselves  owned  by 
another person and thus were “slaves”. In the feudal period many 
working people were “tied” to the land and were referred to as 
“serfs”.  Today working people are “free”.  The solution to today's 
system must be different than the solution to a different system.



Meeting the Masses Where They're At (Without Resoting to Liberalism)
Peter Clarke

As communists seeking to build a movement and party capable 
of  overthrowing  capitalism,  our  immediate  task  is  to  start 
building a base amoung working people. In our current context, 
this can be slow work, but it has to be done one person at a time. 
The question, though, is how this is to be done. How do you turn 
someone into a communist?

We  know  the  old  strategy  of  standing  on  a  corner  hocking 
newspapers  is  bankrupt.  There  are  enough  groups  doing  that 
already, and if that were the way forward, the revolution would 
already have happened. The reality is that it isn't 1917 anymore, 
and our base has  to  be built  on the personal  relationships  we 
build in a sea of atomization. To boot, false consciousness is a lot 
more well-developed and pervasive, so a one-off interaction with 
revolutionary proletarian ideas  isn't  going to  make much of  a 

dent, even in one 
person.  So, 
again  to  the 
original 
question:  how 
do  you  turn 
someone  into  a 
communist?

In general, it seems like the path toward becoming a communist 
follows  a  few  steps:  discontent,  recognition  of  communism's 
desirability, and recognition of its possibility. The first step is an 
easier sell these days. A simple conversation that begins around 
any  given  failure  of  capitalism  (unemployment,  tuition,  war, 
falling wages,  massive state and personal  debt,  shitty working 
conditions,  etc.)  and  connects  those  issues  to  their  root  cause 
(including a short but thoughtful dismissal of social democracy) 
should take care of this. During this first stage, it is important to 
exchange personal stories about the issues at hand. Remember: 
these are not details that muddy up the theory, they're the reason 
why a person will decide to fight. They humanise both of you, 
validate your experiences, and give a person the confidence to 
believe that what they think is worth acting upon.

The  next  step,  getting 
somebody  to  recognize  the 
desirability of a society without 
classes or the state, is relatively 
easy these  days  too.  Point  out 
the  superabundance  that  exists 
(in  food,  electronics,  etc.)  and 
how  much  more  free  and 
comfortable we'd all be without 
a parasitic ruling class sucking 
us  dry.  Often  here  you'll  run 
into an objection based on a lie or exaggeration about the USSR 
or China (namely, how poor and starving everyone supposedly 
was in those places) and it's useful to point out the differences in 
development  between  'there'  and  'here',  but  more  importantly, 
that nobody called those societies 'communist' aside from the US 
State  Department.  That,  while  the goal  of those societies may 
have been similar, our proposed approach is structurally different 
and would not allow for “seizure of power by a single person”. 
The bulk of this phase, though, should be shedding light on the 
good of our proposals rather than responding to the failures of 

others.  Tap  into  peoples'  desire  to  be  productive  but  not  to  be 
alienated,  to  develop  use  value  but  not  exchange  value,  to  see 
leadership rather than rulership. In short, take nothing for granted 
in explaining why the world we want to see would be a far better 
one than the one we live in now.

The  last  stage, 
having  people 
realize  not  just 
how  desirable, 
but  how possible 
a  communist 
society  is,  tends  to  be  a  little  trickier.  People  are  generally 
uninterested in what happened in 1871 or 1917 or 1936 or 1968. It 
feels detached and irrelevant to the world they exist in. It may be 
necessary to bring up the fact that all these events happened, but 
your approach shouldn't rely on them. Instead, tie the conversation 
in to things you and your comrade-to-be encounter on a regular 
basis.  School,  work,  neighbourhoods,  sports  teams,  whatever. 
Illuminate  the  social,  rather  than  the  market  basis  of  these 
institutions, and pin everything wrong with them on the bosses, 
the state, and capitalism. And remember: communism will not be 
a utopia or panacea.  It  will  be a human society populated with 
human  beings.  There  will  be  problems  and  complications,  all 
surmountable,  but  present.  Being  unrealistic  in  this  regard  will 
only make you come off as a lunatic or, at best, naive.

Now that the (very) basic steps in a person's transformation into a 
communist  has been outlined, here are a  few things to keep in 
mind:

• The working class is not an abstraction, nor something 
external, nor a homogeneous mass. It is you and me and 
your neighbour and your classmate and your co-worker.

• Understand the history and causes of the current financial 
crisis,  and  why  those  who  say  it's  over  are  blowing 
smoke.

• Think  about  your  personal  story  and  how  convoluted 
your own path to class consciousness was. Think about 
what pushed you forward and, if relevant, bring that up.

• Avoid preaching. A conversation is a two-way activity.
• Talk  about  more  than  just  politics.  Nobody  wants  to 

become  a  one-dimensional  weirdo  and  social  ties 
(friendships) are what get us all through the winter.

• There is a gap between a person's level of consciousness 
on their own and the level it's at while discussing with a 
communist. Try to raise the former in your conversation, 
keeping in mind that it took you more than two hours to 
gain solid class consciousness.

 

Happy organizing!



Our Tasks
Old North

Our Tasks:
Since we are only a handful our actions are determined largely 
by our weakness. This does not stop us from considering what 
we should be doing had we the power. The big, overwhelming, 
long term plan is to establish the Dictatorship of the Proletariat. 
This should be kept in mind for it is possible to get off track even 
at this early stage. In fact we are way off track. Of course, we 
aren't  large  enough  to  be  properly  democratic.   Also  we  are 
seized with romantic visions of what it  is to be left  wing and 
what left wing politics are and what left wingers do. It's all crap. 
And perfectly normal because it's the only thing we know, it is 
compatible  with liberalism and  it's  encouraged  by the powers 
that be 'cus it's all so dead end.

Before  going  any 
further,  it's  worth 
giving  my  usual 
caveats.  Numbers 
are approximate and 
are  there  to  give  a 

sense  of  magnitude.  Thus  100  is  ten  times  more  than  12  or 
worded  differently,  100  is  more  than  80  and  less  than  130. 
Likewise 12 is more than 9 and less than 15. More or less. Also, 
laying down the path of the way to go does not mean a unity of 
theory  and  practice.  God  forbid.  I  have  lived  through  that 
madness. It is obvious that the student movement is not where it 
is at. We should quit school, get jobs and actualise the Party in 
bowling leagues and pubs. Of course the preceding sentence is 
correct. However to force members to unify their practice around 
that theory, although it is a correct theory, is madness. When the 
Party  in  question  has  a  couple  hundred  members,  the 
appreciation of the line – drink beer and go bowling with the 
people - will result in a dozen or so members quitting school and 
digging into a working class life style.

Currently there are eight people on the Party mailing list, two 
from South Western Ontario and six from the Ottawa area. There 
are  four  more  people  close  to  the  Party,  thus  we  can  expect 
around 8 at the Assembly in January. One mobilisation a year 
should  be  possible.   Each  successive  mobilisation  will  draw 
fewer people and indeed might even cause this one mobilisation 
to draw fewer people, thus mobilisations should be rationed out 
with care. We should be able to grow by one-third in a year, thus 
there should be three of us in SWO and eight in the Ottawa area 
by  January  2011.  However,  seeing  as  there  are  four  people 
already nearby, there might be as many as nine Party members in 
the Ottawa area. Nine members in one place is the jumping off 
place to actual existence.

Actual Existence:
As noted at the outset, our main task is to establish the D. of P. 
('though cowards flinch and traitors sneer).  The D. of P. is of 
ultimate importance.  (More will  be said about the D. of  P.  in 
another place.) The fact that we are headed that way, the road 
Towards Communism, behoves us to make today's tasks and life-
styles conform with that goal for the road and the destination are 
one. We are not aiming for the Dictatorship of one guy. Nor of 
some sub-committee, committee, bureau or Party. No!!! We are 
aiming at  the dictatorship by the working class.  This is  not  a 
metaphysical formulation. This is a material description. 

Therefore  we  should  have  a  way for  everyone  in  the  class  to 
exercise  his/her  control  in  the  process.  It  is  best  to  get  these 
political habits into our process as early as possible. Building non-
democratic  structures 
is  opportunism:  that 
is there appears to be 
an  opportunity  for 
personal 
advancement  or  to 
get  something  done. 
Therefore  democracy 
is  surrendered  to 
populism  or  crony-
ism.  When  did  the 
Soviet  Union  go 
Revisionist? 1895? When did the D of P become an empty slogan? 
Thus our most important internal task is to establish and maintain 
democracy. Although a non-democratic, populist road flows more 
naturally and seems to be easier to follow, good people are going 
to feel left out and will be alienated from the Party. Further by the 
third generation after the revolution the worst  people in society 
will be in charge. Communism will be unreachable. Establishing 
and maintaining a democratic and lively inner Party life is crucial.

The burden of producing the journal falls too heavily upon one 
person. He is a hero. Any criticism must be accompanied by much 
praise. With only eight members it makes sense that there are only 
two activists, both of whom are in Ottawa. This is good. One must 
concentrate one's forces so that a critical mass is reached which 
can morph qualitatively into a force large enough to affect reality 
thus giving Party members everywhere a concrete application of 
line  and  force  (power)  that  can  be  referenced  for  propaganda 
purposes.

It  could  be  that  we 
should  think  in 
terms of a quarterly 
journal  for  2010.  It 
should  be 
accompanied  by  a 
certain  amount  of 
cheering  and  other 

enthusiastic noise internally inside the Party in an effort to widen 
the creative participation rate. The journal is first and foremost an 
organising tool. Of course most of the papers given away will be 
wasted. Such is life. No more than four times as many copies as 
we have members should be printed. Most of those will be wasted. 
Each  copy  going  to  a  member  is  not  wasted.  Two  or  three 
members will know someone who REALLY should have a copy. It 
might even to safe to say that 12 copies of the journal have homes 
to go to. Because we are at such a small and intimate stage we 
actually know the three or four people for whom the journal is 
being printed. Some effort should go into pleasing those people – 
after  all  Party  building  is  the  name  of  the  game.  There  are 
mountains of undirected information out there that we have access 
to  but  currently Social  Revolution!  is  our  only publication and 
therefore  serves  all  of  our  publishing  needs.  However,  Party 
building  is  our  most  important  task  at  present.  No  one 
except ourselves is going to put energy into building SR.



Now, of course,  a  word has  to be said about displaying one's 
colours and in that way being able to make contact with someone 
who was just waiting for us to come along. This will happen and 
this is good. This fact, and it is a fact, should not distract us from 
planned and systematic growth based upon solid base building.

Our  short-term goal,  that  is  over  the  next  ten years,  in  party 
building  is  to  get  a  proto-soviet  type  organisation  up  and 
running.  By  proto-soviet  is  meant  a  mass  based  democratic 
organisation that can be the new state.

The Retreats Are Over:
The Movement has been in retreat since the early 1970's. Thus 
the Movement has grown accustomed to protesting government 
or corporate action. Yes protests are required. Don't  worry we 
won't have a unity of action around our line. However we should 
at least have some inkling of a strategy based upon fighting to 
win rather than merely losing slower – e.g. not “Drop Fees” but 
“Build the Red University”. We need to create our own media, 
our own education system, our own industrial infrastructure, our 
own  food and  clothing 
delivery systems,  etc. 
From  the ground  up. 
And  of course  our 
own state. This  will 
happen one  small 
item after one  small 
item. Nine  will  get 
you twenty.  That 
means  a mobilisation 
of  four activists 
should  be possible  in  a 
mass  organisation  within  three  years  and  perhaps  even  one 
militant.  Do  not  expect  the  four  activists  to  be  able  to 
concentrate  their  energies  or  focus.  Hopefully  two  activists 
might  be  able  to  co-ordinate  forces.  Thus  in  three  years  we 
should be powerful  enough to  have one person,  from time to 
time, in his/her spare time, put  some energy into building the 
New  Jerusalem.  By  2020  Social  Revolution  should  be  large 
enough to be a functioning party with over a hundred members 
in Ottawa alone and to be buried inside a popular movement of 
over three hundred members. At this rate of growth we will be 
large  enough to  seize the Power  in  forty years  or  so and  the 
Power  vacuum  should  be  there  for  a  group  organised  and 
resourceful enough to make use of said power vacuum.



Social Revolution and the Dictatorship of the Proletariat
Old North

An  interesting  fact:  As  soon  as  one  utters  the  words 
“Dictatorship  of  the  Proletariat”  whoever  you  are  talking  to 
complains  about  the  wording  and  strongly  suggests  that  you 
would  get  further  if  only 
you would modernise your 
vocabulary.  They 
generally remind you that 
no  one  likes  a 
“dictatorship”.  hey  then 
generally  go  on  to  assist 
you  in  choosing  a  better 
wording.

Well.  In  general  the idea is  great  and mind you, I  have most 
likely  spent  many  more  years  fretting  about  this  wording 
problem, and it is a problem, than the person who is assisting me 
to overcome this  glaring weakness in  my political  vision.  It's 
similar in nature to that problem I have concerning the Russian 
Revolution. I cheer for the gains made by workers and peasants. 
Seem to have missed that memo as well.

One's assistant will go on to suggest alternate wordings and will, 
several times and in various ways, warn you about the dangers 
of dictatorship and will most likely suggest that an inclusionary 
State is better than an exclusionary one.

Well. First of all the better wordings do generally make room at 
the table for the population as a whole and reject implicitly and 
explicitly restrictive formulations, thus they aren't exactly what I 
was trying to get at. This bleeds into the secondary problem that 
these alternate wordings are generally opposed to  what  I  was 
trying to say. Then I lose it and hopefully the topic is changed 
fairly quickly.

Let's try in this dispassionate setting, to try to proceed beyond 
the break-down point.

States  exist  mainly  to  enforce  class 
dictatorships. People can be classified 
according  to  how  they  relate  to  the 
means  of  production,  in  other  words 
according  to  their  position  in  the 
relations  of  production.  In  other 

words, are you exploited and if so how? Are you an exploiter 
and if so how do you extract surplus wealth from the primary 
producers? Different types of states enforce different modes of 
production,  land  tenure,  etc.  Different  types  of  state,  ancient 
polis, ancient empire, feudal and capitalist use different modes 
of  wealth  extraction  and  different  methods  of  enforcing 
exploitation. The Dictatorship of the Proletariat puts the means 
of production and wealth distribution under the control  of the 
folks who are actually creating that wealth.

