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Revolutionary Socialism 
The Minimum Theoretical, Political and Organisational Platform 

A Proposal for Discussion 

The following is an English translation of a document in 
Farsi which was published almost threeyears ago in Lon
don by a group ofIranian socialists. They have come from 
differing (and sometimes even opposing) political back
grounds and are involved in a regroupment project The 
document proposes a set ofprinciples/ideas as a basis for 
launching a Joint discussion bulletin of revolutionary so
cialists. Non-Iranian comrades should bear in mind that 
the points raised in this paper relate closely to the issues 
that have been debated within the broader Iranian left 
and do not necessarily reflect all the important concerns 
of the International left We, hope, nevertheless, that it 
may be of interest to those who wish to keep informed 
about all the attempts at tackling the current crisis of the 
left and all the efforts at rethinking the basics. 

Introduction 

There can be no doubt that the Iranian left is facing a seri
ous crisis similar to other groupings and tendencies of the 
left throughout the world. In our opinion the way out of 
the present crisis lies in a complete break with traditional 
organisations and the regroupment of the revolutionary 
socialist left. We believe that all socialist circles, currents 
or tendencies must review and clarify their position on 
essential theoretical and political issues and then set in 
motion decisions towards such a regroupment. First and 
foremost in these activities they must produce and pub
lish a journal where various existing affiliations can dis
cuss and debate the most important political and theoreti
cal issues. The formation of such a journal, however, re
quires agreement on a number of general principles that 
wi l l clarify the minimum positions of this spectrum at the 
outset. 

In the present paper we wil l discuss the theoretical, politi
cal and organisational positions which in our opinion form 
the minimum platform for starting such a project. Such 
"minimums" are understandably not sufficient for the for
mation of a new political force, however, they do indicate 
a theoretical, political and practical direction for the ini
tial alliance. The other two alternatives are that we either 
dispense with a minimum platform altogether and start 
such a journal with anyone who is willing to co-operate 
or we emphasise the inadequacy of a minimum platform 
and insist on agreement around a full programme before 
we can start. 

We disagree with the first alternative because practice 
has shown us that one cannot work with everyone. We 
also believe that under the current political climate, the 
revolutionary socialist tendency must first attempt to dis
tinguish itself from reformist, revisionist and opportunist 
currents, albeit on the basis of some basic or minimum 
positions. In addition, the individuals and groupings that 
form the various currents of this nascent tendency have 
gone through specific experiences and before they can 
willingly start any new project they must in their ovra mind 
accept and appreciate a set of principles that highlights 
the salient aspects of these experiences. The second op
tion is simply not practical because precisely as a result of 
the absence of an organised revolutionary socialist ten
dency and the dispersion of its potential forces, there is 
no single program or platform which can define it or be 
acceptable to all its parts. Such a program cannot be for
mulated in themind ofthis or that individual but must be 
the result of the joint efforts of all in this tendency in the 
process of reshaping itself 

These minimums will allow us to take the initial steps in 
distinguishing this tendency from others and wil l also help 
us to discover and assemble its likely members. We firmly 
believe that such an agreement is possible and that by co
operation and discussion we can collectively reconstruct 
this alternative and develop its programme. During this 
process, some of those who presently agree on these mini
mums wil l inevitably develop differences. Some of these 
differences may even lead to splits. Starting with some 
general points makes such a process inevitable. We can
not, however, postpone embarking on the difficult path 
of regroupment for ever, we must start from somewhere. 

Frankly, we ourselves believe that those who do not ac
cept even these minimum positions have not clearly bro
ken with reformism and opportunism. However, this does 
not mean that we are not willing to discuss or question the 
minimums themselves. We have reached these positions 
simply on the basis of our own experience. Others wi l l 
probably emphasise other issues orthe same issues in dif
ferent ways. These minimums do not represent all the 
political positions of all or some of us, nor do they ex
press the common denominator in our political stances. 
As far as it was possible within a given time we have tried 
to formulate our own understanding of the most essentia! 
issues necessary for the initial unity of this tendency as a 
whole. ! f others do the same and specify the issues not 
only essential to them but also necessary for the unifica
tion of the whole spectrum of the revolutionary left, on 
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the one hand we can clarify the points that should be dis
cussed by all of us, and on the other hand, similar tenden
cies recognising their closest allies can achieve higher 
forms of alliance and co-operation. It is only after such a 
discussion that we can decide on those essential issues on 
the basis of which we can unite and also decide on the 
range of issues which remain to be discussed in the jour
nal. We on our part will reply to any contribution we re
ceive on this subject and we wil l also make all such con
tributions available to others. 

It is important to note that the present paper is indeed only 
a summary of a series of long discussions amongst its 
contributors. It is, therefore, rather brief and presented in 
a very schematic form, mainly because we intended to 
place it under public scrutiny as soon as possible. We can 
only judge the sufficiency or soundness of these mini
mum positions after an open debate. Recordings of most 
of the discussions are available and when possible could 
be passed to others or published later. On issues where 
we thought the revolutionary left had basic agreements, 
we have stopped at stating the bare minimum, and on is
sues where we know there was considerable disagreement, 
we have tried to provide a fuller explanation of our posi
tion. 

We confess that this is not sufficient. However, let us agree 
that the publication of this summary conclusion is better 
than silence. In our experience, most of the comrades are 
familiar with the discussions and have better access to the 
original sources, we have therefore tried to avoid repeat
ing the obvious. In addition, i f any section is unclear or 
more explanation is required, i f and when we are told about 
it we will provide more details. 

We don't think any one wil l criticise us for requesting 
that all comrades should distribute this paper and let us 
know their opinions however brief this might be. 

The Meaning of Socialism 

The socialist program is inevitably defined by its socialist 
goal. We cannot expect tendencies who disagree on the 
basic goals of socialism to unite and establish a new alli
ance of revolutionary left. As a major section of the left 
wrongly considered the Soviet Union and its satellites (in
cluding those that left the alliance earlier, e.g., China and 
Albania) to be socialist and insisted on calling it the "So
cialist Camp", it is essential to clarify the extent of the 
differences on this issue prior to any other discussions. 

Briefly, in our opinion those who called this block "so
cialist" and have not yet revised this position, have proved 
in practice that they have no place inside the revolution
ary left. Today the discussion is not longer about whether 
or not these countries were socialist, the issue is which 
conditions and circumstances led so many groups of the 
left to become puppets in the hands of the foreign policy 
of these countries and to betray the proletariat and social

ism under the pretence of defending this camp. Those 
groups that were swearing to the flags of this camp until 
yesterday, and are now claiming to have realised their 
mistakes, have to first clarify their position on this issue i f 
they are to be taken seriously. 

We must, of course, continue to discuss extensively the 
nature of these societies. However, the revolutionary left 
has no longer any interest in carrying such a discussion 
with those who still believe that this was indeed social
ism. A l l that needs to be said is that such individuals had 
better travel to these countries to witness the effects of 70 
years of their kind of socialism. No one can hide behind 
the lack of knowledge or information as an excuse. The 
most basic and commonly agreed goals of socialism con
tradict such a conclusion and during this entire period 
there have been currents who pointed all these out and 
wrote volumes about it. 

