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Where is the Islamic Republic going?

30 September 2009, by Houshang Sepehr

The present situation is only the result
of a long and complex process which
has been taking place inside the
regime, a deep crisis, located on the
one hand at the summit of the
governing circles and within the ruling
class, and on the other hand within
Iranian society. This conjuncture has
opened up a space for an authentic
mass movement to replace the Islamic
regime by a secular, democratic,
social and modern republic.

The character of the movement

Apart from a section of the faction in
power, a few cynics and partisans of
conspiracy theories, to which some
confused leftist groups and
personalities have unfortunately been
attracted, nobody doubts that the
people of Iran, in their overwhelming
majority, have strongly and clearly
expressed their desire to finish with
the present political system. Since the
so-called “reformist” faction wasted
invaluable time and missed its one
occasion, it is the whole Islamic

system, and not only the
conservatives, which is being
challenged.

In Iran nobody believes a word of the
government propaganda which
proclaims that the protests that
followed the announcement of the
results of the presidential election
were organized from outside Iran. This
crisis has all the aspects of a total
bankruptcy of the Islamic Republic.

For the last thirty years, in order to
survive its crises and mask its fall, the
regime has constantly invoked foreign
threats, real or imaginary.

On the other hand, in the West certain
left “analysts” declare that the crowds
of demonstrators in the streets of
Teheran and other cities come from
the best-off layers of the urban
middle-class and that Moussavi is
their political representative.
According to them Ahmadi-Nejad
continues to have strong support
among the overwhelming majority of
the population in poor urban and rural
areas. These alleged analysts know
nothing about the class structure of
Iranian company, nor about the nature
of the Islamic Republic, nor what was
at stake in this election, nor its
consequences for the future of the
country, nor the facts concerning the
results of the election.

It seems necessary, before going into
the details of what happened during
the campaign, the presidential
election of 2009 and the massive
protests which followed it, to give an
outline of Iranian society and of the
regime that holds power.

The structural paradox of the political
system

On the sociological level Iran is one of
the best educated societies in the
region: a rate of illiteracy lower than
10 per cent, more than 2.5 million

students (of whom 51 per cent are
women) in higher education, out of a
total population of approximately 70
million which is very young (more than
60 per cent are under 30). More than
70 per cent of the population live in
urban centres. This country is ruled by
a dictatorial and medieval political-
legal system. With the aim of
regulating the private and public life
of citizens, the Constitution and the
various laws are governed by a rigid
interpretation of Islam which in
general does not leave the slightest
place for democracy and makes very
few concessions to women and young
people.

On the political level, it is a system
characterised by an unparalleled
degree of dichotomy, a theocratic
regime behind a republican mask. The
author of this article has given
elsewhere a detailed description of the
political system of the Islamic
Republic of Iran [1].

In short, on one side there is a
theocracy which reigns without
elections and holds power in all fields:

- The Supreme Guide (the
representative of God on earth,
designated by the Assembly of
Experts, a body composed of clerics,
who have themselves been carefully
chosen and elected following a
complex procedure which leaves little
choice to the people);
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- The Council of the Guardians of the
Constitution (12 clerics appointed by
the Supreme Guide): this is the
regime’s watchdog, which supervises
the conformity with Islam of the laws
of the Parliament and the designation
of the candidates authorised to stand
for election to Parliament and to the
presidency of the republic;

- The Assembly of Experts which
designates the Supreme Guide;

- The Expediency Council which
settles cases of litigation between the
Islamic Parliament and the Council of
Guardians;

- The legal system guarantees that the
Islamic laws are applied; it is
controlled by ultra-conservative
clerics. Its head is named by the
Supreme Guide, to whom he is
personally responsible;

- The armed forces include the
Guardians of the Islamic Revolution
(GIR, Pasdarans, the regime’s
ideological army) and the traditional
armies. The main leaders of the
armies and the Guardians of the
Revolution are appointed by the
Supreme Guide and are accountable
to him alone. The Guardians of the
Revolution have the role of combating
those who are opposed to the Islamic
revolution. They control the
paramilitary militiamen (Bassiji) who
operate in every town and city.

On the other side there are the
elective functions: the President of the
Republic and the members of the
Islamic Parliament (Majlis). All the
laws adopted by the Parliament must
be judged compatible both with the
Constitution and, especially, with
Islam by the highly conservative
Council of Guardians. The members of
the government are appointed by the
president. The Supreme Guide is very
much involved in all questions related
to defence, security and foreign policy.

It is clear that this system in no way
resembles a Republic. We can call it a
Caliphate (90 per cent) disguised as a
Republic (10 per cent).

From the beginning of the Islamic
revolution these two obviously
contradictory aspects of the system -
theocratic and elective - have often

been the cause of tensions. The first
president of the Republic, Bani-Sadr,
was removed from office in 1981 by
the Ayatollah Khomeini following
major dissensions. In 1997, Khatami,
an “Islamic reformist” who claimed to
want to open out to civil society and to
make possible a well-controlled
participation of certain layers of
society in the second-level political
decisions of the country, was elected
to the presidency. Both the Supreme
Guide and the hierarchy of the Army
of Pasdarans saw this as a threat to
their interests. The elective dimension
of the system entered into conflict
with its theocratic dimension during
the eight years of Khatami’s
presidency. The majority of the laws
adopted by the Parliament dominated
by the “Islamic reformists” were
rejected by the Council of Guardians,
dominated by the conservatives.

Since the accession to the presidency
of Ahmadi-Nejad in 2005, the essential
task of the tandem formed by the
Supreme Guide and the Army of the
Pasdarans (represented in the person
of Ahmadi-Nejad) has aimed at
neutralizing the elective dimension by
attacking on three fronts
simultaneously. First of all by
manipulating certain key parts of the
state apparatus in order to reduce
their ability to act autonomously in
support of the president’s authority.
This involved, among others, the
dissolution of the Planning
Organization (which allocates the
budget of the State), the
disorganisation of the Central Bank
(which governs monetary policy) and
the reorganization of the executive
and administrative system of the state
in order to reduce the autonomy of
ministers. Other measures, no less
important than the preceding ones,
consisted of ensuring and
consolidating the absolute hegemony
of the Army of Pasdarans in the
political and economic domains. Today
30 per cent of the members of
Parliament, a third of the ministers,
the heads of key organizations of state
such as radio and television, the
majority of the mayors, prefects,
regional governors, etc., come from
the Army of Pasdarans.

The third objective consists of
gradually eliminating what remains of
the elective dimension of the system

so that the Islamic regime is from now
on a total theocracy, an “Islamic state”
without a republican dimension.

During his first term of office Ahmadi-
Nejad partially succeeded in carrying
out this triple project by repressing
the social movements (in particular
those of women, workers and non-
Persian people but also the student
movement, already weakened under
Khatami).