In a work – On Slogans – Lenin emphasises the importance of 
slogans that  can't  be co-opted and won't  be used against  you. 
Can you find a way of saying that collectively working people 
should  control  property  rights  and  control  the  wealth  they 
produce?  Do  you  want  to  spread  liberal  lies  about  the  non-
coercive nature of the state?

Are you in favour of a Social Revolution 
that  would  rearrange  the  relations  of 
production  so  that  the  means  of 
production  would  be  owned  by  labour 
rather than capital? Do you think that the 
government  of  the  U.S.A.  should  have 
exercised  a  dictatorship  over  slave 
owners  forcing  them  to  liberate  their 
slaves and using the force of the state to 
make sure that they did, or do you think 
that  slave  owners  should  have  had  the 
freedom to choose? 



The Manual
A Brief What, Why, and How of the Popular Action Movement: Part 2
Old North
Continued from Pre-Issue #1 of Social Revolution!, The Manual contains the Social Revolution Party's vision for what the mass 
movement should look like as well as how to go about organising one.

A Democratic Starting Point:

We have to  start  somewhere.  Over time,  with trial,  error  and 
reformulation,  we  will  (hopefully)  come  to  a  Democratic 
framework for our new community. Or maybe we won’t. If we 
fail there is a good chance that others will be able to build on our 
attempt. You can look on this as progress.

Democracy is  both impossible and  unnecessary when dealing 
with few people. Democracy really comes into itself when the 
number of people involved in a project is larger than the number 
of people one can interact with on a personal level. At that point 
it is inevitable that some people are going to be more equal than 
others  unless  Democracy  is  enforced  through  each  person’s 
internal discipline augmented with a structure which encourages 
Democracy. If you see that as being idealistic, consider the fact 
that people can talk with one another. If Democratic processes 
are considered to be the operational norm, then if people with 
special  responsibilities  repeatedly disregard  the  wishes  of  the 

masses,  the  masses 
themselves  have  to 
disregard  the 
actions and policies 
of  those  people 
acting  in  a  non-
Democratic manner. 
Which  is  to  say 
people  must  follow 
an  intentionality  of 
Democratic 
behaviour.

Let us then start by considering the organisational structure of an 
organisation  with  around  a  hundred  members.  I  pick  100 
because that is obviously more people than one can relate to on 
an  interpersonal  basis1.  If  one  wishes  to  be  able  to  maintain 
media, energy, food and educational facilities it  is easy to see 
that  more  than  a  dozen  individuals  are  going to  have  to  co-
operate  without  taking  advantage  of  one  another.  There  are 
4,000 buses in the Montreal Transit Authority. If it is to be run 
Democratically some sort of structure will be required.

There  are  break  over  points.  For  example  most  people  can 
maintain  relationships  that  are  close  and  egalitarian  with 
generally  between  8  and  13  people;  some  of  us  through 
circumstance,  personality etc.  can stretch upwards towards 13 
people. Most of us however, fall somewhat shy of that number. 
How  then  can  100  people  co-operate  without  hierarchies 
developing? Furthermore if there are between 21 and 33 people 
in  a  room  it  is  just  barely  possible  to  run  a  meeting 
Democratically  without  some  folks  losing  out.  Some  people 
speak better in public. Some people are shy or feel that what 
they have to say is not as important as what some other people 
have to say. How then can we possibly have a meeting attended 
by 100 people without the loud mouths taking over?

These  are  real 
problems  which  to 
date  almost  no 
movement  or  group 
has  been  able  to 
solve.

So  let’s  break  the 
situation down to the 
smallest  number  of 
people  who  if  they 
really  really  tried 
could  possibly  get 
along without  an inner  and outer  circle  forming;  that  is  to  say, 
without  two  classes  forming.  We  are  back  to  the  limit  of  an 
organisation  of  between  8  and  13  folks.  We  can’t  provide  for 
ourselves  with  that  small  an  organisation.  We  couldn’t  even 
operate the London Transit Commission. We would still be buying 
necessities from trans-national corporations, private capital or the 
state. Any of these “solutions” would lead once more to alienation 
and to wealth being transferred out of our community. Alienation, 
exploitation  and  oppression  would  follow2.  Indeed,  how  many 
times in the 20th century did we see that scenario play itself out? 
So a political programme that can not build Democratic consensus 
among more than a dozen people is useless. A social-economic-
political programme that, whether by default or on purpose allows 
the  continued  existence  of  the  current  socio-economic-political 
model is useless.

So  here  is  the  problem  in  a  nutshell:  The  upper  limit  for  a 
functional egalitarian group seems to be around 8 to 13 people. On 
the  other  hand  a  political  unit  that  small  can’t  functionally 
accomplish anything. The Popular Action Movement is posited as 
being a new state. Thus our hypothetical size is roughly the same 
as the population of Canada. There are, in fact, very few actual 
capitalists who matter. Most successful changes of state isolated 
about 7% of the population. That is the norm established by the 
French and Russian Revolutions. I don’t know this for sure but the 
English  Revolution  most  likely  isolated  less  than  1  %  of  the 
population  and  merely  removed  political  influence  from  the 
governing strata. The NDP has 100,000 members but is unable to 
affect our quality of life. It  can help a little bit, say in quantity: 
higher  pensions,  lower  university  fees,  somewhat  better  health 
care.  But  it’s  a  game  of  inches.  Our  basic  alienation  and 
exploitation remain. The problems outlined at the beginning of the 
paper  remain;  I’m  referring  back  to  the  ongoing  fall  in  our 
standard  of  living  and  the  very  real  possibility,  perhaps  even 
inevitability of a general collapse of society. On top of that there is 
the  alienation  and  exploitation  inherent  in  the  system.  In  other 
words eight people acting alone can’t save themselves, let alone 
the world. This unit  of eight  or so people has to find a way of 
federating  with  other  similar  units  so  that  the  Democratic 
federation  gains  the  strength  of  unity  without  giving  up  the 
immediacy of Direct Democracy.

We have to develop both a form and an intentionality in



order to achieve and maintain Democratic norms of behaviour. 
The group of let’s say 12 people has to delegate two servants or 
messengers who will carry the messages of that dozen people to 
a convenor. That convenor will consult with messengers from 
three or four of these dozens and of course the agendas which 
emerge from these consultations will be returned to the dozens. 
To-ing  and  fro-ing  might  have  to  go  on  before  everyone  is 
satisfied but the numbers are small enough so that no one would 
be left out so long as the dozens themselves are vigilant, that is, 
in the final analysis each and every member should make sure 
that the representation is functioning.

Necessary  conditions  for  the  functioning  of  this  fundamental 
grass roots Democracy include, but might not be limited to the 
two  messengers  being  loyal  to  the  people  who  send  them. 
Further, they can’t operate for outside forces but must maintain 
internal loyalty and solidarity. They must be chosen by and be 
responsible to their little core group. These messenger/servants 
have  to  speak  personally to  each  person  they represent  on  a 
regular basis. E-Mail doesn’t cut it. Phone calls are out. There 
has to be person to person in person communication so that there 
can  be no mistake about  the message  or  the  messenger.  Two 
people between them can  service  and  represent  12,  including 
themselves. At this stage of the game this is a difficult task and 
therefore  the  number  of  people  that  each  messenger  is 
responsible for will be somewhat less. This is caused by the fact 
that we aren’t, at this stage, consolidated. The messengers don’t 
come into contact with the folks they are responsible for in the 
ordinary course of events.  Thus the task weighs more heavily 
upon them than it will when most of the people one meets in the 
course of a day are in PAM and these tasks will be carried out 
without any extra effort by the messengers.

Three or four (at the most) of these groups can co-operate and 
pool resources for projects. A Unit with a maximum of around 
36 people can be built. The leading figures in this group would 
be the six (or eight) messengers carrying the thoughts, wishes 
and desires of the membership at large, a convenor who directs 
and  co-ordinates  the  group  meetings  making  sure  that  every 
person has equal access to be heard and that the agenda is not 
captured  by  a  clique.  The  convenor  is  also  a  servant  of  the 
membership but obviously not a messenger and therefore does 
not put items on the agenda any more than any other member. 
There  should  also  be  a  secretary-treasurer.  Everything  the 
secretary-treasurer does must be monitored by the messengers.

However,  even 30 to 40 people can’t  run a power generation 
system, a public transit system, a food chain or an educational 
system.  Industry  would  be  impossible.  A  telephone  system 
would be out of the question. Pharmaceuticals and health care 
would not exist. Every one with heart or kidney problems would 
die. Even setting a broken leg would be a dicey job.  Eye care 
and dentistry would not exist. We would have to take at least a 
50% death rate. Setting up decentralised small collectives might 
improve the lives of the people in them but they do nothing for 
society at large. They do not, in any way, question the system. In 
many ways,  like reformist politics, they actually reinforce our 
subservience  to  the  Trans-national  Corps  and  the  Banksters. 
They are nice but they aren’t a political response that counts or 
matters.

In order for the forces of Democracy to actually run the system 
there will have to be active co-operation amongst and between 

these units of 30 or 40 people. Core Democracy can be maintained 
so long as the messengers remain loyal to their groups of 12.

Inter Unit Co-operation:

We can await the Fall of Rome 
due sometime between 2020 and 
2050.  If  everyone does  nothing 
to  prepare  for  such  an  event 
perhaps  some  20,000,000 
Canadians will die3. 

On the other hand we can figure 
out  a  way  for  these  proposed 
Units of 30 to 40 people to co-
operate  in  some  sort  of 
federation  without  exploitation 
or oppression. This way we will 
be able to keep the lights on and our houses heated. We will be 
able to maintain a functioning food chain; maintain and develop 
the Arts and Sciences; keep the buses running; maintain garbage 
and recycling programmes; etc.

Let us return to the model that we were developing: 100 people 
working  together  in  harmony  without  interpersonal  systematic 
oppression. Let us posit that the organisation be divided into three 
Units so that each Unit would have two messengers for each dozen 
or so members plus a convenor and secretary-treasurer. Each Unit 
would also have two delegates to a committee that would maintain 
lines of communications amongst and between the Units. It is this 
“committee  of  delegates”  that  allows  the  organisation  with  100 
members to function in a co-ordinated manner.

Larger Groups of  People and the  Transformation of  Money 
into Capital:

Most socio-political groups 
seem  to  spend  a  large 
proportion  of  their  money 
on  self-promotion.  (The 
exceptions to this are to be 
found among the ethnically 
based  groups).  We, 
however,  are  building  a 
new  society  and  are 
capitalising  ourselves. 
Indeed we really require the 
propaganda of the deed4. In 
our  case  that  would  be 
working models  of  worker 
and consumer co-ops. Very 
little  can  be  done  with 
money an organisation (say, 
for  example  the  Popular 
Action  Movement  [PAM]) 
collects whilst it has fewer 

than  a  hundred  members.  Any  income  in  those  circumstances 
would be used as the delegates to the Centre agreed. They would 
have  to  clear  their  spending  policies  with  the  Units  which 
delegated them of course.

Let  us now take a leap into fantasy.  The fantasy we are 
about to explore (or one similar to it) will have to come 



into existence or else we will be in dire straits after the current 
regime falls  apart.  This fantasy deals  with the concept  that  a 
self-defence  organisation  capable  of  focusing  considerable 
energy and “capital” might actually develop. This organisation 
would  be  able  to  supply  life-support  services  for  a  very 
significant sector of the population, that is for its own members. 
People would be taking care of themselves/each other. In other 
words as the present system bankrupts itself we will be able to 
restructure without millions of people having to die.

Let’s  assume  that  100,000  people,  in  other  words  an 
organisation  about  the  size  of  the  NDP,  were  to  group 
themselves  into  Democratic  self-protection  Units.  In  this 
hypothesis all numbers are approximate. When I say 100,000, I 
mean  a  number  in  that  region.  Apply  this  concept  of 
“approximate number” to all subsequent numbers. I am trying to 
demonstrate relative sizes in an approximate manner.

In our outline above we put forward the organisational norm of 
12  (or  so)  people  in  Democratically  structured  “dozens”.  We 
then went on to develop how 30 to 35 people (or so) could form 
Units made up of the “dozens”. Each Unit of 30 (or so) people 
would choose two delegates to a co-ordinating committee. If we 
were  to  divide  100,000  by  30  we  would  come  up  with 
approximately  3,400  Units.  Since  we  have  called  for  two 
delegates from each Unit and since one can’t have a Democratic 
meeting of more than 35 people no matter how hard you try, the 
number we come up with is too large to be manageable. Thus we 
would  have  to  form  approximately  225  co-ordinating 
committees. Each of these would be structured exactly like the 
original Unit. With each of these sending two delegates each to 
Regional  Committees  we  would  end  up  with  approximately 
fifteen Regional Committees and thus one Inner Committee of 
30 people. Or to rewrite:

Dozen
Unit
Co-ordinating Committee
Regional Committee
Inner Committee

Look upon these as being circles within each other.

Who Spends the Money?:

The Dozen and the Unit, may if they want, hold fundraisers for 
their own events and activities. Dues and general revenue of the 
organisation will, however, be split between the Co-ordinating 
Committees  and  the  Regional  Committees.  The  Inner 
Committee may hold bake sales etc. if they want. The key is that 
entry  level  organisations  should  not  have  disposable  income. 
Income  should  be  pooled  so  that  larger  projects  can  be 
undertaken. It is very easy for a special interest faction to use a 

Unit’s  income  for  their 
own purpose and to bleed 
the  organisation  so  that 
the  main  purpose  of  the 
dues  is  thwarted. 
Likewise  the  Inner 
Committee  should  not 
have  access  to  the 
organisation’s  funds. 
Money at the Centre is a 

corrupting influence and undermines the ability of the organisation 
to actually, in real terms not just rhetorically, act as a federation of 
self-governing sections.