So far, many different positions have been taken on the 
nature of the Soviet Union and the discussion on these 
analyses has not yet been resolved. In the light of the ex
perience of the last few years and the complete disinte
gration of these societies it should be possible to launch a 
more serious discussion and reach a more conclusive po
sition. Were these societies examples of a degenerated 
workers state or were they forms of state capitalism? Or 
did we witness the formation of a new mode of produc
tion unforeseen by Marxism? These three positions and 
their variations more or less summarise the more serious 
analyses of the last 70 years. We neither claim to have 
reached any particularly new conclusions nor do we agree 
with any of the above positions, although it is possible 
that some of us may be closer to one or the other. 

Briefly, we believe that the October revolution was in
deed a socialist revolution that transferred power to the 
proletariat and started an era of transition to socialism. 
For reasons beyond the scope of the present paper, this 
power was taken away from the proletariat in the early 
stages and during Stalin's era under the cover of a party 
enjoying the prestige of its role in the revolution was trans
ferred to the hands of a congealed cast/collective of bu
reaucrats based on a program of state planned economy. 
Although this order arose from within the October revo
lution it was fundamentally different from it. Furthermore, 
although this order maintained a more or less uniform 
format from the time of its establishment in Stalin's era 
to the time of its disintegration, one cannot deny that it 
went through various stages of degeneration. 

This order was neither a workers' state nor a form of state 
capitalism. Nor was it a new mode of production. The 
Russian revolution was more or less defeated by 1924; 
however, the victorious counter revolution could not roll 
back the events to such a point so as to revive capitalism. 
As a result it continued the collective exploitation of the 
proletariat under the name of socialism and planned 
economy. Thus, the period of transition rather than mov
ing towards socialism got caught in a backward bureau-
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cratic spiral which was, step by step, returning it to capi
talism. Gradually material and financial incentives grew 
in production and eventually the conditions for the return 
of capitalism prevailed. 

It would be a mistake i f we were to consider a consensus 
about this descriplive dcllnition as a pre-condition for co
operation. Such a discussion will undoubtedly continue 
in the journal. However, i f we do not agree on the most 
general concepts and caimot even jointly define social
ism such a discussion wil l not only fail to reach a conclu
sion, it will inevitably remain useless. We accept Marx's 
own positions on these issues and consider agreement 
about them as the necessary and sufficient condition for 
starting the discussion. It is precisely these fundamental 
principles tliat were forgotten by the Iranian left. 

According to Marx, socialism does not represent the ide
als of this or that philanthropist. Socialist society is the 
inevitable rational consequence of the development of 
capitalist society and takes shape on the basis of negating 
this society through revolutionary-critical activity. There
fore, one cannot talk about what socialism will be like 
prior to its formation, a formation which is itself influ
enced by class struggle and the particular praxis of spe
cific social beings under specific conditions. One can how
ever decide what it will not be like and on this basis ex
press some general principles. 

According to Marx, at a certain stage in the development 
of capitalism and the rise of class struggle between the 
two main camps of labour and capital, one section of so
ciety (labour) will realise in practice that private owner
ship of the means of production contradicts the social pro
duction of needs and that in order to win the battle for 
democracy (and in this Marx was not simply considering 
participation in election, but also the right to self-deter
mination of the producers in the economic sphere), it must 
conquer political power, overthrow capitalist relations and 
establish social ownership. Socialist consciousness is the 
realisation of the above facts. This awareness arises from 
within the class struggle and exists today in more or less 
all societies. 

The social movement formed on the basis of this aware
ness has been called the socialist (or communist) move
ment and the struggles stemming from this awareness will 
inevitably lead to the establishment of a workers' state 
and eventually a socialist society. In such a society own
ership of the means of production wil l take a social form 
and the division of society into classes will end. In such a 
society social production is not based on the need to ac
cumulate capital but in order to respond to social needs; 
human labour will not be due to economic compulsion 
will express free creative activity. 

Maybe others do not disagree with this definition, which 
is just fine. However, from this very same general defini
tion one must arrive at conclusions with some of which a 
lot of "socialists" do not necessarily agree. 

The Concept of the Transitional Society 

The experience of the Paris Commune proved that in or
der to achieve such a society we cannot utilise the exist
ing state apparatus. The present state must be removed 
and a state of a new kind established. In this way, accord
ing to Marx, there is a period of transition between capi
talist and communist society identified by the revolution
ary dictatorship of the proletariat based on all the oppressed 
and toiling masses. I his dictatorship does not imply a 
despotic form of government, but a necessary phase to 
allow the working class to establish its rule and start the 
transition period through the abolition of private prop
erty. This will be in reality the first truly democratic form 
of government based on the will of the majority of the 
population and is therefore a new form of stale which fi'om 
its onset is trying to pave the way for it own dissolution. 
This is not a state above society, this is in fact a "non-
state". However, it must also be a revolutionary state as 
the socialist society will not appear gradually and by it
self. This state must consciously follow a radical program 
capable of transforming one by one all of the capitalist 
relations. The only guarantee in achieving this transition 
and reaching communist society lies in the political na
ture of the stale. Precisely for this reason one cannot talk 
of a transitional society when this power has been taken 
away from the proletariat. Such a society can only return 
to capitalism. 

Marx also emphasises that the communist society has two 
stages. In the first stage although classes and the state have 
disappeared and social ownership is established, aspects 
of the bourgeois mode of distribution still persist. For ex
ample, at this early stage the social distribution of the re
sults of labour are based on the amount of social labour 
rather than need. The producers will gradually put aside 
this form reminiscent of the bourgeois era and in practice 
reach the conclusion that anyone should only work ac
cording to capabilities and take according to needs. 

In some Marxist books and socialist literature, this first 
stage has been called socialism. Although this name is 
confusing, as long as one distinguishes between social
ism and the transition period we have no serious disa
greement, however, we prefer to use communism and so
cialism as synonyms. And here we witness one major criti
cism of "traditionalisf organisations. When we refer to 
the writings of many of the defenders of the "socialist 
camp" we see a systematic attempt at confusing the pe
riod of transition with the first phase of communist soci
ety. 

For example, many of these groups claim that during so
cialism or the first phase of communism, the dictatorship 
of the proletariat has not yet withered away, or they claim 
that although communism cannot be established in one 
country, achieving socialism in one country is a possibil
ity. They also claim that social ownership based on the 
self-management of the producers is only achieved dur
ing the second phase and in the first phase one cannot go 
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beyond state ownership. These tendencies forget that when 
Marx referred to these two phases he considered them sim
ply as different stages within a single mode of produc
tion. Therefore, the determining characteristics of this 
mode must be apparent in both phases, i.e., social classes 
must have disappeared in both periods and social forms 
of ownership should exist. In both phases, the state as the 
defender of the interests of one or more social classes 
against others does not exist any more. 