At the end of his first term of office,
Ahmadi-Nejad managed to curb the
state apparatus and to lay the basis of
the total hegemony of the ruling bloc,
formed by the Supreme Guide and a
faction of the Army of Pasdarans. The
presidential election of 2009 was
intended to complete the work of the
outgoing president so as to definitively
exorcize the spectre of a presidency
that would be autonomous in relation
to the theocracy which the Supreme
Guide incarnates. But major
differences existed in these new
elections, which upset the plans of the
duo in power, plans which were
neither more nor less than a creeping
coup d’état [2]. These plans consisted
of having the outgoing president
triumphantly elected, in order to
ensure an international legitimacy for
him, faced with a new American
presidency, and also to provide
Ahmadi-Nejad with a domestic stature
in order to subdue the contestation
within the elite of the regime (the
pragmatist camp of Rafsanjani and the
minority of the reformers). All the
more so as in the eyes of the dominant
faction of the regime, a victory of the
“reformist” candidate Moussavi,
coinciding with a new administration
in the United States, threatened to
reduce, although temporarily, surface
tensions with America, depriving the
Islamic regime of its convenient
external scapegoat. That was
unacceptable.

Ahmadi-Nejad is not Chavez!

Ahmadi-Nejad is a leader of the far
Right who has sought, as the clergy
did during the revolution in 1979, to
gain the support of the masses by
resorting to a nationalist, populist and
third-worldist demagogy that some
left-wingers in the West, naively and
sometimes stupidly, confuse with anti-
imperialism and an orientation



favourable to the poorest layers in
society. The support of President
Chavez of Venezuela is, in their eyes,
the proof of it - as for the support of
Moscow, Beijing and North Korea to
Ahmadi-Nejad, they forget about it!
However the diplomatic support of
Chavez cannot be a criterion in our
analysis of the government of Ahmadi-
Nejad. The relation between the two
countries, as two oil exporters, is
determined by the search for an
alliance within OPEC. A very brief
comparison between the situation in
Venezuela and the real conditions of
the Iranian people, under the
government of Ahmadi-Nejad, can
clarify the profoundly different nature
of these two regimes. In Venezuela,
under Chavez’s regime, trade-union
organizations and militant workers’
struggles are developing, workers can
occupy abandoned companies and
manage them under workers’ control.
In Iran on the contrary, workers have
neither the right to join a union nor
the right to strike - and when they
defy these undemocratic laws, they
are exposed to the most brutal
repression.

During Ahmadi-Nejad’s first term of
office workers faced wholesale attacks
from the capitalists and also from
their government. Among these
attacks, we must recall the new anti-
worker labour code of Ahmadi-Nejad.
Not a week goes by without protest
actions such as strikes,
demonstrations, meetings and sit-ins
by workers, teachers, nurses, etc. For
example in 2006, when 3000 Teheran
bus drivers took the initiative of
organizing a trade union, the
government responded by brutal
repression and massive sackings.
Trade union leaders were also
attacked by the police - including the
general secretary of the union,
Mr. Ossalou. First of all they savagely
tortured him and then condemned him
to five years’ imprisonment. He has
been in prison since 2007.

After the spectacle of televised
debates during the recent electoral
campaign, since August 2 the regime
has been putting on another spectacle.
This is the opening of the trial of those
whom the regime describes as
“fomenters of disorders and
participants in a velvet revolution”,
whom it accuses of being a danger to

the security of the state, etc. Among
the accused we again find
Mr. Ossalou, in the role of an agent of
imperialism, accused of having sought
organize a revolution on behalf of
foreign powers... from inside prison!

When, on May 1, 2007, trade-union
activists tried to organize a
demonstration in Santander, the
police brutally repressed them. Eleven
leaders were condemned to be
whipped and to pay a fine. When 2000
worker activists tried to organize a
demonstration on May 1 this year, in
Teheran, the police savagely
repressed them. 150 of them were
arrested (of whom some are still in
prison). Millions of Iranian workers
have not received any wages for
months. When they try to organize,
the police repress them.

Intimidation, dismissal, arrest,
imprisonment and torture of working-
class activists and trade unionists are
common practices in the Islamic
Republic. But these attacks have
accelerated under the presidency of
Ahmadi-Nejad. This regime and its
president are not only anti-women and
anti-youth, they are above all anti-
worker. In 2008 and 2009 there were
days of solidarity with Iranian
workers, organized by the majority of
trade unions on the international level.

In Venezuela, the Chavez regime has
stopped the process of privatization of
state enterprises and nationalized a
certain number of private companies.
In Iran, on the contrary, Ahmadi-Nejad
has accelerated the privatization of
state enterprises. Since 2007, in less
than two years, more than 400
important companies have been
privatized, including
telecommunications, the Mobarakeh
steel-works in Ispahan, the
petrochemical complex of the same
city, the Kurdistan Cement Company,
etc. Among them figure the majority of
banks, insurance companies, oil and
gas companies, etc. Ahmadi-Nejad was
congratulated by the International
Monetary Fund, the organization
which manages the business of the
world capitalist system, for the good
behaviour of his government. This is
unprecedented, something which was
never seen before, neither under the
present regime nor under the former
regime of the Shah.

The balance sheet
of Ahmadi-Nejad

The well programmed collapse of
agricultural production obliged Iran to
buy 1.18 million tons of corn in the
United States between 2008 and 2009
and to import enormous quantities of
sugar, equivalent to 10 years’
consumption by the country. This took
place whereas until recently Iran was
the third sugar exporter in the world
and the country was self-sufficient in
corn. But it served to promote
imports, which was beneficial to the
mullahs engaged in the import trade.

Iran is the second oil producer in the
world and possesses 10 per cent of
confirmed world oil reserves. The
country has also the second biggest
reserves of natural gas. Having built
the first and the largest refinery in the
world, Iran was an exporter of petrol.
Today, the lack of refineries forces the
country to import 40 per cent of its
internal consumption, to a value of 4
billion dollars in 2008.

Foreign direct investment in Iran
attained a record 10.2 billion dollars
in 2007, against 4.2 billion in 2005
and 2 million in 1994. Foreign
transactions with Iran rose to 150
billion dollars between 2000 and 2007.

Twenty European countries, in
particular Germany, France, the
United Kingdom, Italy, the
Netherlands and Spain, have invested
more than 10.9 billion dollars in Iran.
Canadian and American companies
are also involved in economic projects
in Iran, to a value of more than 1.4
billion dollars. Among the American
companies is Halliburton, one of
whose principal shareholders is Dick
Cheney, the former vice-president of
the USA, who claimed to want to
attack Iran! Halliburton, in spite of the
trade sanctions against Iran, has this
year sold more than 40 million dollars’
worth of equipment in the field of oil
exploitation. A final example, in 2008
the amount of direct exports of the
United States to Iran doubled
compared to the previous year. All
that took place during the first
presidential term of Ahmadi-Nejad.