The Organisation will Divide its Money into Three Purses:

1] Group Capital:

One third of the Group’s Income, after membership is more than 
around 100 people will go on Group Capital. This means buying 
capital goods to be owned by and used by the group (i.e. to be 
owned by the organisation as such and used by members of the 
organisation): buildings, large colour printer, equipment for trades-
folk, etc. Or they could be things owned by the group and rented to 
members:  ladders,  canoes,  sound and  light  equipment,  etc.  The 
point  is  this 
stuff  should 
make  a 
return on the 
investment 
for  the 
organisation 
and  further 
job  or 
recreational activities of the members or provide goods or services 
for members of the organisation. These moneys might (see below) 
be  investments  in  other  capital  holdings,  that  is  buying  into 
existing capital formations or going in on something with members 
or  group  of  members.  Group  Capital  in  alliance  with  Private 
Capital  is  dodgy.  Much  care  would  have  to  be  exercised.  For 
example,  the  capital  involved  should  be  material  and  not  a 
financial instrument. It should be local and easily controlled and 
monitored by the organisation and members thereof. Examples of 
this might be a building, bar/club, studio/exhibition space, video 
production  facilities,  camp  grounds,  etc.  See  below  for  a 
discussion  of  the  organisation’s  attitude  towards  interpersonal 
exploitation.

Group  capital  essentially  builds  the  socialised  sector  of  the 
economy. It  should be noted that one might think of this as the 
“nationalised  sector”.  However  the  nationalised  or  crown 
corporation is not socialised unless the state is run by the working 
class.  This  has  been  pointed  out  for  a  hundred  and  fifty years. 
When  the  Tories  nationalised  Hydro  they  did  not  become 
socialists. No, they were just providing an infrastructure to benefit 
capital. Group capital builds the resources of the Group (the new 
state).  However the group is founded in Democracy and has an 
anti-exploitation, that is pro-working class, orientation.

2] Member Capital:

One third of the organisation’s money, with the same provisos as 
above,  would  be  Member  Capital.  As  with  the  Group  Capital 
above this does not include operating capital. Operating capital is 
best filed under “expenses”. Groups of members grouped into co-
ops  would  get  preference  and  workers’  co-ops  would  get 
preference over consumer co-ops. See a discussion of this below. 
Worker Co-ops/Group partnerships would rank the highest. These 
capital  grants  to  members  would  be  in  the  form  of  forgivable 
loans. In other words the organisation would fund member owned 
businesses with preference given to co-operatively owned 
businesses.  See  below for  a  discussion  of  the  corporate 
model.



3] Expenses:

One  third,  and  only  one  third  of  the  revenue  collected  and 
generated by the organisation after it achieves a membership of 
around one hundred people will go to expenses. THIS IS VERY 
IMPORTANT. Most political movements and parties, social and 
support  organisations,  protest  groups  etc.  spend  almost  all  of 
their money on expenses. Most of it seems to be for publicity. 
PAM  strives  for  the  propaganda  of  the  deed.  Actually  fund 
workers’ co-ops.  Actually build an alternate infrastructure. Also 
we  must  make  sure  that  most  of  our  expenses  are  not  self-
promotion.  It  is 
very  important 
that  the 
organisation 
actually  provides 
services:  health, 
education, 
pensions, 
affordable 
housing etc. come 
to mind.  We have 
to  become  the 
State.

A Quick  Look  at  Three  Words:  Exploitation,  Oppression 
and Alienation:

Exploitation:

One  exploits  to  gain  an  advantage  from.  For  example,  one 
would exploit the natural resources, or a loop-hole in a tax law 
but one would not oppress them. Like wise one speaks of capital 
exploiting  working  people.  In  other  words,  money  is  made 
through the labour of others.

Oppression:

Oppression is a consequence of unequal social relations between 
people.  If  one  set  of  people  have  a  superior  social  position 
backed up by force or social convention (etc) they can oppress 
the  other  set  of  people,  e.g.  treat  them poorly in  some  way. 
There are of course varying degrees.

Alienation:

Books have been written about this. The concept in this idea is 
that something is turned away from its proper functioning in a 
relationship. For example, one can be alienated from one’s work 
(or labour, or creativity) if the manner of doing the work and the 
product  of  the  work  are  beyond  the  control  of  the 
worker/labourer. One can feel/be alienated from a situation, such 
as aspects of a social situation or society.

End Notes

1. Also  because  an  organisation  is  impotent  until  it  reaches  a 
membership of around a hundred.

2. Partial definitions of these words will follow in due course.

3. I have written in other places, and will do again and again until 
you are sick of it, about business cycles and the problem of family, 
city, state, corporate and federal debt in the U. S. of A. This is not 
the place for a digression based upon the crises of overproduction 
given  the  current  social  arrangements  in  the  U.S.  The  U.S.  is 
currently entering a severe downturn in the economy from which 
they  will  never  truly  recover.  Two  more  will  follow  each  one 
worse  than  the  preceding.  The  timing  of  these  events  can  not 
possibly be known ahead of the events. This time around hundreds 
of  thousands  of  people  will  lose  their  jobs,  standard  of  living, 
pensions, etc. The government will be on the ropes financially and 
many services  will  be dramatically cut  back. The U.S. is,  don’t 
forget, “post-industrial”.

4.  It is unfortunate (but necessary) that, at present, our meetings 
are so dominated by structural and programmatic details. This is 
meant to be a Popular Action Movement.  We are quite wanting in 
action at the moment.



A Communist Position on Bourgeois-Democracy and the Parliamentary System
Rosso

I. Introduction

In  light  of  the 
recent  debates 
within  the 
International 
Communist 
Movement1 as to 
the  value  of 
working  within 
the  bourgeois 
parliamentary 
system,  and 
because  of 
questions  posed 
to  the  Social 
Revolution  Party as  to  its  position  on  bourgeois  elections,  it 
seemed  prudent  to  write  an  article  on  the  bourgeois 
parliamentary system and the attitude that communists should 
be taking towards parliament.  For whatever reasons,  it  seems 
that  English  speaking  communists  often  romanticize  the 
parliamentary  experience;  indeed,  almost  all  of  the  “official” 
Communist Parties within the Anglosphere have been reduced 
to, in the words of Marx, “parliamentary cretinism”2. 

In  the  interests  of  a  detailed  and  thorough  exposition  of  the 
problem at hand, this article will begin by looking at the original 
debates  surrounding  communist  involvement  in  bourgeois 
parliaments  dating  back  to  the  inception  of  the  Third 
International.  Careful  attention  will  then  be  paid  to  Lenin's 
critique of both British and German communist involvement in 
their respective parliaments, with an eye as to whether or not 
Lenin was being consistent  in his critique.  We will  then step 
forward 80 years and examine the modern Canadian context and 
whether or not advocating parliamentary involvement in Canada 
in 2009 is a Leninist position. Lenin's position itself will then be 
the  focus  of  extreme  critiques,  examining  the  effects  of 
parliamentary involvement on communist organisations. Finally, 
after careful investigation, a position for the Social Revolution 
Party will be put forward. Onwards!

II. What is Parliament?

Due to the deceptive and anti-analytical nature of politics within 
the Anglosphere, it is worthwhile to take a brief step back and 
define what we mean by parliament. By parliament, within the 
context  of  this  article,  we mean the legislative branch of  the 
state.  It  is  nominally the role  of  parliament  to  establish state 
policy and to hold the other branches of the state accountable. In 
Canada parliament formally includes the Sovereign, the Senate, 
and the House of Commons3.

It  needs  to  be  stated,  before  we  continue,  that  even  when 
parliament  is  functioning according to  ideal  circumstances,  it 
still has a very limited role in the actual functioning of the state. 
The  legislative  branch  can  only  set  policy;  underneath  the 
legislative branch is the massive bureaucracy that carries out the 
day-to-day tasks of the state.  This is a fact  oft-overlooked by 
communists when assessing the role that parliament plays in the

life of the state. Winning parliamentary power does not give one 
power  over  the  state,  but  rather  over  the  accounting  and 
administration of the state. The state carries on a life of its own, 
independent of the 308 people that sit at its head.

III. Lenin on Parliamentary Involvement

Lenin's  main  critiques  of  communist  anti-parliamentarism  are 
found  in  his  oft-misquoted  piece  “Left-Wing”  Communism,  An 
Infantile  Disorder.  While  categorising and  critiquing a  series  of 
left-communist  heresies,  Lenin  touches  significantly  on  the 
question  of  whether  or  not  communists  should  participate  in 
bourgeois  parliaments4.  Lenin's  answer  is  that  unequivocally, 
communists should engage in the bourgeois parliamentary system; 
he derides those on the left that abstain from parliamentary activity 
as having proved that “they are not a party of the class, but a circle, 
not a party of the masses, but a group of intellectuals and of a few 
workers who imitate the worst features of intellectuals.”5 There is 
no ambiguity in  Lenin's  work as  to  whether  or  not  communists 
should engage in bourgeois parliamentary activity.

It  would be completely intellectually dishonest  however to look 
simply  at  Lenin's  final  position  on  the  question  of  bourgeois 
parliaments,  without  examining  the  reasoning  behind  Lenin's 
position. In responding to assertions that parliament has become 
historically obsolete, Lenin replies:

Parliamentarism has become “historically obsolete”. That 
is true as regards propaganda. But everyone knows that 
this  is  still  a  long  way from overcoming it  practically. 
Capitalism could have been declared, and with full justice, 
to be “historically obsolete” many decades ago, but that 
does not at all remove the need for a very long and very 
persistent  struggle  on  the  soil  of  capitalism. 
Parliamentarism  is  “historically  obsolete”  from  the 
standpoint  of  world  history,  that  is  to  say,  the  era  of 
bourgeois parliamentarism has come to an end and the era 
of  proletarian  dictatorship  has  begun.  This  is 
incontestable. But world history reckons in decades. Ten 
or twenty years sooner or later makes no difference when 
measured  by  the  scale  of  world  history;  from  the 
standpoint  of  world  history it  is  a  trifle  that  cannot  be 
calculated  even  approximately.  But  precisely  for  that 
reason  it  is  a  howling  theoretical  blunder  to  apply  the 
scale of world history to practical politics.6

Lenin outlines the nature 
of his position extremely 
well  in  the afore-quoted 
passage; despite the fact 
that  parliamentary 
democracy  is  clearly 
historically  obsolete,  it 
may still be necessary in 
a  practical  political 
framework  to  struggle 
“on  the  soil”  of 
parliament.



Lenin continues:

How can one say that  “parliamentarism is  politically 
obsolete,”  when  “millions”  and  “legions”  of 
proletarians  are  not  only  still  in  favour  of 
parliamentarism in general, but are downright “counter-
revolutionary”!?  Clearly,  parliamentarism...  is  not  yet 
politically  obsolete.  Clearly,  the  “Lefts”...  have 
mistaken  their  desire,  their  political-ideologlical 
attitude, for objective reality.7

And:

Parliamentarism, of course, is “politically obsolete” for 
the Communists... but - and that is the whole point - we 
must  not  regard  what  is  obsolete  for  us  as  being 
obsolete for the class, as being obsolete for the masses. 
Here again we find that the “Lefts” do not know how to 
reason,  do  not  know how to  act  as  the  party  of  the 
class, as the party of the masses. You must not sink to 
the level of the masses,  to the level of the backward 
strata of the class. That is incontestable. You must tell 
them the  bitter  truth.  You  must  call  their  bourgeois-
democratic and parliamentary prejudices – prejudices. 
But at the same time you must soberly follow the actual 
state  of  class  consciousness  and  preparedness  of  the 
whole class (not only of its Communist vanguard), of 
all  the  toiling  masses  (not  only  of  their  advanced 
elements).8

Despite  the  fact  that  parliament  is  historically  obsolete,  and 
despite the fact  that  a Marxist  analysis  allows communists to 
realise that parliament is historically obsolete, parliament is not 
yet  practically  obsolete  for  the  vast  majority  of  the  working 
class because they still continue to participate in it. For Lenin, 
the entirety of his position on parliamentary involvement rests 
on  the  fact  that  the  masses  have  not  yet  moved  beyond  a 
bourgeois-democratic frame of mind, and therefore communists, 

in  order  to  stay  in  touch 
with  the  masses,  have  to 
struggle  within  that  same 
framework.  Communists 
must  struggle  where  the 
masses  are,  and  therefore 
communists  must  struggle 
within  a  parliamentary 
framework.

It  is  worth  noting  that 
within Lenin's critique one finds no mention of the usefulness of 
parliament for accomplishing social change; quite the opposite 
in fact. Lenin's position in favour of parliamentary involvement 
is purely based on staying in touch with the masses.

IV.  The  Parliamentary  Question  in  Britain  and  Germany 
circa 1920: Is Lenin Consistent?

The  main  focus  of  Lenin's  critique  lies  within  the  realm  of 
practical politics, and it is no surprise that Lenin deals not only 
with the “ultra-left” in the abstract  but  also how the political 
positions of the “ultra-left” play out in reality. In doing so, Lenin 
focuses very specifically on the emerging Communist 

movement  in  Britain  and  the  already  established  communist 
movement  in  Germany.  It  is  worth  investigating  the  content  of 
Lenin's critiques of both the German and the British ultra-left, in 
particular  looking  at  whether  or  not  Lenin  is  being  consistent 
within his own critical framework, and if there is anything that we 
today can practically pull from Lenin's insights.

The  main  thrust  of 
Lenin's  position  on 
Germany  has  already 
been  explored;  the 
quotes  contained  in 
section III of this essay 
were  directed  against 
the German “lefts”, but 
were  highlighted  there 
as  they  hold  a  more 
universal  significance. 
Concretely,  the 
German “lefts” believed that  parliamentary struggle had become 
historically  obsolete,  and  therefore  struggling  within  the 
framework of bourgeois parliaments could be at best a waste of 
time. Against the arguments of historical obsolescence forwarded 
by the German “lefts”, Lenin retorts:

This is said with absurd pretentiousness, and is obviously 
incorrect. “Reversion” to parliamentarism! Perhaps there 
is  already a Soviet  republic  in  Germany?  It  seems not! 
How then, can one speak of “reversion”?9

Lenin  attacks  the  German  “lefts”  for  what  he  conceives  as 
prematurely not engaging in parliamentary activity.