Thus, socialism, as the first stage of communist society, 
can only be achieved after a period of transition, however 
short or long this may be. This transition, i.e. the begin
ning of the socialist construction, cannot end until major 
productive forces on an international scale have come un
der social control. Under the conditions of the interna
tional division of labour, the thesis of socialism in one 
country is as ridiculous as the theory of socialism in one 
factory or one town. In the final analysis, socialism will 
only win when it can achieve a higher productivity of la
bour than capitalist society. Under the present circum
stances when major multinational monopolies control the 
majority of the productive and technological forces in 
the world, one cannot achieve such a higher productivity 
prior to the control of all such monopolies. 

In the same way that a workers' state in its struggle against 
the old order must deepen the socialist revolution, it must 
never forget that in its efforts for the construction of so
cialism the only way to a conclusive victory is indeed the 
international extension of the socialist revolution. By its 
very nature i f this revolution is not extended it will be 
destroyed. In the era of imperialism it is possible to put in 
place the first bricks of a socialist revolution in a single 
country, be it an underdeveloped one. However, hs final 
victory necessitates the joint efforts of the world prole
tariat. The state that puts the theory of socialism in one 
country as part of its program, even i f it starts off as a 
more or less genuine proletarian state wi l l not only fail to 
reach this stage but wi l l itself end up inside the camp of 
world counter revolution. Such a state, instead of strength
ening and deepening the revolutionary aspirations of the 
proletariat wi l l attempt to suppress the vanguard and 
depoliticise the whole class; and instead of aiming for the 
external expansion of the revolution wil l use the interna
tional movement for the protection of its borders. For this 
reason one cannot analyse the likes of the Iranian Tudeh 
Party simply on the basis of local conditions. Before any
thing else, they were merely the conscious or unconscious 
tools of this counter revolution. 

The other mistake is to define a society in transition on 
the basis of relations of production. Relations of produc
tion constantly change during the transition period; hence 
its name. To nationalise is not the same as to socialise. 
Social ownership only starts with state ownership of the 
essential means of production. However, its qualitative 
growth and the transformation of the first to the second 
continues only gradually. One cannot therefore determine 
the nature of such a society according to its constantly 

changing relations of production. Those tendencies who 
have argued that according to the high percentage of 
growth of state ownership, due to the increasing role of 
the state plan in the economy or because of low inflation 
or low unemployment this or that country is closer to 
socialism, forget that in the period of transition to social
ism, priority lies with politics. What guarantees this tran
sition is not the percentage of state ownership but the rule 
of the organs for the self-government of the producers, 
i.e., the Soviets. 

Democracy and Socialism 

Democracy and socialism are not two separate phenom
ena where the first is merely a means of achieving the 
second {a means that can sometimes be put aside). For 
workers and toilers, democracy means securing the right 
to self determination in ail areas of social life, including 
the economic arena. Therefore, the struggle for this form 
of democracy cannot be victorious before abolishing 
classes (in other words prior to socialism). For Marx, the 
struggle for socialism without fighting for democracy is 
meaningless. For us socialism means the democratic or
ganisation of society. 

During the period of transition, state ownership must 
gradually and consciously move towards social owner
ship. The level of this growth is directly related to the 
level of democracy in the councils. Without the widest 
democratic rights in the councils state ownership wil l not 
only fail to show any signs of transition to socialism but it 
will strengthen a collective bureaucracy. I f the producing 
masses who form the vast majority of society are not al
lowed to democratically control and supervise the planned 
economy, no other authority in that society wi l l have the 
willingness to produce for social needs. 

Furthermore, i f during the period of transition, the incen
tive for increasing production cannot be profit it can only 
be the reduction of the working day. It is only the produc
ers themselves who because they are keen to get involved 
in social self determination benefit from shorter working 
hours. I f power is taken away from them, this incentive 
will also disappear. The ruling bureaucracy wil l not only 
fail to reduce working hours; it wi l l adopt a policy of fast 
growth, a policy which is not necessarily the optimum 
form of growth. Let us not forget that under Stalin during 
the first 5 year plan, the title of hero worker was given to 
those who worked over 12 hours a day. 

It is for this reason that we must insist that the leading 
role of the party should not be confused with the political 
power of the state during this period of transition. De
mocracy within the councils is inversely proportional to 
party dictatorship. The one party system is no more than a 
denial of the dictatorship of the proletariat. Freedom of 
political parties must be the epigraph of the Soviet state. 
Having dispossessed the bourgeoisie of its means of pro
duction of subsistence and ideology, it is clear that the 
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workers' state has nothing to fear from bourgeois politi
cal thought. I f during the era of its domination the bour
geoisie can impose its ideas on society, this is not due to 
their attractiveness but simply due to the fact that it is 
more or less the sole controller of all means of producing 
ideas. During the period of transition, one cannot ban any 
party under the excuse that it is still supporting the inter
ests of the bourgeoisie. Such powers will allow the ruling 
party to also ban workers organisations and parties with 
the same excuse. 

In addition, intervention in the destiny of society cannot 
be limited to the proletariat. The workers' state must be 
able to allow the participation of all social layers in this 
process. The socialist individuals will not come about by 
force. It is true that the main power is in the hands of the 
workers Soviets, however this does not mean that the role 
of all others in politics is reduced to zero. The working 
class wants to disappear as a class, it wants to transform 
all individuals in society into socialist human beings. How 
can we expect the development of such individuals under 
the circumstances in which political democracy is even 
more limited than under capitalism? 

We can discuss the exact forms of this participation; a 
discussion that can continue in the journal. We are certain 
about two essential points: firstly, one cannot negate the 
power of the Soviets under the pretext of "democracy", 
secondly, one cannot deny the need for other democratic 
elected organs representing other sections and layers of 
the society beside the workers Soviets. One solution might 
be the creation of an elected parliament, however this needs 
further discussion. There is no doubt that in order to get 
the majority of the society involved in the transition to 
socialism other organs elected by the entire population 
are needed. 

The Revolutionary Party 

In order to achieve the transition to socialism there is need 
for a socialist revolution and in order to lead the working 
class in this revolution there is a need for a revolutionary 
party. Therefore, the strategy of revolutionary socialism 
is the strategy of forming the revolutionary party. During 
the period of domination of capitalism one cannot expect 
such a party to involve the majority of the working class. 
The dominant ideology is that of the ruling class, there
fore up to the period of a revolutionary crisis, i.e., the eve 
of the overthrow of the bourgeois state, only a minority of 
workers will be attracted to a revolutionary socialist pro
gram. The experience of social democracy has shown that 
the mass workers party can only be a bourgeois workers 
party. 

Hence, the revolutionary party of the working class is in 
fact the vanguard workers party. It is a party combining 
the revolutionary socialist program and the vanguard lay
ers of the workers movement. Such a party is, of course, 
always trying to attract the mass of the workers to revolu

tionary struggles, and wil l base its orientation on an ac
tion program that can emphasise at any particular stage in 
the development of consciousness those demands that can 
raise the level of the activities of the majority of this class 
towards a socialist revolution. 