In the economic domain, under the



presidency of Ahmadi-Nejad, the
Pasdarans have reinforced their
immense financial empire, which is
autonomous of the government. They
have taken control of sectors of
production, distribution and trade. Via
various foundations - their economic
arms, which are legally outside of
control by the government and
accountable only to the Supreme
Guide, without passing through legal
procedures, such as invitations to
tender - they obtain concessions
running into billions of dollars, for the
construction of pipelines but also to
collect part of the revenues from
Iranian oil through the company
Petropars. No financially profitable
field escapes them, neither drug
trafficking (a market of 10 billion
dollars in 2006), nor even the sex
trade and prostitution networks for
the petro-monarchies of the Gulf.

Last example: a few months ago, in
the middle of the economic crisis of
the world capitalist system, the Saipa
complex, the second-biggest car
manufacturer in Iran, whose majority
shareholder is the Army of Pasdarans,
ordered from Chrysler 55,000 cars to
be assembled in Iran. The chairman of
this enormous industrial complex is
only 25 years old and he was
appointed by Ahmadi-Nejad in person!
The goal of the operation was to take
part in the rescue of Chrysler
launched by Georges Bush and above
all to give a sign of the good behaviour
of Ahmadi-Nejad’s Iran.

According to official data, Iran has a
level of poverty of around 21 per cent
of the population, which means that
16.5 million people live under the
poverty threshold. But according to a
United Nations report 550,000
children exist on less than a dollar a
day and 35.5 per cent of the
population earn 2 dollars a day,
whereas the poverty threshold is fixed
at 650 dollars per month. So we reach
a figure of 40 per cent and not 21 per
cent. These statistics correspond to
the period when the price of oil had
tripled.

The economic policy of Ahmadi-Nejad
during his first term of office was
catastrophic: Inflation was higher than
25 per cent per annum, unemployment
affected 40 per cent of the active
population, we witnessed the

regression of the productive system
and poverty cruelly affected the most
fragile layers of the population. An
official study in 2006 showed that Iran
numbered 3.2 million drug addicts, of
whom 60 per cent were between 14
and 16 years old.

Even though the government of
Ahmadi-Nejad criticizes American
imperialism and the Zionist regime in
Israel, with the aim of diverting the
attention of the masses from domestic
problems, it is not even consistent in
its fight against this enemy. The
agreement and the collaboration of
the Iranian government for the
American occupation of Iraq and
Afghanistan are well-known facts. In
Iraqg, instead of supporting a unified
national liberation struggle, the
Iranian regime played a key role in
dividing Iraqgis.

Admittedly, Rafsanjani and Khatami
are representatives of liberal
capitalism, pro-Western and pro-
imperialist, but in this race Ahmadi-
Nejad and the faction of the regime
which he represents are the
champions and have already
overtaken them. The difference
between these two gangs of mafiosi is
that the demagogy of one of them, in a
position of weakness, takes up the
language of “democracy” while the
others use the demagogy of “anti-
imperialism”.

The Iranian spring
in the midst of a
medieval winter

It is in this politically tense and
economically disastrous context that
the Iranian population had to take part
in the joke that the Islamic regime
calls “presidential election”. The term
“election” appears inappropriate
insofar as the candidates are selected
in advance by a council which gives an
opinion on the level of their
competences and their religious
virtues.

The main role of these elections is to
legitimate the unelected structures
which hold power. Consequently at
each election, the regime makes
frantic efforts to have a maximum of

ballot papers in the ballot boxes. This
is a key point for understanding the
significance of the electoral coup
d’état orchestrated by Ahmadi-Nejad
and the Supreme Guide.

The elections allowed the various
factions of the clergy and the inner
circle of the regime to examine the
legitimacy of their solutions, by
reinforcing their weight in the
hierarchy thanks to the electoral
results. Consequently, whereas the
elections were by no means
democratic for the population, they
allowed great freedom for the whole of
the clergy in power. What it comes
down to in fact is a form of internal
democracy within the ruling class [3].

Given the ferocity of the repression,
the people of Iran, deprived of the
right of expression, use the
competition between the factions to
manoeuvre and obtain a certain
respite. They have done this
alternatively by voting or by
boycotting the elections. There was a
massive turn-out to elect Khatami in
1997 (his rival being the official
candidate of the regime, it was de
facto a referendum against the
regime), and a massive boycott of the
Maijlis elections in 2004 (when almost
all the reformist candidates were
rejected).

In this election Ahmadi-Nejad, in
alliance with a section of the GIR and
a handful of mullahs, essentially
wanted to deprive the clergy of its
power to use the elections as an
instrument to increase the power base
of its particular factions within the
regime. This did not come out of
nowhere. Elections had been
systematically organized in the course
of the last 15 years, after the end of
the end Iran-Iraq war, to take or not
take control of all the organs of state,
elective or not. In parallel the military-
security apparatus became an
important economic force in the
country.

Among 475 possible candidates to the
presidency of the Republic only four
were selected by the Council of
Guardians: Moussavi, former Prime
Minister (between 1981 and 1988),
candidate of the reformers; Ahmadi-
Nejad, President in office who sought
to obtain a second term; Karroubi,



former president of the Islamic
Parliament; Rezaii, former commander
of the Pasdarans. Ahmadi-Nejad and
Moussavi each represented a faction
of the regime and the other two had
walk-on parts in the big show.

The “reformist” candidate Moussavi is
no better than his adversaries. He was
Prime Minister in the 1980s, at the
time of the massacre of 30,000 left
activists. All of a sudden, he has
discovered that the Islamic Republic -
to which he is not opposed,
fundamentally needs to be
“reformed”, i.e. to undergo some
minor changes, so that everything may
remain as it was before. The
opposition between Ahmadi-Nejad and
Moussavi is the opposition between
two factions of a reactionary regime
who are envisaging opposed strategies
to save the present regime: one wants
to make reforms at the top in order to
avoid a revolution from below; the
other fears that reforms at the top
may unleash a revolution from below.

In order to better understand the
strategy of the regime for the 2009
elections it is necessary to stress that
the 2005 elections did not lead to
mass involvement, after the immense
disenchantment of the Iranian people
during the eight years of Khatami'’s so-
called “reformist” presidency
(1997-2005). With a very populist
demagogic discourse, the candidate
Ahmadi-Nejad made the most
extravagant promises in order to
attract the voters. By defrauding
moderately (a few million votes), he
managed to win the elections, against
the other four candidates chosen
among more than a thousand
applicants.

The masquerade of the 2009
presidential election is of a quite
different nature. Everything was done
to maintain the appearance of a
democratic election between the four
candidates from within the regime,
screened by the Council of Guardians.
To win back confidence, or rather to
win back votes lost in advance, the
Guide-Ahmadi-Nejad faction changed
tactics and modified the rules of the
game. During the period of the
electoral campaign relatively free
televised debates were organized, new
newspapers were authorized to
appear.

During the period of conflict around
the nuclear programme the regime
needed to demonstrate its legitimacy
to the “international community”.
Since it was unaware of the level of
dissatisfaction and opposition which
exists in the country, a spectacular
show of televised debates was
organized two weeks before the poll,
an event never seen in the 30 years of
existence of the regime. The press and
the media of the reformist faction
benefited from relative freedom, of
short duration. Within the framework
of the existing order, each of the four
candidates was allowed to expose the
weak points of their adversaries.