In dealing with the British “lefts”, Lenin advises similar tactics. In 
the context of the newly forming communist movement in Britain, 
a  communist  movement  that  was  already  rife  with  ultra-left 
tendencies, Lenin advises a parliamentary coalition with the British 
Labour Party. Speaking to the specific conditions in Britain at the 
time, Lenin remarks:

In my opinion, the British Communists should unite their 
four (all  very weak, and some very,  very weak) parties 
and groups into a single Communist Party on the basis of 
the principles of the Third International and of obligatory 
participation in parliament. The Communist Party should 
propose  a  “compromise”  to  the  Hendersons  and 
Snowdens10,  an election agreement: let us together fight 
the alliance of Lloyd George and the Conservatives, let us 
divide the parliamentary seats in proportion to the number 
of votes cast by the workers for the Labour Party and for 
the Communist Party (not at the elections, but in a special 
vote),  and  let  us  retain  complete  liberty  of  agitation, 
propaganda, and political activity.11

Lenin then goes on to suggest that if the Labour Party accepts a 
deal  it  will  provide  a  platform  for  the  Communist  Party  from 
which they can agitate amoungst  the masses.  And if  the Labour 
Party doesn't accept a deal, then it will expose the Labour Party as 
allies of the bourgeoisie who are against the unity of the working 
class.  In  Lenin's  opinion,  the  British communist  movement  will 
make gains regardless of the actions of the Labour Party if 
it takes the parliamentary road.



Lenin  further  reiterates  his  position  on  British  communist 
involvement in parliament when he writes:

If  I  come  out  as  a  Communist  and  call  upon  the 
workers to vote for Henderson against Lloyd George, 
they will certainly give me a hearing. And I will be able 
to explain in a popular manner not only why Soviets 
are better than parliament and why the dictatorship of 
the  proletariat  is  better  than  the  dictatorship  of 
Churchill  (disguised  by  the  signboard  of  bourgeois 
“democracy”),  but  also  that  I  want  with  my vote  to 
support  Henderson  in  the  same  way  as  the  rope 
supports  a  hanged  man  -   that  the  impending 
establishment  of  a  government  of  Hendersons  will 
prove that I am right, will bring the masses over to my 
side,  and  will  hasten  the  political  death  of  the 
Hendersons and the Snowdens just as was the case with 
their kindred spirits in Russia and Germany.12

On  a  superficial  level  it 
appears  that  Lenin  is 
being  consistent  in  the 
application of his analysis 
to  both  Britain  and 
Germany.  On  one  hand, 
Lenin  suggests  that  the 
German  “lefts”  support 
parliamentary 
involvement.  In the same 
vein,  Lenin  suggests  that 
British communists do the 
same.  However,  internal 
to Lenin's argument is the 
idea  that  parliament  is 
parliament  is  parliament 
the  world-over,  without 
taking  into  account  the 
specific  nature  of  the 
individual  political 
climates of the respective 
parliaments  themselves. 

Lenin applies his critique equally to all situations, but fails to 
understand that a critique of parliamentarism in Germany and 
Russia does not necessarily apply to parliamentarism in Britain.

To take a step back for a moment, an unspoken assumption in 
Lenin's argument is that the space for an anti-capitalist critique 
exists  within  the  context  of  bourgeois  parliamentary  action. 
Lenin assumes, incorrectly as will be pointed out, that this is the 
case in all parliaments in 1920. Nowhere does Lenin explore, 
even  for  a  second,  that  this  isn't  the  case;  indeed,  the  entire 
nature  of  his  critique,  especially  towards  the  British 
communists,  is  that  they  should  be  entering  into  parliament 
specifically to fill that space. Lenin, while grasping the specific 
historical  events  leading  to  the  establishment  of  ultra-left 
varieties  of  communism  in  both  Germany  and  Britain, 
seemingly  fails  to  apply  an  actual  historical  analysis  to 
parliamentary involvement.

To approach such an analysis, it becomes important to look at 
the  context  that  the  emerging  communist  movements  found 
themselves in. In Germany, the “lefts” that Lenin rails against 
were members of an organisation known as the Communist 

Workers Party of Germany (KAPD). The KAPD had split off from 
the  Communist  Party  of  Germany  (KPD)  in  April  of  1920, 
specifically in opposition to electoral tactics. The KPD itself was a 
newly formed organisation as of 1918, which essentially amounted 
to the left-wing of the then reformist Social-Democratic Party of 
Germany (SPD)  finally  declaring  independence/regrouping  after 
expulsion  in  post-war  Germany.  The  SPD  itself,  despite  being 
reformist and reactionary by the time 1914 came about, had a long 
history of being an actual anti-capitalist party. Even after the SPD 
had been thoroughly exposed as reactionary, the debates within the 
SPD,  specifically  those  trying  to  justify  the  SPD's  support  for 
Imperial Germany in World War I, took place within a nominally 
Marxist framework.

It can be said then, that the German “lefts” of the KAPD emerged 
onto the political scene in a context in which there had been a long 
history of anti-capitalist action and debate. The German working 
class would not have been unfamiliar with such ideas; the fact that 
nominally Marxist debates were taking place within the German 
governing party at the time Left Wing Communism, an Infantile 
Disorder  was  written  shows  how  deeply  entrenched  some 
semblance of  Marxist  thought was within the  German working 
class. Therefore the space existed for an anti-capitalist, anti-state 
movement  to  exist  and  actually  benefit  from  a  parliamentary 
presence; Lenin is exactly right within his own framework when he 
criticizes the KAPD for being out-of-touch with the masses,  for 
being “not a party of the class, but a circle”13. Or, to put it slightly 
differently,  due  to  the  inundation  of  Marxist  and  anti-capitalist 
ideas within the German working class, the space existed for the 
German left to both agitate against capitalism and the state while 
engaging  in 
parliamentary  activity 
for  the  sake  of 
propaganda  without 
getting  the  two 
messages  confused.  It 
was the space created 
by nearly 50 years  of 
SPD  agitation  that 
afforded  this  to  the 
German left.

The  same  however  can  not  be  said  for  the  British  communist 
movement.  There,  the “lefts” that  Lenin referred to belonged to 
four organisations, namely the British Socialist Party, the Socialist 
Labour Party, the South Wales Socialist Society, and the Workers' 
Socialist Federation14. None of these parties had any institutional 
history with any groupings before them; while individual members 
assuredly  were  involved  in  movements  before  the  inception  of 
their  respective  parties,  the  parties  themselves  were  new 
formations. 

On the parliamentary front,  there existed only the Labour Party 
which had been founded in 1900. Prior to its inception, many of its 
constituent  groups  had  in  fact  been  associated  with  the  Liberal 
Party15.  Even  in  its  best  days  the  Labour  Party  was  purely  a 
reformist organisation; there was never a revolutionary or Marxist 
current that existed within the Labour Party. Because of this, the 
space for an anti-capitalist critique in British parliamentary action 
never existed the way in which it had in Germany. Lenin therefore, 
not taking into account his unspoken assumption as to the 
existence  of  an  anti-capitalist  space  within  parliament, 
urges the British communists to engage not only in 



parliamentary  activity  but  to  seek  out  an  alliance  with  the 
Labour Party. Lenin, within his own framework, is incorrect and 
inconsistent; the situation in Britain was not analogous to the 
situation in Germany. Or, to put forward the argument again in a 
slightly  different  manner,  due  to  the  fact  that  there  was  no 
history of anti-capitalist agitation in Britain, the space did not 
exist within the British Parliament for an anti-capitalist critique. 
The two messages, that of being anti-capitalist and anti-state, as 
well as struggling within the context of bourgeois parliaments 
would not have been as clearly received by the masses as they 
would have been in Germany. 

In  summary,  Lenin's  position  on  parliamentary  involvement 
rests on three pillars: The first is that the masses are engaged in 
parliamentary activity. The second is that the masses have not 
yet moved beyond a bourgeois-democratic framework. And the 
third,  unspoken pillar  is  that  within parliament  there exists  a 
space  for  an  anti-capitalist,  anti-state  critique.  When  these 
conditions are satisfied,  as was the case in Germany in 1920, 
Lenin is quite correct  in criticising the KAPD for being anti-
parliament.  However,  when these conditions  are  not  fulfilled, 
particularly the  third  condition,  as  was the case  in  Britain  in 
1920, Lenin is being inconsistent within the framework of his 
own  critique.  Parliamentary  struggles  should  not  always  be 
engaged in, and communists need to take careful stock of their 
own conditions to decide the correct course of action.

V. A Brief Interjection from Lenin

For those familiar with the text of Left Wing Communism, an 
Infantile Disorder, one can already see a rebuttal to the above 
arguments  from  the  text  of  the  aforementioned  piece  itself. 
Responding to the argument that the masses can't understand the 
nuances  of  both  an  anti-state  position  combined  with 
parliamentary activity, Lenin retorts:

And if the objection is raised that these tactics are too 
“subtle,” or too complicated, that the masses will not 
understand them, that these tactics will split and scatter 
our forces, will prevent us concentrating them on the 
Soviet revolution, etc., I will reply to the “Lefts” who 
raise this objection: don't ascribe your doctrinairism to 
the  masses!  The  masses  in  Russia  are  probably  no 
better educated than the masses in England; if anything, 
they  are  less  so.  Yet  the  masses  understood  the 
Bolsheviks; and the fact that on the eve of the Soviet 
revolution, in September 1917, the Bolsheviks put up 
their  candidates  for  a  bourgeois  parliament  (the 
Constituent Assembly) and on the morrow of the Soviet 
revolution,  in  November  1917,  took  part  in  the 
elections  to  this  Constituent  Assembly,  which  they 
dispersed on January 5, 1918 – this did not hamper the 
Bolsheviks, but on the contrary, helped them.16

Here Lenin makes three mistakes.  The first  is that he fails to 
grasp the analytical effects of liberalism on a given population. 

The second, stemming from the 
first,  is  that  he  again  conflates 
two unequal groups in order to 
prove his point: in this case, the 
British and the Russian masses. 
The third mistake, and whether 

this is  an intentional  mistake or not  is  not known, is that Lenin 
equates bourgeois parliamentary involvement with involvement in 
a constituent assembly.

Speaking  to  the  first 
mistake,  if  one can not 
conceive  of  a  society 
after  capitalism  and 
without a state, then one 
can  not  actively  work 
towards such a society. 
For Britain this was the 
case;  the working class 
by  and  large  would 
have had no conception 
of  a  society  beyond 
capitalism17.  Lest  we 
forget  that  capitalism 
had  existed  in  Britain 
far  longer  than 
elsewhere  on  the 
continent. This fact was 
coupled with the lack of a history of revolutionary agitation in an 
extra-parliamentary context (revolutionary trade unions, workers' 
associations, etc.). The specificities of the British situation (that of 
being  unlike  Germany  in  that  the  working  class  lacked  a 
revolutionary  identity,  and  that  of  being  unlike  Russia  in  that 
capitalism had had more time to permeate the consciousness of the 
working class) would have in fact led to a confusion of the British 
masses (and the Party itself!) as to what exactly the Communist 
Party's goal was. And in fact this is what happened elsewhere in 
the Anglosphere as will be demonstrated later. 

As for Lenin's second mistake, we can clearly see even in 1920 
that the English masses and the Russian masses were incredibly 
different in terms of their ability to understand how parliamentary 
action and anti-capitalist and anti-state critiques could compliment 
one another. The most glaring indication of difference is that the 
Russian masses  had managed to  have a revolution, whereas  the 
English masses had yet to even establish a Communist Party. Add 
to  this  the  experience  of  1905  and  the  presence  of  Soviets, 
themselves anti-state or dual-power institutions, and a comparison 
between the English masses and the Russian masses seems strange 
at best. By conflating the two Lenin misses the point; there clearly 
are situations where the tactics being espoused by Lenin are too 
subtle  and  too  complicated  for  the  masses  to  understand,  and 
parliamentary activity is not always the way forward. 

Lenin's third mistake is perhaps the most glaring. Even if we were 
to  accept  the  comparisons  between  the  English  and  Russian 
masses, Lenin's argument still falls apart based on the fact that a 
Constituent Assembly is not a bourgeois parliament. A Constituent 
Assembly  is  a  temporary  body  whose  only  role  is  to  draft  a 
constitution; after that, the Constituent Assembly is folded and the 
constitutionally decided organs are put in place. In the context of 
Russia in 1917, the class nature of the Constituent Assembly was 
uncertain. Russia was a society poised on the brink of revolution; 
had  the  Bolsheviks  won  a  majority  within  the  Constituent 
Assembly,  the  drafted  constitution  could  very  well  have  been 
Soviet  and  working  class  in  nature.  For  Lenin  to  suggest  that 
British  communists  engage  in  bourgeois  parliament 
because their Russian comrades engaged in the Constituent 
Assembly mis-represents the nature of the two societies as



well as the role played by each body.

VI. A Parliamentary Path for Canada?

Having  shed 
light  on  Lenin's 
position  circa 
1920  in  regards 
specifically  to 
Britain  and 
Germany,  it  is 
now  time  for 
our  gaze  to  be 
shifted  to 
something  more 
concrete: 
Canada in 2009. 
In  order  to 

discern whether or not, within the context of Lenin's position, a 
parliamentary way forward is possible within Canada we must 
look at the conditions that Lenin put forward in analysing the 
political situations in Germany and Britain. Three aspects need 
to be examined: first, whether or not the masses are engaged in 
the parliamentary process;  second,  whether  or not  the masses 
have moved beyond a bourgeois-democratic frame of reference; 
and third, whether or not the space exists within the Canadian 
parliamentary  experience  for  an  anti-state  and  anti-capitalist 
message to reach the masses.