The necessity for a vanguard party arises from the fact 
that the process of self-consciousness of the masses is not 
a linear and steadily ascending process. Every day in the 
production process the working class does not just achieve 
consciousness but also accepts many bourgeois illusions. 
The awareness reached in one process becomes illusions 
during another. The vanguard party is in fact the accumu
lated consciousness of the class. Here the vanguard party 
combats bourgeois illusions and guards the collective con
sciousness gained. 

Such a party cannot be built overnight and it must go 
through its own specific stages. First and foremost it re
quires a revolutionary program, a program not as a sou
venir from this or that world experience, as those brought 
by many organisations of the left in Iran, but a programme 
arisen from inside the specific class struggles and ah-eady 
crystallised in the mind of the vanguard of these strug
gles. This is not a vanguard so-called because of its asso
ciation with this or that organisation but a vanguard which 
has come out of specific struggles and in these has repre
sented those demands and activities which at that stage 
have served the socialist goal rather than reform of the 
existing order. 

For example, during the February uprising the proletarian 
vanguard was not necessarily those who had joined some 
organisation of the left and become known as "commu
nists" but those who in practical struggles defended the 
democratic gains of the revolution against the savage at
tacks of the counter-revolutionary Islamic regime, even 
though they may have never joined any particular party 
of the left. Or, during the time of repression the vanguard 
worker was not the one following the seemingly fiery slo
gans of this or that organisation of the left but those who 
were quietly building the underground factory commit
tees. As long as the socialist program is not closely tied 
up to the decisive sections of this vanguard, the proletar
ian party will not be built. 

The most ridiculous form of sectarianism is displayed by 
those intellectuals who having read a few so-called Marxist 
books and having gathered a few supporters, call them
selves the nucleus of the revolutionary party and then in 
Philistine arrogance start telling the working class how to 
conduct itself Tens of cliques and sects have been busy 
building such "Leninist" parties for decades, whilst the 
first stage in building this party, i.e., the process of devel
oping a revolutionary socialist program and its integra
tion with the real struggles of the working class and its 
vanguard has not even started. These are the same people 
who have only learnt one slogan from Lenin: conscious
ness comes from outside the workers movement. In real
ity, this has always been a cover for substituting the work-
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ing class with a clique of a few power-hungry petty bour
geois individuals. 

Without this or that party, the proletarian vanguard can 
exist but without the proletarian vanguard the party is ir
relevant. Revolutionary socialist program is no more than 
a concentrated generalisation of the experiences of the 
vanguard {on the international scale) and its comprehen
sion. Marx did not make the workers movement socialist, 
it was the working class that converted the liberal Marx to 
communism. Lenin and Trotsky did not put forward the 
idea of building workers Soviets, but with the establish
ment of such Soviets by the workers themselves they re
alised the significance of such structures. The proletarian 
vanguard soon grasps the revolutionary program, often 
faster and deeper than the "intellectual" from outside the 
class. I f our understanding of the sentence "conscious
ness comes from outside the class" is that the working 
class cannot understand revolutionary theory we must re
mind everyone that in the latter part of the 20th century, 
the vanguard of the proletariat is well educated and can 
read the Communist Manifesto. Intellectuals are nothing 
special, they should demand no special privileges from 
the proletariat. On the contrary, i f they have no science or 
knowledge to contribute, they might as well stay "out
side" and not infect the inovement with their inevitable 
prejudices. In fact the term "intellectual" itself has lost 
the significance it may have had in the eighteenth and 
nineteenth century and is today merely an excuse for power 
seeking petty bourgeois elements wishing to sound off 
inside the communist movement. It is from this layer that 
the most important sections of the bureaucracy arise. 

Democratic Centralism 

Perhaps no issue has been as important a cause of engulf
ing the Iranian communist left in the dreadful internal 
spirals of organisational bureaucracy as the notion of 
"democratic centralism". Most organisations' interpreta
tion of this concept is extremely administrative. All party 
members can, according to regulations in the constitution 
of the party, occasionally express some ideas, sometimes 
even differing ones, however they are duty bound to obey 
all decisions taken by the leadership with a strict iron dis
cipline. Democratic centralism is thus taken to consist of 
a series of administrative regulations that one can copy 
from the Russian Communist party. For us, democratic 
centralism has a direct relationship with the notion of the 
vanguard revolutionary party and its specific shape at any 
stage is determined by the stage of the development of 
this party. For example, one cannot imagine that the prin
ciples of democratic centralism at the present stage in Iran 
when even the nucleus of the party has not yet taken shape 
will be the same as those governing the party, ten years 
after its formation. 

During the process of establishing this party and in its 
attempts to intervene in the working class movement, the 
revolutionary program will be constantly tried and tested. 

I f the program is to improve by this experience and its 
understanding, it must initially be based on a common 
approach to this experience. Centralism means the volun
tary efforts of every single communist for the creation of 
the conditions necessary for this common experience. And 
this does not take shape because of written regulations 
but is learnt in practice and in struggle. This experience, 
once understood, gradually becomes transformed into a 
series of general organisational principles. The reverse is 
not, however, true. The need for a common and central
ised experience will not be felt because of a series of pre
determined administrative regulations. 

The second point is that this common experience, does 
not necessarily lead to a common understanding. Revo
lutionary vanguards can reach different conclusions from 
the same experience according to their own practice and 
awareness. I f there is no place inside the party for the en
counter of these ideas, these important experiences, often 
gained at the cost of the flesh and blood of the proletariat, 
are lost forever and fail to lead to any conclusive summa
ries. On the other hand, i f the interpretations of this or 
that "leader" from the events is not to be questioned, the 
revolutionary party becomes a sterile sect deprived of any 
content and centralism becomes the justification for the 
cult of personality. Democracy inside the party facilitates 
the establishment of the conditions where this creative 
clash of opinions can take place freely and uncondition
ally. Such conditions can lead to the most realistic ap
praisal of the experience of the vanguard so that this ex
perience can jointly be taken forward into the next strug
gle. 

Of course, i f these democratic principles are not under
stood by the party cadres and simply become a series of 
organisational rights, they can metamorphose into their 
opposite, becoming an excuse for justifying discussion 
for the sake of discussion. The fact that the majority of 
the debates within the so-called "democratic" Iranian left 
appears artificial is not due to the fact that their party con
stitution is wrong, but mainly because they are not van
guard organisations and their entire political structure is 
artificial. The right to form tendencies or factions, or in
deed its absence in an organisation which has still not taken 
the first steps for becoming even a nucleus of a party is in 
reality irrelevant and has more to do with a thousand and 
one unrelated personal and historical factors than anything 
else. 