Corruption, incompetence, lies and
deception were the noblest
accusations, and even Ahmadi-Nejad,
certain of the support of Khamenei,
crossed the usual red lines. His target
was Rafsanjani, former president and
rival of the Supreme Guide, whose
fortune is colossal. But the elite of the
regime, in both of the factions,
underestimated the level of hatred and
anger among the young people,
women and workers who compose
more than 80 per cent of the
population. This debate among the
candidates was the straw that broke
the camel’s back of the people’s
anger, accumulated during the last 30
years.

The televised debates played a crucial
role in the promotion of Moussavi
against the outgoing President.
Whereas Ahmadi-Nejad blithely
denied the extent of inflation,
unemployment, the decline in the
economy and corruption, Moussavi
underlined the scale of the disasters
caused during the first term of the
outgoing President. The latter was
perceived as being cynical, arrogant
and a liar by the vast majority of
viewers, while his opponent, who
during the past two decades had had
no political responsibility in the
regime, seemed the least bad of the
four. Ahmadi-Nejad even went so far
as to attack Moussavi’'s wife,
something which viewers found
intolerable. He accused some eminent
members of the political elite,
including Rafsanjani, of corruption,
whereas during the whole of his
presidency, he had provided the
judicial system with no reliable
evidence against those he

incriminated.

In reality most Iranians were already
aware of the enormous wealth,
accumulated by corruption, of
Rafsanjani and his family. It was the
foreign accounts of close relatives of
Khamenei (including his son, whose
personal account containing 1.6 billion
pounds was blocked in London) and
diagrams showing the key financial
positions occupied by Ahmadi-Nejad’s
entourage, that decredilbilised this
conservative candidate, a demagogue
and a liar, who was the favourite of
the dominant faction of the regime.

Television debates thus played a
fundamental role, not only for the
massive participation of Iranians,
especially young people and women,
who went to vote against Ahmadi-
Nejad, but also to break the wall of
fear that reigned in Iranian society in
previous years. This side effect was
much more important than the
debates themselves.

This new situation, of capital
importance, added to the exceptional
circumstances of this pre-election
period. For a few weeks an intense
socialization, of a character that was
festive, emotional, exuberant, in a
word, revolutionary, took place in the
streets. It is interesting to note that
since those days a daily newspaper
entitled "The Street" has been
published illegally by young
revolutionary Marxists. Groups of
young people began to take to the
streets, thirsting for freedom and
making their voices heard. They
stayed late into the night discussing
among themselves. Groups of
economists, sociologists, artists,
university professors and well-known
intellectuals, and also workers,
became active in this pre-election
period, denouncing the populist
demagogy of Ahmadi-Nejad. Having
no other choice, a large majority of
Iranians was forced to vote for
Moussavi, in whom they saw the
negation of the entire regime.

On June 12, the day of the elections,
there was a massive turn-out,
exceeding the hopes of the partisans
of the regime (more than 39 million
people voted, out of a potential 46
million voters). But the day after the
elections there was a rude shock: it



was announced that the outgoing
president had been elected by 63 per
cent of the population, against
Moussavi who had only received half
as many votes as him. In the eyes of a
large part of public opinion,
everything pointed to massive fraud,
backed up at the top of the state in a
clumsy manner that did not even
comply with the basic rules of
verification (ten days for the filing of
complaints).

Three hours after the closure of the
polls, the Iranian Interior Ministry had
called Moussavi’s headquarters to
congratulate him and ask him to
prepare a victory speech. Then
suddenly, everything changed. Several
commanders of the Guardians of the
Revolution (GIR) occupied and
confiscated Moussavi’'s campaign
headquarters. Subsequently, the
rigged election results were
announced, triggering a wave of
protests.

It is obvious that Khamenei,
surrounded by subordinate advisors,
underestimated the anger of the
people caused by the rigged election
result. Otherwise he would have
chosen a more modest percentage for
the "victory" of Ahmadi-Nejad. But in
order to establish Ahmadi-Nejad as a
truly legitimate leader of the Iranians,
Khamenei needed a vote higher than
the 20 million obtained by Khatami in
1997. Looking back, we may think that
it was perhaps possible that the
Islamic system could be saved if the
regime had just been content with an
Ahmadi-Nejad victory by a smaller
margin, or even a second round.
Alternatively, a Moussavi presidency -
in spite of the problem posed by his
exaggerated promises of individual
freedom in a religious state - would
certainly have extended the life of the
Islamic regime for a few years, until
another generation of Iranian youth
turned its back on empty promises of
reform and revolted against the
cowardice and the reluctance to
change of "modernist Islamists."

The three weeks which preceded the
elections have been called by some
people the "Iranian spring." People -
especially youth and women -
experienced a period of a break with
repression, with Islamist ideology,
theocratic phraseology and Sharia

law. In a word, a break with
everything that Ahmadi-Nejad
embodies. They were able to taste
freedom of expression and discover
democratic demonstrations. Those
days have profoundly shaken the
symbolic foundations of Islamist
power: fear was replaced by audacity,
mourning by a festival spirit and
individualism by solidarity. The regime
has opened a Pandora’s Box - the set-
up that it organized turned against it.
This electoral scenario was a
concession to the people and the
regime believed erroneously that it
would be temporary. In fact, once it
had tasted the forbidden fruit, with
the blessing of the regime, the
population was ready to fight to make
it permanent. This totally escaped the
Islamist state, all of its factions,
including the "reformists", who
believed that the new generations
were passive and docile. They proved
be quite the contrary.

Once the results were announced, it
quickly became clear that Moussavi is
a weak character and his popularity
steadily declined, because he was
trying to catch the mass movement by
the tail in order to control it so that it
would not go beyond the legal
framework of the system. Moussavi (in
reality the faction of the regime that
he represents) finds himself, without
having wanted to, in the eye of a
cyclone of historic dimensions. And if
this faction is losing its privileges, it
now has no choice but to follow this
human tide. It says that the supreme
leader is illegitimate. His credibility as
a religious authority has been and
remains low. Now his credibility as a
supreme leader is also compromised.
No doubt Moussavi is not Khomeini.
But Khamenei looks increasingly like
the Shah or rather like a Caliph.

But what is the real power behind this
rigged presidential election, referred
to as an " electoral coup d’état" by the
Moussavi camp? It is generally
considered that as commander-in-chief
of the armed forces of Iran, the
Supreme Guide, Ayatollah Khamenei,
is the leader of this coup d’état. But
the reality is more complex.

Since the arrival in power of Ahmadi-
Nejad in 2005, the commanders the
Guardians of the Islamic Revolution
(GIR) have missed no opportunity to

talk of an "internal threat" against the
revolution. Furthermore, a few days
before the elections of 12 June, the
head of the Political Department of the
GIR charged Moussavi and other
reformers with attempting a coloured
revolution (Moussavi has used green,
the color of Shia Islam, as symbol of
his campaign), and warned that the
Pasdarans "would asphyxiate it before
it was even born." The authors of this
"coup d 'état" are in fact members of
the high command of the IRG.