On the first  condition,  that  of  whether  or  not  the masses are 
engaged in the bourgeois  parliamentary process in Canada,  it 
can safely be said that  they are not.  The most  recent  federal 
elections  in  2008 saw a record low for  the last  100 years  in 
terms of voter turnout: only 58.8% of those eligible to vote did 
so18. This was down from an equally pathetic 64.7% in 2006. In 
fact, within the last 30 years the highest voter turnout occurred 
in 1979, where 75.7% of Canada's electorate voted. Indeed, in 
the entire history of Canada's federal elections, 1958 holds the 
record for the highest voter-turnout with 79.4%19. Even in the 
historical best case scenario, over 20% of the electorate was not 
engaged  in  parliamentary activity.  In  more  normal  situations, 
such  as  the  past  10  years,  anywhere  from  35%-40%  of  the 
people of Canada have not voted. 

Distaste for the bourgeois political system is pervasive; not only 
is voter-turnout down, but membership in political parties is also 
dwindling20.  What this means is that under normal conditions, 
35%-40% of the electorate in Canada finds the parliamentary 
process so disengaging that they can't even be bothered to cast a 
ballot. This clearly shows that in Canada, the masses as a whole 
are not  eagerly engaged in the parliamentary process.  Only a 
fringe element is intimately engaged, and only a small majority 
have any engagement at all. The first condition established by 
Lenin  for  communist  involvement  in  the  bourgeois 
parliamentary process is not met in a modern Canadian context.

The  second  condition,  that  the  masses  in  Canada  have  not 
moved beyond a  bourgeois  democratic  frame of  reference,  is 
still the case. Indeed, there is no mainstream political party or 
movement in Canada that even questions the basic assumptions 
behind a bourgeois democratic framework. While the masses are 
not engaged in the current bourgeois parliamentary framework, 

due to the non-existence of palatable alternatives (namely Soviet 
democracy),  the masses still  find themselves  within a  bourgeois 
democratic framework.

The third and final condition established by Lenin, that the space 
for an anti-state and anti-capitalist critique exists within the context 
of  parliament,  can  unquestionably  be  said  to  be  false.  The 
Canadian state has a long history of anti-communist action; when 
the Communist Party was at its peak popularity, and on the eve of 
the election of the first Communist MP, the Communist Party of 
Canada  (CPC)  was  banned  under  the  War  Measures  Act.  The 
banning still went forward even after the CPC and its constituent 
labour organisations not only supported the war effort, but agreed 
not to strike for the duration of the war! The CPC was forced to re-
organise under the name of the Labour-Progressive Party (LPP). 

In terms of actual representation in the House of Commons, one of 
only two Communist MPs to ever be elected, Fred Rose who was 
elected in 1943 on the LPP ticket, was accused of being a Soviet 
spy  and  was  imprisoned  mid-way  through  his  term  in  194521. 
Following his release from prison he was tailed from job to job by 
the  RCMP;  as  punishment  for  having  the  audacity  to  win  an 
election as  a  Communist,  his  life  was  destroyed.  He eventually 
returned to Poland. Doris Nielson, the other Communist who was 
elected in 1943, ran initially for the Progressive Unity Party22 but 
once in office shifted her allegiance to the LPP. She was not re-
elected. 

As can be seen, the Canadian state goes out of its way to ensure 
that there is no anti-state, anti-capitalist space within the Canadian 
parliamentary framework. This is something that even the CPC, a 
party  heavily  involved  in  parliamentary cretinism,  admits  in  its 
program:

State-monopoly  capitalism  undermines  the  basis  of 
traditional bourgeois democracy. The subordination of the 
state to the interests of finance capital erodes the already 
limited  role  of  elected  government  bodies,  federal, 
provincial and local. Big business openly intervenes in the 
electoral  process  on  its  own behalf,  and  also indirectly 
through a  network  of  pro-corporate  institutes  and  think 
tanks. It  uses its control of mass media to influence the 
ideas  and  attitudes  of  the  people,  and  to  blatantly 
influence  election  results.  It  corrupts  the  democratic 
process through the buying of politicians and officials. It 
tramples on the political right of the Canadian people to 
exercise  any  meaningful  choice,  thereby  promoting 
widespread  public  alienation  and  cynicism  about  the 
electoral process.23

Even if interference in the electoral process by the Canadian state 
was  not  an  issue,  one  still  faces  the  problem  of  the  lack  of 
saturation of the Canadian working class with anti-state and anti-
capitalist  influences.  Much  like  Britain  in  1920,  it  is  quite 
reasonable  to  predict  that  an  anti-state  message  would  become 
confused  if  pushed  through  the  medium  of  parliament.  The 
Canadian  working  class  does  not  have  any  conception  of  life 
beyond  capitalism;  all  of  the  reasons  to  not  engage  in 
parliamentary activity in Britain in 1920 apply more-so to Canada 
in  2009.  The  active  involvement  of  the  Canadian  state  in  anti-
communist  activity,  as  well  as  the  lack  of  class 
consciousness  amoungst  the  Canadian  working  class 
amount to the fact that within the Canadian parliamentary 



system  there  is  no  space  for  an  anti-state  and  anti-capitalist 
critique. Lenin's third condition is not satisfied.

To  recap:  in  modern  Canada  the  masses  are  not  engaged  in 
parliamentary activity. While they may not have moved beyond 
a  bourgeois-democratic  framework,  they  certainly  have  not 
embraced  the  currently  existing  bourgeois-democratic 
framework. The Canadian state has historically also engaged in 
anti-Communist  activity  whenever  a  Communist  has  had  a 
chance of being elected to the House of Commons. This, when 
coupled  with  the  fact  that  there  is  no  long  history  of  anti-
capitalist agitation in Canada,  shows that the space for an anti-
capitalist and anti-state critique does not exist within the current 
Canadian parliamentary system. Within Lenin's framework then, 
a parliamentary path is not the way forward. It is not a Leninist 
position to suggest parliamentary involvement in Canada in this 
particular historical context.

VII. Is Lenin's Position Correct?

Thus  far,  we 
have  only 
looked  at  the 
issue  of 
parliamentary 
participation  in 
the  context  of 
the  framework 
that  Lenin 
advanced nearly 
90 years ago. It 
has  been  the 
assumption  that 
communists 
should  work 
within  the 
bourgeois 
parliamentary 
system  should 
the  possibility 
present  itself. 
But  is  this  the 
case? Or should 
communists refrain from parliamentary involvement even in the 
best  circumstances?  This  is  the  question  that  will  now  be 
explored, as we move towards an actual tactical position for our 
modern context.

Pushing aside the assumption that parliamentary involvement is 
always good given the chance, there are three main dangers that 
struggling within the bourgeois parliamentary system brings: the 
first  is  that  parliamentary  struggle  brings  the  wrong  kind  of 
attention  towards  the  Party;  the  second  is  that  parliamentary 
struggle can take the place of struggling for alternative organs of 
power;  and the third is  that  the Party risks internalising their 
own rhetoric  around parliamentary struggle,  and in  so doing, 
loses  sight  of  the  goal  of  establishing  a  state  based  around 
organs of workers power. Each risk will be explored in further 
detail.

Struggling within a  parliamentary context  inevitably brings  a 
certain type of focus towards the Party. Within Lenin's 

framework,  it  is  suggested  that  one  engages  in  parliamentary 
activity as a way of spreading revolutionary ideas throughout the 
masses. However, those that will receive the message being put out 
by  the  Party  in  a  parliamentary  context  will  be  those  that  are 
engaged  in  the  parliamentary process  to  begin  with.  And while 
some of them may be won over to the revolutionary ideas, the vast 
majority of people seeing the message will not be disillusioned in 
the bourgeois-parliamentary system. One runs the risk then of the 
message being lost on the masses due to the medium it is being 
transported through.  One also runs the risk of wasting time all-
together;  assuredly  it  is  easier  to  convince  those  that  have  no 
interest in bourgeois-democracy about the failings of parliamentary 
systems than those that do.

On  the  second 
danger, in a context 
of  limited  time and 
resources  certain 
types  of  struggle 
need  to  take 
precedence  over 
others. If our goal is 
the  establishment 
(and  subsequent 
withering  away)  of 
soviet  democracy, 
then  one  would 
hope  that  our 
limited  resources 
would be going towards that end. Unfortunately, electoral politics 
take up massive amounts of time and resources. In so far as time 
and resources are being spent on electoral  politics,  they are not 
going towards the establishment of  workers'  councils  or a  mass 
movement capable of smashing the state. And indeed we see this; 
the parliamentary presence of the CPC and other parties on the left 
is felt, but there is no mass movement being invested in.

The third risk is  the most  dangerous and therefore deserves  the 
most  amount  of  attention  and  analysis.  The  danger  lies  in  the 
notion that in the process of engaging in parliamentary struggle, 
the Party will  become so wrapped  up and enamoured with this 
form of action that it will come to espouse parliamentary struggle 
above all  else.  This  is  especially dangerous  in  a  context  where 
liberalism is as pervasive as it  is, as well as in a context where 
limited resources force the Party to prioritize certain actions over 
others.  While  this  may  seem  like  the  most  far-fetched  danger 
associated  with  struggling  within  the  bourgeois-parliamentary 
system, it is also the most common. To prove this, it is worthwhile 
to look at the program of the CPC.

The Communist Party of Canada has an undoubtedly revolutionary 
and progressive history; amoungst its many achievements we can 
include support for the Republicans during the Spanish Civil War, 
mobilisation  to  crush  fascism in  Europe  during  WWII,  and  the 
creation  of  the  Workers  Unity  League.  It  is  likely  the  most 
important revolutionary organisation in Canada's history; with all 
criticism  it  is  important  to  give  credit  where  credit  is  due. 
However, found within its most recent program, the CPC takes a 
position  that  elevates  parliamentary  struggle  beyond  merely 
usefulness as a propaganda tactic. The CPC puts forward:

A  democratic,  anti-monopoly,  anti-imperialist 
alliance will have as its objective the democratic 



restructuring of Canadian society so that the interests of 
the  majority  of  Canadians  come  first,  and  the 
stranglehold of finance capital on every aspect of life is 
broken.  It  will  seek to  advance the working people's 
interests  through  all  available  avenues  of  struggle, 
based  on  massive  and  united  extra-parliamentary 
action.

The alliance will strive to score electoral advances, and 
the  winning  of  power  by  a  people's  government 
dedicated  to  carrying  out  sweeping  measures  to 
democratize society and transform economic relations 
in the interests of the working class and the Canadian 
people as a whole.

Such  a  breakthrough  will  be  difficult  to  accomplish 
given  the  sophisticated  means  at  the  disposal  of  the 
ruling class  to  manipulate  public  opinion,  discourage 
political activism and otherwise influence the outcome 
of bourgeois elections. A crucial task for the alliance 
will be to defend and expand democracy and to fight 
against  corporate  and  governmental  attacks  on  the 
electoral process.

A democratic, anti-monopoly government, based on a 
parliamentary majority, and acting in concert with the 
united and militant extra-parliamentary movements of 
the  people,  would  signal  a  qualitative  shift  in  the 
balance of class forces in Canadian society, and open 
the  door  to  the  revolutionary  transformation  to 
socialism.  It  would  involve  the  people  in  a  truly 
meaningful way.

The  people's  government  would  be  committed  to  a 
program of action geared to serve people before profit. 
That program would arise in the course of the social, 
economic and political struggles of the working class 
and its democratic allies, and be subject to the widest 
discussion and approval among all of the forces of the 
alliance.24

The CPC suggests, as 
the  way forward,  the 
creation of a massive 
anti-imperialist,  anti-
monopoly,  and 
democratic 
parliamentary  bloc. 
Upon  this  bloc 
winning a majority in 
parliament,  that  is  to 
say  upon  the  bloc 
gaining  control  over 
the  legislative  branch 
of  the state,  it  would 
institute  a  series  of 
reforms  designed  to 
promote the creation of a socialist Canada. Indeed, according to 
the CPC, this parliamentary bloc would “open the door” to a 
socialist Canada. The CPC even goes so far as to refer to the 
supposed parliamentary bloc as the “people's government”; a far 
cry indeed  from Marx's  warning in  The Civil  War  in  France 
“that 'the working class cannot simply lay hold of the ready-

made state machinery and wield it for its own purposes.”25. 

The CPC's program, 
in  its  current 
parliamentary-
oriented  context, 
does  not  differ  in 
any meaningful way 
from the program of 
a  social  democratic 
party. Despite mentioning extra-parliamentary activity in passing, 
the CPC has elevated bourgeois-parliamentary struggle to the place 
of  prime  importance.  The  CPC  has  substituted  any  notion  of 
change from below with the concept of change from above; the 
parliamentary bloc “opening the door” for a socialist Canada. And 
in doing so, the CPC has abandoned any revolutionary theory of 
the state  as  an organ for  one class suppressing another  and has 
replaced  Leninism  with  class-collaborationalism.  Instead  of 
building alternative organs of power,  such as the Workers Unity 
League of over 50 years ago, the CPC suggests taking control of 
the  bourgeois  state  and  using  the  bourgeois  state  to  somehow 
further  proletarian  ends.  The  CPC's  position  is  thoroughly 
revisionist and inexcusable.

To further highlight the ridiculousness of the CPC's parliamentary 
fixation, and the dangers of going down the parliamentary road, it 
is worthwhile to briefly look at the WFDY's26  statement regarding 
the  acension  of  Madhav Kumar-Nepal  to  the  position  of  Prime 
Minister of Nepal27. The WFDY remarks: 

Nepal  has  achieved  in  recent  years  a  tremendous 
magnitude of political changes by the strength of Great 
People’s  Movement  2006  in  a  greater  consensus  and 
understanding among political parties. We do believe that 
those achievements can only be consolidated after a more 
upgraded understating among all  political  parties  to  put 
the peace process in a logical end and by carrying out the 
agendas to a progressive restructure of the state.28

Completely ignoring the brutally collaborationalist content of the 
statement, including calls for cooperation with reactionary parties 
(and therefore classes)  and an end to  the revolutionary process, 
what strikes one most strongly is the similarity of the statement 
with that of the recommendations of the US State Department in 
regards  to  increased  “friendship”  (i.e.  renewed  imperialist 
exploitation) between the US and Nepal:

And  I  think  one  of  them is  that  the  Maoists  renounce 
violence  and  terrorism.  The second would  be  that  they 
stop  the  violent  activities  of  the  Young  Communist 
League.  And  the  third  would  be  that  they  actively 
participate,  and work together with the other  parties,  to 
support  the  peace  process.  There  are  other  things,  but 
those  are  the  main  factors  that  likely  will  go  into  our 
consideration.29

Focusing on the parliamentary process has clearly put the WFDY, 
and by extension the YCL and the CPC into the reactionary camp 
in regards to Nepal. It becomes clear that the fetishization of the 
parliamentary process can only lead an organisation down a path of 
revisionism and eventually reaction. We can however learn 
from our mistakes:  the Social  Revolution Party does  not 
need to repeat the follies of the past.