The need for the right to form tendencies and factions 
{wrongly called "fraction" inside the Iranian left) is due 
to the fact that the process of intervention of the party in 
the struggles of the class through the vanguard inevitably 
and constantly leads to disagreements, the deepening of 
these disagreements, and even splits, and then again the 
resolution of differences and creation of new ones. I f it 
was anything but this, one must question the health of 
that party. Without such rights, instead of organising a 
rational and natural process for the development of these 
discussions, necessary for the education of the entire party. 
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one would witness destructive sectarianism on all sides 
and the formations of unhealthy cliques. 

In general, differences within the party usually have two 
different sources: they are either subjective or class re
lated. Subjective differences are usually due to the fact 
that one or all sides of the argument remain inconclusive 
or reach subjective conclusions due to insufficient politi
cal experience or due to the lack of development of the 
struggle itself The starting point for most differences in 
the party is subjective. For example, many tactical differ
ences are of this nature (of course, it must be added that 
occasionally class differences are first presented as tacti
cal differences). Such differences, although at first may 
appear to be serious or may last for a long time, given a 
proper and rational framework for discussion can in real
ity be eventually resolved. The formation of tendencies is 
the only rational method for regulating such discussions. 

Al l individuals within the party must have the right to 
declare a tendency on the basis of a written platform and 
organise like minded individuals for advancing their ar
guments within the party. Tendencies usually dissolve 
themselves after the end of discussions in a congress and 
once decisions on various issues have been taken. Because, 
by forming a tendency the members accept that their dif
ferences are no more than tactical differences and there
fore they accept that the party has to eventually take a 
definite tactical position in order to intervene in class strug
gles. However, this does not mean that discussions on the 
subject are finished. Firstly, written discussions must al
ways continue in the party. Every party member must have 
the right to express his/her opinions about any subject in 
a written format (as a discussion bulletins) within the party. 
When we talk of the dissolution of the tendency, we refer 
to a situation when after the clarification of the opinion of 
(he majority and the clear decision of the party, the con
tinuation of verbal discussion in various branches of the 
party becomes futile. Although, representatives of vari
ous tendencies must participate in the party's leading or
gans proportional to their strength and will continue the 
verbal discussions in various meetings of these organs. I f 
these arguments continue until the next congress, it is usual 
that these tendencies are recreated during the pre-congress 
discussions. 

The formation of official tendencies in an organisation is 
not a negative point, on the contrary it is the pre-condi
tion for the healthy evolution of the party. Differences 
cannot be resolved by suppression. Firstly, as the experi
ence of many revolutionary organisations has shown, the 
correctness of a position is not necessarily reflected in the 
number of votes it attracts. By stopping the formation of a 
tendency, the party will gradually become a dead organi
sation incapable of correcting itself Secondly, by block
ing the expression of the differences within the party, these 
differences do not go away. On the contrary, instead of 
being presented as rational discussions, they continue in 
secret behind closed doors and may lead to disintegration 
and wholly unnecessary splits; organisational splits of the 

type where the membership and the entire vanguard have 
absolutely no ideas about the reasons behind them or their 
content. 

The second category of differences stems from the influ
ence of non-proletarian layers inside the Party. In the 
course of class struggle, the vanguard constantly faces the 
threat of being influenced by non-proletarian ideas in the 
same way that the entire class faces this threat. At times, 
the acceptance of these ideological influences not only go 
unnoticed but are reflected in the party as factional politi
cal differences. This phenomenon can happen both to a 
minority or the majority of a party. With the formation of 
a faction, one section of the party is in reality declaring 
war on another. It is usually rare that without prior indica
tions, the level of arguments reaches such a critical stage 
overnight. One has to doubt the seriousness of members 
who suddenly form factions without having previously 
declared a tendency. Of course, it is only after a period of 
discussion that one can recognise that the differences are 
indeed non-tactical and realise that the party is threatened 
with non-proletarian ideas. On the other hand, one should 
also doubt the sincerity of a majority which labels any 
discussion proposed by a minority as non-proletarian. 

If the issues are not resolved, the faction remains after the 
congress and discussions continue in a written format. In 
the same manner as in the case of tendencies, representa
tives from factions should be elected to all committees 
and to the leadership proportional to their degree of sup
port. I f such differences are not resolved in practice there 
would be no alternative but to publicly announce the dif
ferences and this in turn will eventually lead to splits. 
However, at least everyone will know what the differences 
are about. 

As we mentioned earlier details of the process for operat
ing democratic centralism, including the precise shape of 
tendencies and factions, cannot be decided at this stage. 
What is obvious is that from the very beginning socialists 
must emphasise that they wil l defend these rights. 

Revolutionary Strategy 

The revolutionary party is organised on the basis of the 
revolutionary program fighting for the realisation of a 
revolutionary strategy, in general, where the capitalist 
mode of production is dominant and the state is a bour
geois state, our strategy is nothing but a socialist revolu
tion. Of course, this general thesis stemming from the most 
basic principles of theoretical Marxism is rarely disputed; 
at least not rationally. However, what is amazing is the 
fact that there are still many socialists who openly disa
gree with this obvious statement of facts; the reasons for 
which should be sought in the history of the workers' 
movement. 

During the second International, this elementary princi
ple was abandoned by the deterministic evolutionism of 
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the reformist tendencies and al! forms of stagist theories 
of revolution were derived from it. During the proletarian 
revolution in Russia the mensheviks became the defend
ers of stagism and after the degeneration of this revolu
tion during Stalin's rule, the Comintern and the commu
nist parties following its line, not only revived this devia
tion but deepened it even further. The vast majority of the 
Iranian and International left were fed by these "theories". 
Some, abusing Lenin or Trotsky's name replaced revolu
tionary socialism with class collaboration whilst others 
proudly defended Stalin and the Comintern. Even i f we 
assume that some such groupings really did have differ
ences with the Stalinists, today such ideas are all outdated 
and must be reviewed and changed. 

Lenin's theory o f "uninterrupted revolution" and 
Trotsky's notion of "permanent revolution" were both 
attempts by Russian socialists to break with the reformist 
strategies of the Second International. The Second Inter
national (as well as Lenin, Trotsky and the mensheviks) 
all believed that the imminent revolution in Russia was a 
bourgeois democratic revolution simply because such a 
revolution had not yet taken place in Russia and thus the 
driving force for the revolution was said to be the contra
diction between the new capitalist forces of production 
and Tsarist dictatorship. The mensheviks concluded from 
this that the Russian Proletariat must play the role of the 
left opposition in the coming revolution and stop short of 
tasks that wi l l alienate the bourgeoisie from leading this 
revolution. Lenin believed that as the Russian bourgeoi
sie was more scared of the proletariat than Tsar and as the 
bourgeoisie had many common interests with feudalism, 
it wi l l ultimately not be able to play a progressive role. He 
thought therefore that the Russian proletariat must seek 
an alliance with the peasantry to lead the democratic revo
lution and then i f conditions in the industrial Europe al
lowed it, to ally itself with the European proletariat and 
move towards sociahsm. Trotsky too thought that the bour
geoisie cannot lead this revolution, however he argued on 
the other hand that although the proletariat must rely on 
the peasantry, it is the only class that is capable of holding 
a majority position in the future government and hence in 
the struggle against the bourgeoisie it cannot tie itself to 
the minimum program. In his opinion the victory of the 
democratic revolution with proletarian leadership meant 
nothing but its continuation to the socialist revolution. 