Who are the
Pasdarans?

The present members of the
Pasdarans were about twenty years
old at the time of the Iranian
revolution of 1978-1979. They joined
the GIR almost immediately after the
revolution and conducted two
ferocious wars in the 1980s: against
the army of Saddam Hussein, who had
invaded Iran in September 1980, and
against the opponents of the regime
inside the country, such as the left
groups and the People’s Mujahedeen.
In June 1981, the GIR carried out a
bloody battle against them, killing
tens of thousands, and forced tens of
thousands of opponents of the regime
to go into exile.

During the war with Iraq (1981-1988),
the GIR were also used by the regime
as the key instrument to impose
severe political repression in Iran,
with as a result the physical
elimination from the Iranian scene of
all the secular political groups. That
was done to permit the installation of
a capitalist-religious dictatorship.
Immediately after the end of the war
with Iraq thousands of political
prisoners were savagely executed with
the agreement of the Pasdarans.
Ayatollah Khomeini died in June 1989
and these young Pasdarans then split
into two camps.

In the camp of the so-called “Islamic
left” it was felt that, with the aim of
avoiding a revolution, the regime
needed a policy of opening out and
should put an end to the fierce
repression of the 1980s. Many
members of this group came from the
intelligence services and were
consequently perfectly aware of what



was happening in society, feeling the
danger of a social explosion and a
revolution. Their vision was to reform
the system within the Islamic
framework in order to save the
regime. They became “reformist
Islamists”. Thus the reformist faction
was born and Khatami, spokesperson
of its moderate wing, became
President of the Republic in 1997. The
Pasdarans of the opposite camp were
very conservative and remained in the
GIR after the war. Ahmadi-Nejad and
his government team belong to this
camp.

In parallel another phenomenon
developed. After the death of
Ayatollah Khomeini another concept of
“Islamic State”, even more reactionary
that of Khomeini, started to reappear
with the emergence of the ultra-
reactionary Islamist group called the
“Hojjatiyeh society”. It had been
founded in the 1950s and was
savagely opposed to the Baha’i faith
and to Sunni Islam. It had even
collaborated with the secret services
of the Shah to fight against the
propagation of communism in Iran. It
had also been also opposed to the
Revolution of 1979 and the concept of
“velayat-e-faqih” (government of the
Islamic jurists) developed by
Khomeini, which is the base of the
Constitution of the Islamic Republic of
Iran and its political system. Khomeini
prohibited Hojjatiyeh in 1983. Their
current chief is the Ayatollah Mesbah,
an ultra-reactionary cleric who is a
partisan of the hard line, and who has
openly opposed any elections. He is
the spiritual leader of Ahmadi-Nejad.
Among the disciples of the Ayatollah
Mesbah, we find the majority of the
ministers of the present government, a
good number of the high commanders
of the GIR and their Bassiji militia, the
paramilitary arm of the GIR, as well as
members of the judicial hierarchy.

Since he was elected president in
2005, Ahmadi-Nejad has used on many
occasions the words of the Ayatollah
Mesbah, speaking about the “Islamic
State of Iran” rather than the “Islamic
Republic of Iran.” Two weeks before
the elections Mesbah published a
fatwa - whose contents were revealed
by certain members of the Ministry of
the Interior - authorizing the use of all
means to get Ahmadi-Nejad re-elected
and thus giving a green light to the

rigging of the elections. The theocratic
vision of “the Islamic State”
propagated by Hojjatiyeh corresponds
well to the political ambitions of the
GIR. Today the dominant conservative
faction of the regime is based on the
alliance between a handful of mullahs
from Hojjatiyeh and members of the
high command of the GIR.

It is true that on the political level the
role played by the GIR in Iran in the
past was far from having the
importance of that played by the army
in Turkey or in Pakistan. But the
evolution of the political scene and the
increasingly dominant weight of the
GIR testify to their accelerated rise at
the expense of the clergy.

A capitalist regime using extreme
populist nationalist slogans, ruling the
country by the terror exercised by the
bands of hooligans of the militia,
wishing to be acclaimed by a public
that is not authorised to organize itself
in any form other than that which is
dictated from on high, having
moreover militarist ambitions... Where
have we seen that before?

Who are these
millions of
demonstrators?

The day after the election, on June 13,
while Moussavi’s camp hesitated to
react to the results, students and left-
wing activists were the first to take
the streets of Teheran. They were
joined by demonstrators from the
working-class districts of the suburbs
of Teheran, which hate Ahmadi-Nejad.

In fact, from the beginning of this
summer, workers (who experienced a
considerable drop in their standard of
living during the last three years),
unemployed youth and students (who
have suffered four years of police
presence in the campuses) were at the
head of the protests. Young women in
particular hate the regime for its
constant interference in their daily
life. By their presence in the streets of
Teheran early on June 15, they
encouraged hundreds of thousands of
Tehran residents (including people
coming from the middle classes) to
join the demonstrators. All that very

much encouraged Moussavi to take
part in the demonstration himself late
the afternoon. They continued to
demonstrate even after the repression
had intensified. In the absence of a
clear directive on the part of Moussavi
or the other candidate qualified as
reformist, Mehdi Karroubi, it was they
who launched a call for the
demonstrations of July 9, the
anniversary of the bloody repression
of the student movement of 1999.

Nobody can doubt the significance of
the day of June 15. For years Iranians
remained isolated, demoralized and
fearful in the face of the regime. This
Monday, according to the mayor of
Tehran, approximately three million
people were in the streets of the
capital. In Ispahan, the historic Shah
Jahan square (one of the biggest
squares in the world) was black with
protesters. The towns of Shiraz and
Tabriz saw demonstrations of
unprecedented size. The Iranians had
finally spoken and the solidarity which
they found in these protests gave them
unprecedented confidence and the
feeling of victory.

As in 1979, it is this confidence which
encourages them to confront the most
brutal forms of repression with
audacity and determination. Unarmed
demonstrators face the Bassiji,
apparently without fear for their life.
During a protest in a shantytown in
the suburbs of Tehran, where the
regular battles with the authorities of
those who live beyond the official
boundary of Teheran had led to the
deployment of the Bassiji, the crowd
shouted “death to the dictator!”,
attacked the Bassiji and successful
drove out them out of the town,
making them abandon their motor
bikes. That also happened in the
working-class districts of Tehran.

If the middle-class districts of Tehran
were quiet during the day (at night
people go up onto the roofs all over
the city and launch slogans against
the regime), on the other hand the
working class districts, the factories,
the mines and the shantytowns were
the scene of impromptu protests on a
large scale.