VIII.  The  Social  Revolution  Party  on  Bourgeois-
Parliamentary Involvement

The  Social 
Revolution  Party  is 
against  struggling 
within  a 
parliamentary 
context  both  in 
terms  of   focusing 
on  parliamentary 
activity as  a  means 
of  progress  and 
running for office in 
bourgeois-
democratic 
institutions. 
Struggles within the 
parliamentary 
medium  can  only 

lead to revisionism and reaction; either the Party risks attracting 
the wrong kind of attention, risks spending limited resources on 
reformist  ends,  or  risks  internalising  the  message  of 
parliamentarism. Furthermore, the Social Revolution Party does 
not believe in legitimising institutions that serve only to uphold 
the rule of capital and the ability of the ruling class to oppress, 
exploit, and alienate the people of Canada.

To  this  end,  the  Social  Revolution  Party  puts  forward  an 
alternative:  instead  of  worrying  about  bourgeois  organs  of 
power,  we  should  be  busy  constructing  our  own  proletarian 
organs  of  power.  The  Social  Revolution  Party  believes  that 
investing power in workers' councils is the only way forward; 
“All power to the soviets!” is more than just a catchy phrase. 
Therefore,  the efforts  of members are best  spent building the 
Popular Action Movement. A new world is possible, but it is up 
to us to build it; nobody will build it for us. Onwards!
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Nepal: Ripe for Revolt
Comrade Alastair
http://comradealastair.wordpress.com/

There’s been so much news from Nepal in the past 48 hours I 
barely know where to begin!  Since there’s so much of it  it’s 
possible  that  I’ll  give  an  incomplete  view  of  some 
developments,  but  that’s  probably  unavoidable.  Either  way, 
there’s been a hell of a lot happening and it’s worth keeping up 
with it.

To  start  things  off,  Maoist  cadres  attacked  Finance  Minister 
Surendra  Pandey,  hurling  stones  at  his  car  as  he  attended  a 
function which they disrupted, raising black flags as a sign of 
protest. The attack was in response to remarks he made earlier 
in  the  day  at  the  UML’s  party  convention.  Apparently,  he 
claimed  that  the  Maoists  will  be  unable  to  destabilise  the 
government as 
it  has  earned 
the support  of 
it’s  coalition 
partners  by 
making all the 
Madhesi  party 
leaders 
government 
ministers,  and 
he  was 
reported  as 
saying “Leave 
the  issue  of  toppling  the  government.  Homework  is  being 
carried  out  to  make  all  the  26  parties  participate  in  the 
government”. Considering how unstable a government made up 
of that many parties inevitably must be, and also considering the 
new developments in the internal struggle within the UML party 
(more on that later), this government is a weak and insecure one 
regardless of how many times it expands it cabinet.

The Maoist-affiliated All Nepal National Independent Student’s 
Union – Revolutionary (ANNISU-R) has declared an indefinite 
shutdown of all  private “higher  secondary” schools in Nepal. 
The ANNISU – R organises students in high schools as well as 
universities, and it’s candidates were elected to the leadership of 
student  unions  across  Nepal  recently.  It  is  demanding  an 
increased  number  of  teachers  be  allocated  to  public  schools 
rather than private ones, the domain of a privileged few.

The  Maoists  continue  to  alternate  demands  for  a  national 
government  to  be  formed under  the  leadership  of  their  party 
with  threats  of  revolt  if  this  does  not  happen  (as  well  as 
assurances  that  even  the  formation  of  a  new  national 
government will only be a means for them to move towards full 
blown  popular  revolt).  Vice-Chair  of  the  party  (which  has 
recently adopted a system of multiple vice-chairs and a more 
collective  form  of  leadership)  Baburam  Bhattarai  stated  that 
there is “no alternative” to a Maoist-led government. He said 
that  if  this  does  not  happen,  it  will  be  impossible  to  move 
forward  with  the  peace  process  and  the  drafting  of  a  new 
constitution.  However,  he  also  stressed  that  the  formation  of 
such a government will be impossible unless President Yadav is 
“corrected” for blocking the previous Maoist-led government’s 
move to  fire  General  Katawal,  head  of  the  army,  which  the 
Maoists have described as unconstitutional and anti-people, and 

which led to them resigning from government.

It’s worth going into this seemingly simple demand a bit deeper. 
Since  the  President  blocked  the  firing  back  in  April  this  year, 
General Katawal has actually retired anyway and been replaced by 
someone else.

The Maoists have so far been hazy on the details of how this action 
by the President can concretely be “corrected”, although they have 
been consistent  in raising the demand that  the issues of civilian 
supremacy this decision raised be debated in the house. So far the 
government has refused to allow such a debate to take place, and 
the Maoists have taken to the streets and prevented the sitting of 
parliament  with  increasingly  militant  rhetoric  under  the  general 
slogan of “civilian supremacy”.

Since Katawal has already resigned, the Maoists are obviously not 
calling for  their  original  move to  be carried out  –  the results  it 
sought have already been achieved.  So the question is,  why the 
focus on President Yadav? Why the constant return to this issue? I 
don’t  have  any  definitive  answers,  but  perhaps  the  Maoists  are 
using  this  as  part  of  their  strategy to  convince  the  masses  that 
change cannot be achieved solely through the halls of parliament.

By focusing on this event, where the President went beyond his 
mandate  to  block  a  move  by  a  democratically  elected  civilian 
government that the army disagreed with, the Maoists are trying to 
convince the masses that under the current form of government and 
form of society that exists in Nepal, “civilian supremacy” will not 
be possible. Revolutions do not take place when the leaders of a 
party just  make theoretical  demands for  “the dictatorship of  the 
proletariat”  etc.  They  happen  when  a  concrete,  practical  set  of 
demands is put forward which the masses identify with and see for 
themselves cannot be achieved without revolution. In Russia it was 
“land, bread, peace”, and in Nepal it may be “civilian supremacy”. 
Considering  the  abuses  the  Nepali  people  have  suffered  at  the 
hands of the military,  this is  a demand with real  significance to 
them.

Bhattarai referred to 
the  President’s 
move in his speech 
as  a  “coup”,  and 
said  that  the 
“People’s 
movement  will 
intensify  if  the 
regression  is  not 
corrected.”  He  also 
condemned  the 
governments moves 
to  import  weapons 
from India,  a move 
he denounced as being against  the peace process.  He also made 
some interesting remarks about freedom of the press, saying that 
“The press is free when journalists control the press, however, such 
is not the condition in Nepal.”



This  is  in 
contrast to the 
widely  held 
view  in  the 
capitalist  West 
that  a 
privately 
owned press is 
a  free  one,  as 
compared to a 
state 
controlled  and 
therefore 
unfree  press. 
Bhattarai  is 
saying  that  a 

press owned by wealthy corporations and individuals is not free, 
as its content is determined by and reflects the class interests of 
its owners.

Similar  comments  were  made  by  Prachanda  in  a  widely 
reported  speech  to  a  Maoist  mass  gathering  on  Saturday. 
Telegraph Nepal wrote that “Prachanda has said that the stage is 
set  for  the  Maoists’ led  uprising  to  come  to  an  end,”  and 
reported him as saying that “We are marching along cautiously 
to bring an end to the Peoples’ Revolution, the stage is set for 
the  final  showdown…  People  are  less  hopeful  that  the 
Constitution will be drafted on time, it is the wish of the people 
that forced us to take to the streets”.

Kantipur  Online  reported  on  the  same  speech,  claiming  that 
Prachanda said

“It is high time for a decisive revolution… Several revolutions 
done in the past have only resulted in compromise due to the 
status quo-ist ideology of some leaders… The protests this time 
around  will  successfully  conclude  the  people-oriented 
revolution.”

Nepalnews also published an article on the speech, writing that 
Prachanda said the time is ripe for “new communist revolution”. 
The UCPN (M) Chairman reportedly warned the ruling feudalist 
and  bourgeois  parties  that  the  current  protest  movement  the 
Maoists  are  leading  could  turn  into  a  “decisive  communist 
revolution if  the  parties  tried  to  block  the  country’s  political 
transformation.”  Prachanda  went  on  to  say  that  the  Maoists 
“will create a storm of revolt,” and the current agitation is just a 
“prelude” to this.

Bhattarai  made  two  other  speeches  worth  taking  a  look  at. 
During a press conference, he reportedly echoed Prachanda and 
said that the current protest movement is merely “a preliminary 
exercise towards yet another revolt.” The Maoist leader stated 
“this  is  just  the  rehearsal  of  the  blizzard  that  awaits  the 
country”, and claimed “the incumbent government is in a mood 
to impose war on us, we want things settle amicably, however, 
they want just the otherwise… they want to declare emergency 
and rule the country ad infinitum”.

In  a  seperate  speech  given  to  a  Maoist  mass  gathering,  he 
slammed  the  leaders  of  Nepal’s  parliament  as  “criminals”, 
accusing President Yadav of being the “new avatar of [former 
king] Gyanendra”, and warning that Yadav will have a “fate 

similar to Gyanendra”.

The Maoists have recently issued the government with a set of 45 
demands, in a move echoing the Maoist’s issuing of 40 demands 
shortly before they launched the People’s War in 1996. So far there 
do not appear to be any concrete details about what these demands 
are, but the very fact that they have been issued is significant. In 
his speech to the mass gathering, Bhattarai reportedly followed his 
denunciations  of  President  Yadav  with  a  threatening  statement 
reminding the current government that when the Maoist’s original 
40  demands  were  ignored,  the  People’s  War  began  and  the 
monarchy was destroyed, and therefore “If they ignore our fresh 45 
point demands it is certain that the fate of the parties will be akin to 
the institution of monarchy.”

He also claimed that the government is “conspiring to dissolve the 
Constituent Assembly”, which when coupled with the declaration a 
few days ago by another senior Maoist leader called Gajurel that if 
the CA was dissolved the Maoist would “capture the state” is a big 
call to make.

A major political struggle is also beginning in Nepal over how the 
judiciary will  be organised once the constitution is  written.  The 
Maoists  have  successfully  sought  the  support  of  the  Madhesi 
parties to win a majority vote in a committee set up to put together 
a document proposing how the judicial system should operate in 
the New Nepal. In their proposal, My Republic reports that they 
have  put  forward  “parliament  as  the  final  interpreter  of  the 
constitution besides also proposing appointment of the chief justice 
by  parliament  from  outside  the  judicial  service.”  Various 
reactionary  parties  are  aghast  at  this,  claiming  that  an 
“independent” judiciary is necessary and that this would open up 
the judiciary to political manipulation. However, this is a move to 
ensure democracy. In a nation of extreme poverty very few people 
are able to attain the education and experience necessary to qualify 
as  a  lawyer,  let  alone  a  judge,  and  therefore  the  judiciary  is 
overwhelmingly made up of people from a privileged, upper class 
background.  By  allowing  for  the  elected  representatives  of  the 
people  to  appoint  (and  presumably  force  from  their  position) 
judges, the Maoists are struggling to ensure that the nations laws 
and the application of  these laws  will  reflect  the  will  and  class 
interests of the working masses, not the privileged few.

I’ve  published 
some reports on 
the  internal 
struggle  taking 
place  in  the 
UML  party  (a 
reformist, 
revisionist  CP) 
over  the  past 
few weeks. It should be kept in mind that what knowledge I have 
of this struggle has been gained through scattered, unclear reports 
translated into English and filtered through the bourgeois media, 
but from what I can gather, the struggle appears to be between, on 
the one hand, a current  gathered around party Chairman Khanal 
and  Vice-Chair  Gautam,  who  both  are  seen  as  being  relatively 
friendly to the Maoists, and senior party leader Oli, who is closer to 
the Nepal Congress and bitterly hostile to the Maoists. There has 
been a round of purges and reorganisations as Khanal tries 
to undermine Oli’s faction, and there is the possibility of a 
split.



In  this recent news article,  Gautam has come out saying that 
right wing elements have penetrated the UML and are diluting 
it’s communist ideology (this is kinda old news and has been the 
case for years, but for the vice Chair of the Party to say it is a 
big development). Gautam reportedly denied that he is “Maoist 
friendly”,  but  made  a  series  of  statements  which  are  worth 
taking note of anyway. Telegraph Nepal wrote in the article that 
“[Gautam]  favoured  Communist  Unity,  saying  the  new 
constitution  must  be  a  pro-poor  one,  for  which  there  is  the 
urgent  need  to  unite  with  the  Communists  but  not  with  the 
Rightists.”  Gautam  was  reported  as  saying  that  in  order  to 
defeat the “Rightist trend” in the UML, an “inner party struggle 
was  necessary to  restore  pro-proletariat  and  workers  friendly 
ideology in the party.”

He stated that  “continued  wrangling between the parties  will 
make sure that the country will not get the Constitution on time, 
the responsibility for the failure will be that of the UML as it is 
currently  leading  the  government”,  and  added  that  “In  that 
eventuality, the country will be ruled by the Feudal, Rightists 
and the Imperialists.” He concluded by warning the UML cadres 
that if the constitution was not drafted on time it would make 
possible  the  restoration  of  the  monarchy,  and  said  that  the 
Maoists must be brought back into the “politics of consensus” in 
order to avoid another civil war.