Both these theories were revolutionary and the experi
ence of the Russian Revolution itself proved the correct
ness of a combination of them. We believe, however, 
that these theories are on the one hand both outdated to
day and on the other hand even in their own era they did 
not express a complete break with the positions of the 
Second International. 

The shortcoming of both theories is that they do not go 
beyond the evolutionary framework of the Second Inter
national. It is not true to say that because a bourgeois revo
lution has not happened in a country the impending revo
lution is inevitably a bourgeois democratic one. There is 

no such compulsion in history that all countries must go 
through the bourgeois democratic revolution. Under spe
cific conditions a country can become capitalist from 
above (without going through a bourgeois democratic 
revolution) and can pass through to the dictatorship of the 
proletariat without having first established a bourgeois 
state. This Marxist position must be dug out of decades of 
deviation. 

In Marxist tradition the revolutionary strategy was deter
mined by the analysis of three main factors: the class na
ture of the state, the social/historical tasks of the revolu
tion, the character of the revolutionary class or classes. In 
all societies and at all stages, the above three factors do 
not simultaneously correspond with each other. 

For example, one can envisage a society where political 
power is in the hands of a pre-capitalist class or classes 
whilst a powerful proletariat has already taken shape prior 
to the bourgeoisie conquering political power. Germany 
in 1948 and Russia in 1905 are clear examples. In such a 
society, there are inevitably unfinished democratic tasks 
of great significance, however these are not necessarily 
more important than directly anti-capitalist tasks. At its 
outset the social revolution may even concentrate on these 
democratic issues, however, it wi l l soon have to put anti-
capitalist tasks on its agenda. In addition, in many cases 
the resolufion of the first depends on solving the second. 
For example, in such a society how can one solve the land 
issue without first dealing with the nationalisation of 
banks? 

In such societies even i f the bourgeoisie is against the 
existing state, it would prefer a gradual transfer of power 
rather than a revolution, so that it can effectively stop the 
progress of the socialist revolution. The extent of bour
geois class collaboration depends on the level of its fear 
of the proletariat and the depth of its common interests 
with pre-capitalist classes. In the case of the petty bour
geoisie, the situation can be very different for different 
layers. In many cases this class can maintain its radical
ism until the overthrow of the old regime and this is the 
phenomenon that has convinced many forces to ally them
selves to the whole of the petty bourgeoisie. However, as 
soon as the proletariat takes serious steps towards the 
resolution of its anti-capitalist tasks, the upper layers of 
this class join the counterrevolution. 

Therefore, in such societies there can be no revolutionary 
strategy but that of a socialist revolution led by the prole
tariat relying on the lower sections of the petty bourgeoi
sie with combined democratic and socialist tasks. This 
classical approach of Marx is in our opinion much clearer 
than the one adopted by the Russian revolution. Although 
Lenin and Trotsky's opinion during the October Revolu
tion represented a revolutionary position as opposed to a 
reformist one, in reality it was still ideologically tied up 
with the evolutionism of the Second International and this 
paved the way for justifying future deviations. 
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In any case, such arguments were only necessary or valid 
in older societies. Perhaps during the first world war one 
could argue that in Iran or India permanent or uninter
rupted revolution presented a valid solution for the ques
tion of revolutionary strategy, but today, where can we 
fmd such pre-capitalist states? Is there a country where 
capitalist relations have not become dominant? I f the state 
is a bourgeois state it is clear that one cannot unite with 
sections of the bourgeoisie or the upper layers of the petty 
bourgeoisie. The bourgeois state is, by definition, a state 
based on these two groups. I f the capitalist mode of pro
duction dominates, how can one deny the predominance 
of anti-capitalist tasks over bourgeois democratic ones? 
Therefore, in the majority i f not all present day societies 
there can be no revolutionary strategy but that of a social
ist revolution; and one does not need to constantly refer 
to the discussions of Russian social democracy to prove 
this. 

Furthermore, one cannot use the excuse of imperialism to 
justify the fall into class collaborationism. It is perfectly 
possible that sections of the bourgeoisie and the upper 
layers of the petty bourgeoisie participate in some anti-
imperialist tasks, however, never at the expense of the 
overthrow of the capitalist system and eventually not at 
the expense of complete separation from imperialism; as 
tlie experience of Iran proves once and for all. 

As a result we can continue discussions on the various 
theories written so far about the Iranian Revolution, how
ever, revolutionary socialists must be clear on one issue: 
capitalism is the dominant mode of production in Iran and 
the ruling state is a capitalist one. Although many demo
cratic tasks await the revolution, this can only be a social
ist revolution starting with the revolutionary dictatorship 
of the proletariat relying on all the toilers. Al l of the bour
geoisie and the upper layers of the petty bourgeoisie are 
in the camp of reaction. The middle layers of the petty 
bourgeoisie are not allies of the proletariat. However, with 
the correct tactic the proletariat must neutralise this group. 
Without such an understanding of the strategy and such a 
conception of the socialist revolution any attempt to form 
the party of the working class is in essence futile. As we 
witnessed in the course of the Iranian Revolution, even i f 
such a party could have hundreds of thousands of follow
ers, without the correct strategy it would lose its head in 
the whirlwinds of class struggle. 

The Revolutionary Programme 

The party establishes itself around a programme. Here we 
must distinguish ourselves from all those who assume 
party unity can be based on anything else. The party in its 
contemporary meaning refers to a political organisation 
formed under specific conditions under the geographic 
jurisdiction of a specific political state. What distinguishes 
this party from other similar organisations is not the ideas 
of its membership but the programme it offers for the en
tire society. This program stems from a realistic recogni

tion of the present situation and then on the basis of a 
clear critique of this state highlights the prominent tasks 
facing society in order to change the status quo. 

In the socialist movement, the partitioning of this pro
gramme into a minimum and a maximum section is a dis
tinguishing characteristic of reformist tendencies. Marx 
never recognised such a distinction in the Communist 
Manifesto and in the programmes of the First International. 
In the Second International, this distinction represented 
its abandonment of the ideals of fundamental and revolu
tionary change and its contentment with the idea of re
forming capitalist society. In the Third International, be
fore the defeat of the Russian revolution and the Stalinist 
degeneration of the Comintern, this division had been put 
aside. During Stalin's time and later this notion was re
vived by organisations who supported the "socialist camp". 
Revolutionary socialism distinguishes itself by rejecting 
this distinction. 