At the head of those who defied fear
and repression and invaded the
streets of Teheran we find women (a



good many of them under 30) who will
never forget how the Pasdarans
stopped them because they were
showing a wisp of hair and whipped
them (in many cases 60 to 80 lashes),
young people, men and women, who
during the last twenty or thirty years
have been stopped, humiliated and
imprisoned not simply for having
expressed a political opinion, but in
hundreds of thousands of cases, for
not adhering to strict interpretations
of Islamic dress rules or codes of
behaviour. Those people will never
forget the morality squads.

This is also the case with students who
have had enough of the interference of
the state in every aspect of their
private and public lives, of workers
who face poverty, non-payment of
wages, unemployment, of the
inhabitants of the shantytowns who
are in permanent conflict with the
authorities because of the lack of
water or electricity, of the families of
those who were killed by the regime,
and not simply in the recent protests,
in which at least 350 people lost their
lives; it is also the case of the families
of more than 30,000 activists executed
by the regime for their political ideas
between 1981 and 1983, and in the
1980s and 1990s (and let us not forget
that the torturers of more than 6,000
of the political prisoners who were
murdered in the prisons are to be
found as much in the so-called
reformist camp as in the conservative
camp). Nobody will forgive or forget
the criminals who were responsible.

The divisions at
the top have
opened a space for
an authentic mass
movement.

To clarify the minds of our anti-
imperialist sceptics, let us see what is
the attitude of the vanguard of the
Iranian working-class. During the
electoral campaign, the majority of
trade-union and workers’
organizations (which are illegal) did
not call for a vote for any of the
candidates, because, they explained,
none of the candidates represented

the interests of the workers. This
position was perfectly correct.
However, once the mass movement
had begun, the Tehran bus drivers’
trade union (Vahed) expressed its
unequivocal support for the
movement. In the same way, the
workers of Iran Khodro organized a
half-hour strike to support the
movement.

On June 18, the Tehran bus drivers’
union published a communiqué. This is
one of the most militant sectors of the
Iranian working class which, two
years ago, faced brutal repression to
defend its trade union rights. Before
the elections, the trade union had
rightly declared that none of the
candidates defended the interests of
the Iranian workers. But also
correctly, it welcomes today “the
splendid movement of millions of
people of all ages, all sexes, all
religious affiliations and all
nationalities”. The communiqué
continues: “We support this movement
of the Iranian people to build a free
and independent civil society - and we
condemn any violence and any
repression”. What a difference
between this declaration and the
speeches of Moussavi and his
reformists, even the most radical of
them! Still more significant is the
mobilization of the workers of the Iran
Khodro factory, the biggest enterprise
of the car industry in the whole of the
Middle East (100,000 workers,
including 30,000 in a single factory).
On Thursday 18 they organized a
strike action in support of the
movement of the people. Here is the
full text of the communiqué
announcing the strike:

“We declare our solidarity with the
movement of the people of Iran. What
we are seeing today is an insult to the
intelligence of the people and to its
vote. The government is trampling on
the principles of the Constitution. It is
our duty to join the movement of the
people. Today, Thursday 18, we, the
workers of Iran Khodro, will cease
work during half an hour to protest
against the repression of students,
workers and women. We declare our
solidarity with the movement of the
people of Iran. The day shift: from
10.00 to 10.30. The night shift: from
3.00 to 3.30. The workers of Iran
Khodro”.

These two declarations and the strike
action of the workers of Khodro are
very important. They are two of the
most combative sectors of the Iranian
working class, and they are the
vanguard of the trade union
movement which is starting to re-
emerge. The idea of a general strike
was raised, but not yet applied. That is
the decisive question. In 1979, it was
the strike of the oil workers which
dealt the final mortal blow in the long
process of the overthrow of the Shah'’s
regime.

On July 1 thousands of workers in a
mine in the province of Khuzestan
went on strike and when the security
forces arrived to disperse them, the
workers shouted “death to the
dictator!”.

On July 5 the workers of the Haft
Tapeh sugar cane factory went on
strike again, accusing the authorities
of not satisfying their previous
demands.

The discussions about a strike
continued and, three weeks after the
beginning of the protests, an
organization called “the Workers’
Committee for the Defence of the
Popular Protests” published several
communiqués concerning the
organization of the demonstrations,
the security measures, the self-
defence councils in the face of the
attacks of the Bassiji and detailed
suggestions concerning civil
disobedience.

With every day that passes the two
reformist candidates increasingly lose
the support of the people. After having
waited two weeks, hoping for a
breakthrough with the Council of
Guardians, Karroubi, Moussavi and
the former reformist President
Khatami finally published a Joint
Declaration denouncing the faked
result of the election. They refuse to
legitimate the new government.
However, ordinary Iranians are very
furious with Moussavi who is
conducting an “ordinary quarrel
between members of the same Islamic
family”. Meanwhile, the ally of the
reformists within the Assembly of
Experts, Rafsanjani, was seeking the
maximum number of votes in order to
remove the Supreme Guide from
office, or at least to exert pressure on



him.

As always, the “reformists” realize
that their destiny is really attached to
the existence of the regime. However
by seeking solutions within the circles
of power, while promising the
impossible to the crowds in the
streets, they are digging their own
grave. They know that in June 2009
they only received the support of
many Iranians because the people
chose the lesser evil. Once the regime
chose to put a stop to this limited
occasion and slam the door, the days
of the support for Moussavi and
Karroubi are numbered. However,
nobody should underestimate the
effect that this unprecedented schism
will have at the top of the Islamic
regime.

As already mentioned above, the
Islamic Republic has a very
complicated and unparalleled power
structure. Power is in the hands of
complex networks of clerical,
executive, legal, military and
paramilitary circles. Up to now all
these forces, in spite of their factional
differences and allegiances, obeyed
the Supreme Guide. In fact,
throughout the thirty last years, the
most important role played by
Khomeini and his successor Khamenei,
as Supreme Guide, was that of an all-
powerful arbiter between the various
factions of the regime. On June 19 of
this year all that came to an end, when
Khamenei declared the unambiguous
validity of the results of the
presidential election and took the side
of Ahmadi-Nejad. It is thus correct to
identify the Supreme Guide as the
principal loser in the present situation.

The reformists are also losers. With
every passing day, their support
within the population continues to
diminish. They have got themselves
stuck in a trap by trying to save an
Islamic order.

But there are also winners: the people
of Iran, the demonstrators, those who
every day risk their lives against the
regime and its military and
paramilitary forces. The repression is
ferocious. However, it demonstrates
the desperation of the regime. The
innovative manner in which Iranians
on each occasion expressed their
hatred of the present regime gave

them hope and confidence, which
assures them that the conflict in
progress will finish with the overthrow
of the regime. It has created too many
enemies for itself, particularly among
young people, women, workers and
the poor, for anyone to accept its
continued existence.

The parents of those who have been
arrested in recent demonstrations
gather each midday outside the
prisons, demanding the release of
their children and other prisoners and
claiming justice for those killed by the
Bassiji in the streets or under torture
in the prisons. The majority of people
not only refuse four more years for
Ahmadi-Nejad, but the regime in its
totality has become in their eyes
unbearable. They will not stop their
protests, with or without Moussavi
and Karroubi.