I’m  always 
wary of making 
too  many 
comparisons 
between 
situations  today 
and  Russia  in 
1917,  but  I’ll 
make  a 
tentative 
comparison 
here.  In  Russia 

at  the  time  of  the  Bolshevik  Revolution,  there  was  a  group 
called the Socialist Revolutionary Party. It split between it’s left 
wing elements, the Left SRs, who for a time formed a coalition 
government  with  the  Bolsheviks  and  cooperated  in  the 
revolution,  and  the  right-wing  SRs  who  joined  the  White 
Armies and fought to crush the revolution. The UML is similar 
in many ways to the SRs – it’s a party with many grassroots 
cadre who do genuinely believe in socialist revolution, despite 
the petit-bourgeois nature of its leadership and political line. If 
the  UML splits  down  Left/Right  lines,  it  would  have  a  big 
impact on the political landscape in Nepal, and could make the 
Maoist’s task a whole lot easier. I guess we just have to wait and 
see what happens.

Last but not least, senior Maoist leader Kiran has been reported 
as  saying  his  party  is  fundamentally  opposed  to  the 
parliamentary system and will ensure that the new constitution 
does not adopt it.  Kiran was quoted as saying “Parliamentary 
democracy  is  merely  the  platform  for  people  to  chat…  We 
won’t  accept  the  system  and  will  write  the  constitution  to 
establish the people’s federal republic instead.” He apparently 
went on to say that the Maoists will write the constitution by 
“incorporating the best practices of both the democratic and the 
communist countries”, and concluded by saying that “Maoists 
are for establishing the rights of the oppressed rather than those 

of  the  ruling  class.  Our  model  of  constitution  will  include 
revolutionary  land  reforms,  national  economic  management  and 
state  restructuring  on  the  basis  of  ethnicity  with  right  to  self-
determination.”

All in all, an eventful and exciting 48 hours. The fiery rhetoric of 
the Maoist leadership continues, a parallel state has been revived, a 
set of 45 demands have been presented mirroring the ones on the 
basis of which the People’s War was launched… Things just keep 
getting hotter in Nepal.



Pakistan: Left With Hope
Umer A. Chaudhry
This article was published in The Friday Times on 26th December, 2008.

More than 125 years after his death and 150 years after he wrote 
his  most  famous  piece  of  work,  Karl  Marx  seems  to  have 
managed his  return from Highgate Cemetery of  London.  His 
specter  is  no  longer  haunting  merely  Europe,  rather  it  has 
expanded its reach to every corner of the world. All this when 
only a few years back it was declared and uncritically accepted 
that there can be no alternative to new-liberal capitalism, history 
was  stated  to  have  ended,  and  even  the  human  capacity  to 
observe  and  understand  the  world  was  questioned  based  on, 
amongst other things, the limitations of language. On the other 
hand,  the  world  also  saw,  with  the  alleged  ‘death  of 
Communism,’ a sharp revival of the politics and militancy in 
the name of religion. Set against this backdrop, even the modest 
re-emergence of Karl Marx in the political and social discourse 

is highly remarkable. After 
all,  the  modern  capitalist 
class structure, upon whose 
criticism Marxism proudly 
stands,  did  not  collapse 
along with the Berlin Wall.

The  return  of  Marxist 
discourse is not unaccompanied by a noticeable global upsurge 
in  the  political  presence  of  the  Left.  The  victory  of  the 
Communist Party of Nepal (Maoists) in the Himalayas early in 
2008 gave a major boost to the Leftist political activists around 
the world. The history and strategy of the Nepali Maoists were 
critically  discussed  and  appreciated  with  reference  to  all 
accessible  records  and  statements  of  the  Party  via  various 
Internet forums and meetings around the globe. The out-pouring 
of Chinese students in opposition to Free-Tibet protests in many 
parts of the world just before the Beijing Olympics compelled 
many to have their first look at the history of China and the 
Chinese revolution. The mounting strength of Hugo Chavez and 
Evo Morales added by their increasing confrontations with U.S. 
Imperialism  in  Latin  America  became  another  source  of 
inspiration for the world’s Left. The communist parties in India 
entered  into  a  major  struggle  with  the  Congress  Party, 
conducting mass demonstrations against the Indo-U.S. nuclear 
deals.  Even  in  Russia,  the  Communist  Party  of  the  Russian 
Federation has maintained itself as the country’s second largest 
party  and  its  largest  opposition  party.  All  in  all,  the  global 
recovery  of  the  Left,  though  not  at  a  very  grand  scale,  is 
apparent to every perceptive eye.

In Pakistan, the Left has also made a modest yet a noteworthy 
reappearance. It  was mostly due to the movement against the 
unconstitutional  and illegal  imposition of  emergency that  the 
Left  has  been  able  to  gain  visibility at  a  larger  scale.  Many 
journalists expressed their surprise at activists robustly raising 
the traditional  slogans of the Left  during major rallies of the 
lawyers’  movement.  Many  lawyers,  who  had  any  past 
association with the Left, were instantly attracted towards the 
sight  of  the  red  flag  and  the  octagonal  Mao  caps.  Young 
students,  out  of  curiosity,  inquired  about  the  new  crimson 
element on the streets and got to know about the strong tradition 
of resistance and struggle that Left carries forward. They were 
even more astonished to know that Faiz Ahmed Faiz and Habib 
Jalib, whose poetry also returned and was received with great 

appreciation, were also leading figures of the Left in their times.

Many people, however, are still not clear regarding why the Left 
engaged with the lawyers’ movement in the first place. It was not a 
knee-jerk reaction and obviously not an ignorance of the fact that 
the lawyers’ movement hosts a whole lot of forces, including the 
staunch  right-wing  elements  of  mainstream  political  parties- 
traditional foes of the Left. On the other hand, the Left participated 
in the lawyers’ movement to connect it with other anti-dictatorship 
movements that occurred in the past eight years, in order to help in 
building  a  larger  movement  for  democracy,  secularism,  social 
justice, and rule of law – something running contrary to the goals 
of  the  religious  right-wing.  The  Left  made  attempts  within  its 
capacity to build a movement that could address the basic question 
of the Pakistani State and society, and efforts were made to invite 
groups  like  Anjumen-e-Mazareen  Punjab  (AMP),  Railway 
Workers’ Union  (RWU),  and  the  striking  PTCL workers  to  the 
lawyers’ processions. However, it can be a criticism of the Left at 
the lawyers’ movement that it did not build any bridges with mass 
working  class  organizations,  as  was  done  during  the  anti-Ayub 
movement  of  the  60’s,  though heavy focus  was  laid  on  traders’ 
organizations. The Left may not have succeeded in giving a more 
progressive and inclusive shape to the lawyers’ movement, despite 
all out efforts to do so. Notwithstanding, the Left stood staunch as 
to its goal and, at the very least, floated the right idea.

Nevertheless, a degree of confusion did exist during the course of 
the lawyers’ movement when many parties of the Left -including 
Labor  Party  of  Pakistan  (LPP)  and  National  Workers’  Party 
(NWP)-  decided to  join the All  Pakistan Democratic  Movement 
(APDM) and  boycotted  the  elections  early in  2008.  One of  the 
parties  of  the  Left  that  did  not  join  the  APDM,  a  noteworthy 
exception,  was  the  Communist  Mazdoor  Kissan  Party (CMKP), 
which held that the Left must unite itself as a secular-democratic 
force in efforts to distinguish itself as a progressive force in the 
democratic movement, refraining from partaking in an alliance that 
has  known  reactionary  right-wingers  as  its  leading  faces.  The 
APDM-Left,  conversely,  either  argued  that  the  APDM  was  not 
dominated by the right wing, or that the alliance helped them in 
expanding  the  scope  of  their 
political activity. Be that as it may, 
the Left managed to make unified 
calls  for  the  struggle  against  the 
Army dictatorship and its political 
cronies during the vital days of the 
February  elections;  only  to  have 
been  responded  by  threats  by 
elements of the State as a witness 
to their efficacy.

Another debate that was waged with passion in the circles of the 
Left,  which  are  accessible  to  intellectuals  and  students  through 
Internet forums, was the position regarding the conflict in the tribal 
areas of Pakistan. The Left that mingled with APDM called for an
immediate stoppage of the military operation for the reasons that it 
targeted civilians, lacked efficiency due to double-dealings of the 
ISI  and  was  conducted  under  the  directions  of  the  U.S. 
Imperialism. The CMKP, finding itself alone here as well, 
took a different stance. Vehemently opposing the civilian 



casualties,  the double-dealings of the ISI,  and the U.S. drone 
attacks, the CMKP argued that history and circumstances have 
led Pakistan to such a stage where extremism cannot be rooted 
out through peaceful dialogues and negotiations. Such means, it 
is believed, have a negative outcome as they allow the militants 
to get back on the offensive. Hence, it is essential to use force to 
deal  with  the  threat  of  religious  fanaticism.  There  are  many 
other arguments, with varying degrees of sophistication, made 
for  or  against  the  afore-mentioned  positions;  what  was  most 
awe-inspiring  was  the  level  of  thoroughness  of  some  of  the 
debates.

The  aftermath  of  the 
Mumbai terrorist attacks 
has  appeared as a great 
challenge for  Pakistan’s 
Leftists.  To  understand 
the  predicament  faced 
by  them,  it  must  be 
understood that the Left 
has  always  directed  its 
efforts  against  the 
Military-Mullah 
alliance: the elements of 
quintessential 
mainstream  politics  in 

Pakistan. These two institutions have always stood in the path 
of  even  the  smallest  transition  of  our  country  towards 
democracy- both feed on jingoism and excessively anti-Indian 
hate-mongering,  in  order  to  conceal  their  retrogressive  and 
narrow political stance.

The  distressing  tragedy  of  Mumbai  was  followed  by  astute 
chauvinist  nationalism,  employing  the  electronic  and  print 
media to further its cause. The image of retrogressive forces is 
being resurrected,  in  a  planned  manner,  and  zealous  calls  of 
“unity” are being given. This is responded to with indifference 
and total underestimation of the unjust and negative politics of 
the Army and religious fundamentalists. Television channels are 
opened  for  people  like  Hameed  Gul  to  beat  their  jingoistic 
drums in the name of religion and false patriotism. The Left, in 
these circumstances, is left with no option but to end its year by 
placing  a  struggle  on  the  cards  against  the  politics  of  hate-
mongering  and  jingoism.  In  this,  so  far  with  some  formal 
engagement, the Left appears to stand united.

All in all,  the politics of the Left has generated great interest 
fresh circles. The youth and the oppressed, thoroughly disgusted 
with  military  dictatorship,  religious  extremism  and  the 
mainstream  parties  of  Pakistan,  are  eagerly  seeking  a  new 
alternative on the political scenario. The Left appears as a major 
hope. The Left must maintain clarity with regards to its political 
position while becoming as accessible as possible towards those 
who  are  willing  to  struggle  for  the  solution  that  guarantees 
democracy,  progress,  and social  justice.  The  Left  must  stand 
steadfastly with its  commitment  towards peoples’ democracy, 
secularism,  land-reforms,  independence  from  Imperialism, 
equal rights and opportunities for women, minorities, oppressed 
nations, and most notably, the emancipation of the workers and 
peasants.



India: To Establish a Liberated Area
Communist Party of India (Maoist)
Koteswar Rao, alias Kishenji, is a politburo member of the banned CPI (Maoist) and is in charge of the party’s operations in West 
Bengal, Jharkhand, Bihar and Orissa. He was drawn into the revolutionary movement when he was doing his B.Sc. (Mathematics) in 
Karimnagar,  Andhra Pradesh.  He became a full-time member of the CPI-ML (People’s  War)  in 1974. This is  an excerpt  from an 
interview he conducted with Frontline Magazine, which originally appeared on October 24, 2009.

Do you think the movement in Lalgarh is the fallout of the 
Singur and Nandigram movements rather than a heritage of 
the Naxalbari movement?

The movement in Lalgarh is 
the fallout  of the Naxalbari 
movement,  but  the 
movements  in  Nandigram 
and  Singur  also  had  an 
impact  on  the  Lalgarh 
movement and the people of 
Lalgarh.  Such  a  long  and 
sustained  movement  on  a 

political  issue  has  never  taken  place  in  the  history  of 
independent India. The main reason for this is the increase in 
political awareness among the masses.

At  the  same  time,  there  is,  on  the  one  hand,  a  worldwide 
economic crisis and, on the other, Indian multinationals seizing 
the land and property of the common people. These, too, had a 
role to play in the eruption in Lalgarh.

And of course the Nandigram and Singur agitations, in which 
we were also present, are certainly big factors. At present, it is 
not  possible  to  carry  out  just  a  peaceful  agitation  in  West 
Bengal;  along  with  peaceful  agitations  there  must  be  huge 
rallies  and  meetings  involving  the  direct  participation  of 
thousands of people.

There is a view that the Lalgarh movement is a spontaneous 
tribal movement that became so big that the CPI (Maoist) 
had to get on to it or be left behind. Your comments.

It is not as if we started doing our groundwork in the region 
yesterday; we have been doing our groundwork for a long time. 
The  Maoist  role  and  leadership  in  the  area  has  been  a 
continuous process. But, at the same time, the PCPA [People’s 
Committee against Police Atrocities] and the Maoist movement 
are  not  the  same,  and  it  would  be  incorrect  to  say  that  the 
people  of  the  region  have  been  influenced  only by Maoists; 
they have been very much influenced by the PCPA, too.

But  if  there  were  no  arrests  following  the  assassination 
attempt  on  Chief  Minister  Buddhadeb  Bhattacharjee  on 
November 2 last year, would you have been able to build 
such a strong movement?

Not something like  this.  It  would have  developed  in  a  slow 
process. But the reaction of the people worked to our advantage 
– much more than it  did in Nandigram or Singur.  We didn’t 
have any demand other  than that  the police apologise to the 
people, but the State government did not agree to it. We were 
left with few options.

Did you at any point think that the movement might not need 
you?

Yes, I did. We expected a movement after November 2, but nothing 
so big. I expected the strength of the movement to be around 50 per 
cent  of  what  it  eventually became.  But  the  movement  itself  has 
undergone a qualitative change over the months. Earlier, when the 
villagers  protested,  they  assembled  in  large  numbers  with  their 
traditional bows and arrows. Then the combined forces entered the 
region and many villagers fled.