The revolutionary program is a programme that at every 
stage of the class struggle can point towards the socialist 
aims of this struggle and indicates the tasks that have to 
be carried out in order to achieve these aims. In other 
words, at any stage of consciousness, the party programme 
must be able to show the practical and inseparable con
nection between current demands and the aims of the so
cialist revolution. Such a programme must analyse the 
specific local and international conditions to show the re
lationship between, for example, the struggle for an 8 hour 
day, and the struggle against long term unemployment, 
whilst demonstrating the historical significance of this 
struggle in the context of the task to socialise the means 
of production. As a result, the revolutionary party must 
simultaneously and at every stage of the struggle present 
a programme encompassing both the minimum and maxi
mum demands as well as the connection between the first 
and the second (the so-called the transitional demands). 

In our opinion this is the only acceptable notion of a pro
gramme for revolutionary socialists. Democratic demands 
(demands that do not necessarily question the political 
domination of the bourgeoisie but increase the rights of 
workers and other toilers), minimum demands (demands 
that do not question the capitalist mode of production but 
create reforms benefiting the proletariat), transitional de
mands (demands that are not directly socialist yet but logi
cally question the capitalist system) and maximum de
mands (i.e., directly socialist demands) are presented side 
by side and the propaganda and political work of the party 
at any stage is based on a combination of the above. 

For example, in Iran, in the conditions just after the revo
lution, one should have concentrated equally on the fight 
for the consolidation and extension of democratic rights, 
confiscation of the land of large landowners, establish
ment of a social security system, or the demands for an 
end to discrimination against women, national and reli
gious minorities, as well as the fight for the development 
and unity of workers and peasants councils and the estab-
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lishment of producers control over the means of produc
tion and distribution. Yet at the same time, the epigraph 
of all our propaganda should have remained the demands 
to nationalise all major capitalist concerns and the estab
lishment of a Soviet Republic and workers self manage
ment. We all know what happened to those who divided 
this into minimum and maximum demands. 

Following the discussions of the Comintern concerning 
transitional demands during the era of workers revolu
tions, and later, Trotsky's comments about transitional 
demands during the struggle against fascism and the for
mation of the Fourth International, some revolutionary 
communists came to the conclusion that the name of such 
a program is the "transitional" program. This too is in our 
opinion a narrow interpretation contradicting not only the 
meaning of the programme but also the understanding of 
Trotsky and the Comintern themselves. The "transitional 
programme" can only be that section of the programme 
that can be considered practical in a particular stage of the 
struggle. In fact Trotsky himself originally called this pro
gramme the programme of action. At any stage of the 
struggle, depending on the existing level of awareness and 
the depth and dimension of that struggle, the revolution
ary party must present a collection of demands that al
though stemming from the current levels of conscious
ness and demands, in practice and in the course of strug
gle itself come into contradiction with the capitalist rule 
and demonstrates the need for a transition to socialism. 

For example, in the period before the Second World War, 
when unemployment and inflation prevailed, it was not 
only practical to put forward the sliding scale of wages 
and working hours (practical in the sense that the work
ing class could have accepted these demands, and i f their 
reformist leaders allowed it, they were achievable) but it 
was also necessary from a revolutionary perspective (be
cause the realisation of these demands questioned the very 
existence of the capitalist order). Or for example, in the 
1920s when in many European countries the working class 
could have obtained electoral majority, the slogan "work
ers' government" was not only appropriate, because dur
ing those difficult conditions it showed the workers that i f 
they put their minds to it they can take control of their 
own destiny, but it also put pressure on reformist parties 
to unite with other proletarian parties instead of forming 
coalitions with the bourgeoisie. 

In this way the program of action is a concrete and short 
term programme. One cannot talk of the transitional pro
gramme as a single programme for a particular historic 
period from now until the socialist revolution. The same 
programme of action that was valid before the second 
world war could not be repeated immediately after the 
war. The programme of action that was correct for the 
period after the uprising in Iran, cannot be repeated to
day. However the programme of the party is not simply a 
programme of action, it is a historical programme and 
therefore must consist of more than a transitory programme 
of action. 

The Organisation of Socialist 
Revolutionaries 

In our opinion, the formation of such a trend is not a dif
ficult task at present. Either every one agrees with the 
above minimums as the starting point or they don't. I f 
others present a different starting point we must then dis
cuss this and i f the aim is co-operation and agreement, we 
would arrive at such a common platform. Any one who 
agrees with this platform and accepts to work for the re
alisation of this project, can become a member of this al
liance. In other words, a member is someone who accepts 
the aims of the project and in the effort to realise it is 
committed to a certain level of activity. 

The form of membership is both individually and by 
groups. A group of people can maintain their own alli
ance whilst joining this project. The shape of the relation
ship between individuals or groups with others can only 
be determined by the consent of both sides. Al l members 
have equal rights and they can all express their opinions 
in the bulletin. I f the decision was taken to have an edito
rial board or a co-ordinating committee for this bulletin, 
such a board/committee can be changed at all times and 
they must continuously inform everyone of all informa
tion concerning the journal. At present even i f all the ele
ments of the revolutionary socialist tendency accept all 
the above minimums or unite around another summary of 
these basic principles and accept to work within a single 
organisation, we must emphasise that this would still be a 
special alliance very different from a party alliance. 

Elements who join such an alliance were inevitably mem
bers of other forms of organisations in the past represent
ing varying experiences and traditions. It is very likely 
that on the basis of these experiences they are still involved 
in one form or other in the current political struggles. It is 
unreasonable to expect that all these people, prior to spend
ing a period of common political activity and co-opera
tion suddenly unite and express similar views on class 
struggle. Therefore, any form of organisational principles 
that attempts under the present circumstances to question 
this relative independence and dispersion which exist in 
reality, not only will embark on an impractical task, but 
insisting on it will question the initial alliance itself. 

As long as revolutionary socialists intervene in present 
struggles they can discuss their positions in a joint bulle
tin. Others are not, however, obliged to follow this line 
and can organise their own independent activities. They 
can even organise their own independent journal i f that 
was necessary, whilst continuing the debate with others 
in the common bulletin. As a result, and gradually through 
these discussions and possible common work, some wil l 
probably reach agreement on more than the above mini
mums. However, this is not directed from anywhere and 
depends on the individuals concerned. They can put for
ward any such agreement for public discussion and try to 
gain support from others. 

Page 14 



International Socialist Forunn 

Political Struggles 

The political interventions of revolutionary socialists in 
the current political scene must essentially be based on 
two central issues; the struggle to overthrow the clerical 
capitalist state and the organisation of the working class 
vanguard in independent(organisationally independent of 
politically parties) and underground committees. By em
phasising the first we distinguish ourselves from all re
formist and opportunist tendencies who somehow or other 
are propagating the possibility of the transformation of 
the regime from within. By insisting on the second, we 
emphasise the need to organise the working class as the 
only force capable of overthrowing the regime distinguish
ing it from all bourgeois and petty bourgeois alternatives. 