Solidarity

The images of brutal repression
against the youth, the workers and the
women of Iran have provoked a wave
of indignation, in the whole world.

The regime had its last chance of
attracting the Iranian people with
promises of an order that would be
slightly less repressive, under cover of
a Moussavi presidency. It missed this
occasion. Confronted with fierce
repression inside the country and the
permanent threat of a military attack,
the kind of solidarity that the people
of Iran certainly do not need is the
kind offered by the imperialist states
and their associates, of “regime
change” inside the country. The
enemies of the workers - in the camp
of Moussavi, among the monarchists
or in the confused left - will seek the
support of the European states and
the government of the United States,
while the defenders of the Iranian
workers will remain vigilant in
choosing their allies.

For the moment, the military-religious
oligarchy, which has consolidated its
power and its privileges, has stated
very clearly that it wants an Islamic
government where ©popular
sovereignty is reduced to nothing.
Legitimacy drawn from divine power
is sufficient unto itself. This is the
meaning of the speech by Khamenei

on Friday June 19, 2009. This
oligarchy will not allow itself to be
deprived of its power.

But in the midst of all these events
which are agitating Iran, one thing is
certain. From now on, it is too late to
go into reverse. All the elements show
that the popular movement has
established itself for the long haul,
whatever the violence of the Bassiji
militiamen, who come from the
working class and are despised by the
middle classes and those with higher
education. And cracks will emerge at
the top.

Sooner or later a brutal military
dictatorship of a divided “mullahrchy”,
supported by legions of Bassiji
militiamen will try to impose itself. But
this solution could not last.

This electoral coup d’état had two
irreversible consequences for the
Iranian people. The first is the end of
the fear of the people who were
terrorized by the brutality of the
regime which ruled for years in Iran.
The second consequence is to release
the Iranians once and for all from all
illusions as to the possibility of the
regime being reformed. When
Moussavi asks people to stay inside
their houses and on the contrary the
people demonstrate in their millions,
the reformists get a sharp slap in the
face. In fact, we have witnessed a
spectacle in which “reformists” run
after the people in order not to be
pushed aside, and it is not the first
time! Then Moussavi and his team-
mate Karroubi had to appear in the
following demonstrations, clearly
desperate to be able to regain the
initiative and to control the protest
movement so that it does not cross the
green line. And at each stage they
have struggled to keep up with
popular anger.

The bloody repression of the
demonstrators and the cowardice of
the bourgeois reformists will push the
reformists leaders further back and
marginalize them. The road is now
open for the system in its totality to be
defied from below. The road will be
long and difficult. It is not difficult to
see the reasons for that. The regime
has proved that it has no difficulty in
imposing fierce repression. It is an
ideological regime, organized on



fascistic lines, and it will fight to
survive. It has a military force and a
paramilitary militia, well organized
and with very important financial
interests.

It is difficult to envisage what will
occur. However, we can be sure that
nothing will be the same again. No
one will forget the fact that the two
factions crossed many “red lines”
exposing corruption, deception and
the failure of the other. It will
therefore be a very large, delicate and
long confrontation. It is essential that

those who are struggling in Iran
obtain the broad and effective support
of the left and of progressive people,
so that they do not fall into the false
conceptions of the type of left which
does not have any concern for
democracy and civil liberties.

Our association “Socialist Solidarity
with the Workers in Iran”, by
defending the interests of the workers
in Iran, by maintaining a firm and
consistent position, at the same time
anti-imperialist and of opposition to
the regime, is in a good situation to
extend and relay a broad campaign of

support for the struggles of the
Iranian people. So we warmly
welcome the collaboration of all the
Iranian and international forces which
share these principles. We cannot link
up with the defenders of Moussavi,
nor with those who seek war or
sanctions, in order to avoid a change
from below. We will not suspend our
criticisms of those who tolerate
imperialist war or economic sanctions
- measures which above all harm the
Iranian workers.
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The 45th general election for the
Japanese house of representatives was
held on August 30, and the election
results confirmed various media
forecasts based on opinion polls: the
bourgeois Democratic Party of Japan
(DPJ) got a overwhelming victory over
the former government-bloc of the
bourgeois Liberal Democratic Party
(LDP) and the petit-bourgeois
Buddhist Komei (clean government)
Party, with more than 69% turnout of
voters. Under the combined electoral
system of single-seat constituencies
and proportional representation, the
DPJ has got 308 seats, 64.2 % of the
total 480 seats, including 221 wins at
the 300 single-seat constituencies,
scoring 29,840,000 proportional-
representation votes, 42.4% of the
total votes, which surpassed the
25,890,00 votes obtained by the LDP
under Jun’ichiro Koizumi’s prime
ministership at the previous general
election in September 2005.

The general election brought the

number of the LDP lower-house
representation from the previous 300
seats to its current 119 seats, lots of
former LDP heavyweights being
defeated. As for the Komei, the party
failed at all the single-seat
constituencies where it run its
candidates, thus its pre-election party
president and general secretary being
ousted from the lower house, and its
representation decreased from pre-
election 31 seats to 21 seats.

Overwhelmed by the DPJ] landslide
victory, the reformist Japanese
Communist Party (JCP) and Social
Democratic Party (SDP), for which we
had called for voting, barely retained
their previous numbers of 9 seats and
7 seats respectively, with the
4,943,000 and 3,006,000 proportional-
representation votes, and their
parliamentary representation can be
utilized as an important footing for the
workers and popular mass movement.

The LDP and Komei coalition
government had brought about the
present social situation of deepening
income-gap and poverty through its
neoliberal "structural-reform" policies,
which promoted "privatization" and
"deregulation" of the social services,

industries and economy under the
globalization of international
economy, and which intensified
competitions at the level of lower
social tiers under the banner of "self-
responsibility”; and the coalition
government had pursued the course
for revision of the constitution and
realization of a new-phase "Japanese
state which can wage its war",
following the US "counterterrorist-
war" policy of the former Bush
administration. This LDP and Komei
government was knocked down at the
last general election.

The Japanese masses had found an
illusionary outlet of their political
frustrations and social discontents in
the former prime minister Koizumi’s
demagogic and neoliberal "reform"
discourse at the September-2005
general election. The same masses
found vent for their further
aggravated frustrations and
discontents in another "government-
change" discourse of the DPJ at the
last August-2009 general election.

At the time of the upper-house
election in July 2007, putting forward
the "priority to the people’s lives" as
its main populistic banner, the DP]
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made significant inroads upon the
LDP’s traditional electoral bases of
broad petit-bourgeois layers, and it
gained the massive victory over the
LDP and Komei coalition. In this
regard, the last general election was
an amplified reproduction of the
July-2007 upper-house election. The
LDP’s traditional support bases,
dependent on its notorious favor-
based politics, were thrown into a
disintegrating situation, and there was
a wide-spread LDP-to-DPJ shift among
various local interest groups of
farmers/fishermen, small merchants,
medical practitioners and so on.