Subsequently,  they  all  returned  and  now  they  are  not  fleeing 
anywhere.  They  are  standing  their  own  ground  and  collecting 
weapons to strike back. So tell me, where do you think this spirit to 
retaliate  is  coming from?  Whom do you  think  the  villagers  are 
supporting now?

In 2007, it was decided that the CPI (Maoist) would broad-base 
its activities and not focus only on individual killings like the 
earlier  naxalite  movement.  But  Maoist  killings  are  being 
reported almost every other day. So in what way is it different 
from the old programme?

At that  time, annihilation of the class enemy was the only form 
adopted to bring about the revolution. We have changed that. We 
say that annihilation is one of the forms. This was not invented by 
Maoists;  we  have  seen  in  history  that  the  masses  have  always 
allowed it. To us, annihilation is one aspect of our total movement.

It was not a regular feature earlier as you claim. It became a regular 
feature only after the combined forces entered the region. If  you 
recollect, before the deployment of Central forces, we held a Jana 
Adalat [people’s court] for 30 CPI(M) people in Madhupur [near 
Lalgarh].

More  than  12,000 
villagers  attended 
the trial. The public 
wanted  the  death 
sentence  for  13  of 
those  under  trial. 
But  Bikas  [the 
Maoist commander 
of  operations  in 
Lalgarh],  after 
hours  of 
persuasion,  finally 
managed  to 
convince the public 
that the time was not right to mete out such a punishment. Finally, 
the  public  agreed  that  those  13  people  be  just  made  to  wear 
garlands of chappals and apologise. The other killings took 
place only after continued disregard of repeated warnings 
that were sent to the victims both by us and by the people of



the region.

The  victims  were  not  just  police  informers,  they  practically 
marched with the combined forces. It is not that we killed only 
CPI(M) people, we killed members of the Jharkhand Party, too, 
for  helping  the  combined  forces  and  for  joining  the  Gana 
Pratirodh [People’s Resistance]  Committee;  and I would also 
like to add that there is no difference between the Salwa Judum 
and the Gana Pratirodh Committee.

We killed the main leaders of the committee. Of the six main 
leaders of the Gana Pratirodh Committee, three were from the 
CPI(M) and three from the  Jharkhand Party.  Here  again,  we 
killed  them  after  repeatedly  requesting  them  to  desist  from 
forming such a committee. They did not listen to us and we had 
no other alternative.

The annihilation policy of old and what we do today are not the 
same. Along with individual assassinations, there are also other 
forms of actions that we undertake – different  kinds of mass 
movements,  social  boycotts  of  culprits,  and  various 
developmental works.

In fact, recently, in Shankabanga village [in Purbo Medhinipur], 
we dug a seven-kilometre canal  for irrigation. We have done 
similar work in many villages.

The  CPI  (Maoist)  had  announced that  it  will  spread the 
movement to new areas following the general elections this 
year. Which are the areas that have been identified?

North Bengal, the plains of Bihar, the central districts of Orissa 
and eastern Chhattisgarh. All these are backward areas where 
multinational companies are trying to penetrate, and the State 
governments are signing memorandums of understanding with 
them. The strategic location of these areas will also help us in 
our movements.

The movement in Orissa is  one of the 
most upcoming movements by our party 
and  it  will  facilitate  a  combined 
consolidation of our movements in the 
neighbouring States of Jharkhand, West 
Bengal and Andhra Pradesh, bringing as 
many as 15 districts under our control.

Tell us something about your plans in West Bengal.

Very simply, to establish a liberated area. We decided in 2007 
that this [the Jangalmahal] would be a guerilla area. Since then 
we have progressed a lot, we have already reached out to more 
than half the population of the region and made it  politically 
aware.  I  can  tell  you  only so  much.  Our  politburo  does  not 
allow us to divulge the tactical aspects of our programmes.

But is  there  widespread recruitment  into  your movement 
from the region?

There has to be recruitment,  or else how will  the movement 
grow?

There  are  reports  of  fresh  plans  by  your  party  to  try  and 
assassinate  the  Chief  Minister,  and  even  storm  Writers 
Buildings. Your comments.

The media need sensational  news, and the police need to justify 
their fat salaries. Do I really need to elaborate? As I have repeatedly 
said, to kill Buddhadeb Bhattacharjee was not my decision. It was 
the  decision  of  the  people  of  Nandigram,  the  people  of  West 
Bengal, and even sections of the liberal bourgeoisie. 

Railway Minister Mamata Banerjee, who earlier extended her 
support  to  the  PCPA’s  movement,  seems  to  have  distanced 
herself from it. Your comments.

I have been asking Mamata Banerjee for 
the last  three months to make her stand 
clear.  After  the  general  elections  her 
fortune  has  soared,  but  what  about  the 
fortune  of  the  “Ma,  Mati,  Manush” 
[Mamata’s  political  slogan of  Mother,  Earth,  and People]?  Their 
situation  remains  the  same.  What  Mamata  Banerjee  is  doing  is 
indulging in opportunistic politics.

With the State and the Centre now planning to launch a much 
stronger attack,  do you not think that your movement,  as  it 
stands today will endanger the lives of thousands of innocent 
and apolitical villagers?

The state should think about that. People like Manmohan Singh, 
[P.] Chidambaram and Buddhababu are responsible for the situation 
as it stands today. Ultimately, they are the ones responsible for the 
killings. We still want peace, it is the government that does not.

So are you willing to sit for dialogue with the government for 
the sake of peace?

You  are  probably  the  210th  person  to  ask  me  this  question. 
Chidambaram and Buddhababu have clearly said there will not be 
any dialogue; they have already arrayed their forces for war, and 
still  you  people from the  media keep harping,  ‘You will  all  not 
survive  this’.  This  is  clearly  to  break  the  spirit  of  the  common 
people. I do not understand why you all are continuously asking me 
this  question.  It  really is  not  possible  for  me to  provide routine 
answers to such routine questions.  I  am standing in a  battlefield 
here.



Venezuela’s Chavez Calls for International Organisation of Left Parties
Kiraz Janicke
This article originally appeared on http://www.venezuelanalysis.com on November 23, 2009. The Social Revolution Party is cautiously 
excited about the call for a Fifth International, though there are obvious problems with the analysis put forward in the following article. 
More information will be provided as it becomes available, and an official Party position will be decided on.

Venezuelan President Hugo Chavez called for the formation of 
a “Fifth International” of left parties and social movements to 
confront the challenge posed by the global crisis of capitalism.

The president made 
the  announcement 
during  an 
international 
conference of more 
than  fifty  left 
organisations  from 
thirty-one  countries 
held  in  Caracas 
over November 19-

21.

“I assume responsibility before the world. I think it is time to 
convene the Fifth  International,  and I  dare to  make the call, 
which I think is a necessity. I dare to request that we create my 
proposal,” Chavez said.

The head of  state  insisted that  the conference of  left  parties 
should  not  be  “just  one  more  meeting,”  and  he  invited 
participating organizations to create a truly new project. “This 
socialist  encounter  should  be  of  the  genuine  left,  willing  to 
fight against imperialism and capitalism,” he said.

During his speech, Chavez briefly outlined the experiences of 
previous  “internationals,”  including  the  First  International 
founded  in  1864  by  Karl  Marx;  the  Second  International 
founded in 1889, which collapsed in 1916 as various left parties 
and trade unions sided with their respective capitalist classes in 
the inter-imperialist conflict of the First World War; the Third 
International founded by Russian revolutionary Vladimir Lenin, 
which  Chavez  said  “degenerated”  under  Stalinism  and 
“betrayed” struggles for  socialism around the world;  and the 
Fourth International founded by Leon Trotsky in 1938, which 
suffered numerous splits and no longer exists, although some 
small groups claim to represent its political continuity.

Chavez said that a new international  would have to function 
“without impositions” and would have to respect diversity.

Representatives  from  a  number  of  major  parties  in  Latin 
America voiced  their  support  for  the  proposal,  including the 
Movement  Towards  Socialism  (MAS)  of  Bolivia,  the 
Farabundo  Martí  National  Liberation  Front  (FMLN)  of  El 
Salvador, the Sandinista National Liberation Front (FSLN) of 
Nicaragua, and Alianza Pais of Ecuador.

Smaller parties from Latin America and around the world also 
indicated their support for the idea, including the Proposal for 
an Alternative Society (PAS) of Chile, New Nation Alternative 
(ANN) of Guatemala, and Australia’s Socialist Alliance, among 
others.

Sandinista leader Miguel D´Escoto said, “Capitalism has 

brought the human species to the precipice of extinction… we have 
to take control of our own destiny.”

“There  is  no time to  lose,”  D’Escoto  added  as  he  conveyed  his 
support for the proposal of forming a fifth international. “We have 
to overcome the tendency of defeatism. Many times I have noted a 
tendency of defeatism amongst comrades of the left in relation to 
the tasks we face,” he continued.

Salvador  Sánchez,  from  the  FMLN,  said  “We  are  going  to  be 
important  actors  in  the  Fifth  International.  We  cannot  continue 
waiting – all the forces of the left. The aspiration of the peoples is 
to walk down a different path. We must not hesitate in forming the 
Fifth  International.  The  people  have  pronounced  themselves  in 
favour  of  change  and  the  parties  of  the  left  must  be  there  with 
them.”

Other  organisations,  including  Portugal’s  Left  Block,  Germany’s 
Die Linke, and France’s Partido Gauche expressed interest in the 
proposal but said they would consult with their various parties. A 
representative  of  the  Cuban  Communist  Party  described  the 
proposal  as “excellent,” but as yet  the party has made no formal 
statement.

Many communist parties, including those from Greece and Brazil, 
expressed  strong  opposition  to  the  proposal.  The  Venezuelan 
Communist  Party said it  was willing to discuss  the proposal  but 
expressed strong reservations.

The Alternative Democratic Pole (PDA) from Colombia expressed 
its  willingness  to  work  with other  left  parties,  but  said it  would 
“reserve” its decision to participate in an international organisation 
of left parties.

Valter  Pomar,  a  representative  from the  Workers  Party of  Brazil 
(PT), said its priority is the Sao Paolo Forum – a forum of various 
Latin American left, socialist, communist, centre-left, labour, social 
democratic and nationalist parties launched by the PT in 1990.

A resolution was passed at  the conference to form a preparatory 
committee to convoke a global conference of left parties in Caracas 
in  April  2010,  to 
discuss  the  formation 
of  a  new international. 
The  resolution  also 
allowed  for  other 
parties  that  remain 
undecided  to  discuss 
the  proposal  and 
incorporate  themselves 
at a later date.

Chavez emphasised the importance of being inclusive and said the 
April conference had to go far beyond the parties and organisations 
that participated in last week’s conference. In particular, he 
said  it  was  an  error  that  there  were  no  revolutionary 
organisations from the 



United States present.

The conference of left parties also passed a resolution titled the 
Caracas  Commitment,  “to  reaffirm  our  conviction  to 
definitively build and win Socialism of the 21st Century,” in the 
face of “the generalized crisis of the global capitalist system.”

“One  of  the  epicentres  of  the  global  capitalist  crisis  is  the 
economic sphere.  This highlights the limitations of unbridled 
free markets dominated by monopolies of private property,” the 
resolution stated.

Also  incorporated 
was  a  proposed 
amendment  by  the 
Australian delegation 
which  read,  “In 
synthesis,  the  crisis 
of  capitalism  cannot 
be  reduced  to  a 
simple  financial 
crisis,  it  is  a 

structural  crisis  of capital  that  combines  the economic crisis, 
with  an ecological  crisis,  a  food crisis  and  an  energy crisis, 
which  together  represent  a  mortal  threat  to  humanity  and 
nature. In the face of this crisis, the movements and parties of 
the left  see the defence of nature and the construction of  an 
ecologically sustainable society as a fundamental  axis of our 
struggle for a better world.”

The  Caracas  Commitment  expressed  “solidarity  with  the 
peoples of the world who have suffered and are suffering from 
imperialist aggression, especially the more than 50 years of the 
genocidal  blockade  against  Cuba…  the  massacre  of  the 
Palestinian people, the illegal occupation of part of the territory 
of  the  Western  Sahara,  and  the  invasion  of  Iraq  and 
Afghanistan, which today is expanding into Pakistan.”

The conference of left parties also denounced the decision of 
the  Mexican  government  to  shut  down  the  state-owned 
electricity company and fire 45,000 workers, as an attempt to 
“intimidate” the workers and as an “offensive of imperialism,” 
to advance neoliberal privatisation in Central America.

In the framework of the Caracas Commitment, the left parties 
present agreed, among other things, to:

• Organise  a  global  week  of  mobilisation  from 
December 12-17 in repudiation of the installation of 
U.S. military bases in Colombia, Panama and around 
the world.

• Campaign  for  an  “international  trial  against  George 
Bush  for  crimes  against  humanity,  as  the  person 
principally  responsible  for  the  genocide  against  the 
people of Iraq and Afghanistan.

• ”Commemorate 100 years since the proposal by Clara 
Zetkin  to  celebrate  International  Women’s  Day  on 
March  8,  through  forums,  mobilizations  and  other 
activities in their respective countries.

• Organise  global  solidarity  with  the  Bolivarian 
revolution in the face of permanent imperialist attacks.

• Organise  global  solidarity  with  the  people  of  Honduras 
who  are  resisting  a  U.S.-backed  military  coup,  to 
campaign for the restoration of the democratically elected 
president  of  Honduras,  José  Manuel  Zelaya  and  to 
organise  a  global  vigil  on  the  day  of  the  elections  in 
Honduras, “with which they aim to legitimise the coup d
´etat.”

• Demand  an  “immediate  and  unconditional  end  to  the 
criminal  Yankee  blockade”  of  Cuba  and  for  the 
“immediate liberation” of the Cuban Five, referring to the 
five anti-terrorist activists imprisoned in the United States.

• Accompany the  Haitian  people  in  their  struggle  for  the 
return  of  President  Jean  Bertrand  Aristide  “who  was 
kidnapped and removed from his post as president of Haiti 
by North American imperialism.”
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