Within the framework of the fight for the overthrow of 
the regime, we must of course defend all democratic de
mands such as the need for the separation of the state from 
religion, the right to organisation for all political parties, 
abolition of all discrimination against women, nationali
ties, and religious minorities, freedom of all political pris
oners, the abolition of the death penalty, etc. Beside these 
demands and beside our calls for all the minimum de
mands such as social benefits, unemployment benefit, etc., 
our struggle around the transitional demands such as work
ers and peasants control of production and distribution, 
or the fight for opening the books of all financial enter
prises has a more crucial significance. 

The creation of workers trade unions (mainly put forward 
by reformist tendencies ) or the reincarnation of the work
ers councils and assemblies (put forward by the phrase 
mongers of the infantile left), although by themselves le
gitimate demands, are obviously not practical under the 
present circumstances. Even if they become possible dur
ing some next stage, they would first go through the link 
of factory committees. Such committees unite workers 
irrespective of political or ideological tendencies around 
a specific class struggle programme and pave the way for 
the creation of mass organisations of the class. In addi
tion, the propaganda of socialist revolutionaries today nnist 
never lack governmental slogans. Our alternative to the 
Islamic Republic is a soviet republic. This slogan must 
dominate all our other slogans. Any political slogan that 
in one way or the other relates to the issue of political 
power (such as the constitutional assembly) must not only 
be linked to this general slogan but it cannot in any way 
contradict it-

In our opinion these general principles are sufficient to 
distinguish revolutionary socialists. The details of the pro
gramme will only become clear when this tendency can 
reach a common programme after a period of discussion 
and co-operation in action. Until then, as we have said 
above, i f we cannot agree on a common approach, at no 
stage will anyone stop others from intervening. On the 
contrary on the basis of the discussions in the journal wc 
can review these experiences in order to pave the way for 
future common practice. 

Revolutionary Theory 

A revolutionary party wi l l not be built without a revolu
tionary theory. This theory, we believe, is still the Marx
ist theory. No other theory has yet been presented to us 
which can guide us in resolving our current problems of 
revolutionary practice better than Marxism. However, this 
does not mean that Marxism itself has been free of the 
present crisis. The deviations of the Second International 
transformed this revolutionary theory into a dogmatic and 
deterministic system of belief that replaced the central role 
of revolutionary critical practice with a mechanical social 
evolutionism. The third International, influenced by the 
experience of Bolshevism and the First World War paved 
the way for a revival of this revolutionary theory. How
ever, during the Stalinist degeneration of the Comintern 
not on ly was this process blocked but under the backward 
spiral of the ideology of the ruling bureaucracy of the 
degenerated Soviet state the very same social democratic 
deviations deepened considerably. The different organi
sations which came out of the Left Opposition, having 
played a major role in resisting this degeneration and in 
safeguarding the revolutionary tradition have proved even
tually to be incapable of developing this theory in corre
spondence with the new changing situation. A thorough 
review of this experience, the fight to liberate revolution
ary theory from decades of decline and a serious effort in 
developing it in accordance with present day conditions 
must be in the forefront of the tasks of all socialist revolu
tionaries. In this relation, emphasising a few points is im
portant in distinguishing our current. 

Revolutionary Marxism as a science has no affinity with 
ideology. One cannot solve this basic dichotomy by say
ing that it is a special form of ideology, for example, a 
proletarian ideology. Although ideology can gain some 
form of material existence due to persistent historical so
cial structures, it reflects no more than a false conscious
ness of these. In order to hide their special interests under 
the cover of defending the general interest, the ruling 
classes have always had to resort to this false conscious
ness. The proletariat believes in abolishing itself as a class 
and abolishing the class system altogether. It therefore 
does not defend any particular interests for which it has to 
deceive society. The proletariat wants to attain and to 
propagate consciousness and not to replace bourgeois ide
ology with its own new forms of ideology. 

By agreeing that Marxism is a science, the problem isn't 
resolved yet. What do we mean by science? It is true that 
recognising reality as it really is could be said to be the 
distinguishing feature of science. However how is this rec
ognition obtained? In Marxism there are many debates on 
this issue and the discussion will inevitably continue. In 
our opinion the only way to start this debate is to return to 
Marx himself What has been presented during the last 
hundred years under the title of dialectical materialism as 
a proletarian world outlook has nothing to do with Marx's 
views. I f anything it became simply the ideology of a 
ruling bureaucracy inside the workers movement. I f one 
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has to give a label to Marxist philosophical methodology 
(and we have no particular wish to do so), then the phi
losophy of praxis is far more descriptive than dialectical 
materialism. 

Marx's materialism cannot be reduced to the statement 
that he improved bourgeois materialism by adding 
Hegelian dialectics. He went beyond the metaphysical 
philosophical arguments between materialists and ideal
ists. Whether spirit is primary or matter was not a ques
tion that interested Marx. In fact he thought even asking 
such a question itself represented a lack of break with 
metaphysics. What was important for him, was the realis
tic understanding of the activities of specific human be
ings in their specific socio-historic conditions and not to 
create a new ideology. He saw human consciousness and 
his conception of his situation and the outside world not 
as a passive reflection of matter but as a direct result of 
his historic/social practice in changing that situation and 
the outside world and in his comprehension of that prac
tice. There is no doubt that beyond the mind of this indi
vidual there is an independent material world. But a world 
that has not yet entered human experience has therefore 
no reflection in the human mind either, and the world that 
encompasses this practice is no longer a world independ
ent of the mind. Marx' dialectics were in recognising the 
practical link between subjective and objective conditions 
as a central issue in the theory of consciousness. It is not a 
coincidence that all reformist tendencies try to underesti
mate this central role of praxis. By denying the impor
tance of revolutionary-critical practice, this liberating sci
ence becomes a closed and backward system of semi-re
ligious belief mainly used to justify the conservative and 

counter revolutionary policies of non-proletarian layers. 

Such an understanding of Marxism, changes considerably 
the role of theory in the revolutionary party from what it 
has so far been considered as the accepted wisdom. For 
example, to say that our party is a Marxist-Leninist one 
(or any other such combinations) can only be done i f one 
throws away all of Marx's ideas. I f the intention is to show 
respect to particular leaders of the working class there is 
no objection, however i f that is the case why limit it to a 
few individuals? It is clear that by identifying one or two 
people we are specifying the essence of party unity on the 
basis of their opinions. Yet how can a party in its entirety 
reach such common positions? In our opinion the party 
must unite on the basis of its programme and not Marx
ism or Leninism. 

Just because someone knows how to multiply he does not 
become a mathematician. So how can we claim that mem
bers of a party become Marxist on the basis of accepting 
its programme? This is the method that leads members of 
a party to vote for this or that theory in a congress by a 
show of hands. Of course all party members must have 
opinions on all issues; and i f they have not they must try 
to form them. However, this cannot mean that voting is a 
way of settling theoretical issues or a way of closing dis
cussions on theory. Marxism like all other sciences is con
tinually changing and evolving and the knowledge gained 
from it is always relative (depending on experience). 
Therefore, for revolutionary socialists, theoretical discus
sion is always open. 

London, October J 994 -
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