The LDP and Komei were ousted from
the government by the general
electoral masses. As had been the case
at the July-2007 upper-house election,
their anger was against the terrible
results of the neoliberal "structural
reform" policies: the worsened and
further destabilized situation of
employment, damages to the social
welfare and medical services and the
sacrifices enforced on the local
municipalities and communities;
worsening poverty, widening social
disparity and blatant social injustice;
and the desperate social situation
produced through the restriction of
basic human and democratic rights
under the banner of "ubiquitous
competition in the whole society
[every body in competition with every
other person]". The anger was also
against the big businesses, which
accumulated their immense profits in
striking contrast to the impoverishing
situation of workers and popular
masses, especially that of women,
elderly and youth.

The 2008 explosion of global financial
and economic crisis triggered the
contraction of general business
activities, the widespread dismissal of
regular and non-regular workers, and
the deterioration of general living
conditions, consequently the political
distrust of the coalition politics being
deepened among the popular masses.

Immediately before the last general
election, there were short-lived
administrations under Shinzo Abe,
Yasuo Fukuda and Taro Aso’s prime
ministership successively after
Koizumi’s resignation in September
2006. The public approval rating of
the LDP and Komei coalition had been

going down successively, and the final
outcome was the "government
change".

The actual consciousness of the
Japanese popular masses, which
brought about the landslide victory for
the DP]J, reflects our principal political
fact that the popular resistance under
the ongoing crisis of international
capitalism has not been formed as an
autonomous mass movement of
workers and popular masses yet since
the final disintegration of the postwar
reformist movement of the Japanese
working class during the 1980s.

Meanwhile, the US policy of "counter-
terrorist" war had been the
international framework of the LDP-
Komei-coalition’s orientation toward
the constitutional revision and the
new-phase war-ready state, but the US
"counter-terrorist-war" policy was
thrown into the failure and the US
unipolar hegemony has collapsed.
With the new framework of the
international situation, Barack
Obama’s "change" discourse of
presidential campaign had a certain
impact on the Japanese electorate to
the DP]’s advantage.

At the first election-campaign speech
after the lower-house dissolution, the
DPJ president, Yukio Hatoyama, who
is to become the new prime minister
now, asserted that the last general
election would be revolutionary. Of
course, the last general election was
not a "revolutionary" one, but its
political significance should not be
underestimated. The important fact is
that, through their own choice, the
workers and popular masses have
brought about the governmental
change and thrown the LDP, de facto
perennial ruling party since the
mid-1950s, into its new oppositional
minority in the lower house.

The DP]J claims that it will break down
the excessive dominance of the
administrative bureaucracy and
establish a new working mechanism of
"politics first" in dealing with the
problems and tasks of administrative
reform, local self-government,
economy and public finance, et cetera.
However, the DPJ’s fundamental
orientation is for building of a "strong
state" through neoliberal reformist
policies, much in line with the basic

interests of the ruling bourgeoisie.

As for the foreign policy, the DP]J’s
major catchword is "a new-era Japan-
US alliance", in which framework the
DJP government is said to strive for an
"independent-minded and proactive
foreign-policy strategy" and an "Japan-
US partnership on an equal footing”,
and to raise the problems of revising
the Japan-US Status-of-Forces
Agreement, enforced in 1960, and
reexamining of the current US
realignment plan of its armed forces
and the present state of US armed
forces in general in Japan. Meanwhile,
the DPJ is much positive on the
Japanese Self-defence Forces’
participation in the UN "peace-
keeping" operations and on the
counter-piracy activities.

At the moment, it is not clear how a
new alignment of political forces and
tendencies will unfold under the DP]
government. However, it is quite
possible that the severely defeated
LDP would intensify its ultrarightist
and exclusionistic stance, which it
took during the last election
campaign, in opposition to the new
DPJ government, and that ultrarightist
forces themselves would intensify
their campaigns hand in hand with the
oppositionist LDP. As for the petit
bourgeois Komei party, it is much
likely to work for reestablishing its
relationship with the DP] under the
new party president and general
secretary.

The workers and popular mass
movements have to face up to the new
situation under the DP] government,
and it is the fundamental tasks to
maintain their own standpoints and
demands independently of the
parliamentary parties and their
politics, to strive to build themselves
as autonomous mass movements for
their causes, and to elaborate their
own political and social alternative.
With this orientation of mass
movement, we are to continue our
much protracted long-term effort to
build an anti-capitalist left current
that would be rooted in the new mass
movement of workers and broader
popular masses: this is our basic task
which we had originally formulated in
the 1990s after the disintegration of
the postwar reformist movement of
the Japanese working class in the



1980s.
(Jun'’ichi Hirai, September 2, 2009)

On September 16, the DPJ president
Yukio Hatoyama was designated for
the prime minister at the parliament,
and a new Hatoyama coalition
government of the DPJ], People’s New
Party (PNP), and SDP was set up. The
DPJ-led government, as the one which
has replaced the former LDP-Komei
government, is going to stage its
activities for "change" effects.
Ministers of the Hatoyama
government have issued various policy
announcements on abolition of the
notorious latter-stage elderly
healthcare system, withdrawal of the
stoppage of the mother-child family
additional of the livelihood-protection,
abolition of the notorious Services and
Supports for Persons with Disabilities
Act, suspension of certain public
works such as construction of water-
control dams, commitment of 25%
greenhouse-gas reduction from 1990
levels by 2020, and so on. The
Hatoyama coalition government has
certainly formed with a considerable
determination for a new start, having
its more-than-70% approval rating.
Meanwhile the US Obama
administration seems to be taking a
wait-and-see attitude toward the new
Japanese government, pressuring the
latter on the question of the US armed

forces in Japan and particularly at
Okinawa.

How long will the Hatoyama
government be able to continue the
"change-effect" activities? There
should not be any illusion in this
regard.

The Democratic Party of Japan is a
hybrid bourgeois formation,
comprising ultraright nationalists,
deregulationist graduates of the
neoliberal Matsushita Institute of
Government and Management
(Matsushita was the original founder
of the Panasonic Corp.), right-wing
social democrats, et cetera. There are
also former leaders of the pro-
management trade unions of big
businesses, who represent the
interests of those business-workers
communities. Although there are
various nuances in the party, the DP]
stands for the Japan-US alliance
firmly, and its official position is for
the constitutional revision and the
oversea deployment of the Japanese
Self-Defence Forces.

Accordingly, confronted with the
situation of the ongoing crisis of
international capitalist economy and
the growing unemployment and
poverty, and faced with the political

Boost for left representation

29 September 2009, by Alda Sousa
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Even as the winner, it is in a minority
in Parliament, the only political force
which lost seats in relation to 2005 (96
against 121). The result for the PS is
their lowest since 1991. This is
undoubtedly the result of the anti-
social policies of an arrogant absolute

majority who chose to save the
bankers from bankruptcy instead of
establishing public policies for the
banks; who passed an employment law
which makes dismissals easier in a
country that has nearly 600,000
unemployed, with half of them not
receiving unemployment benefit and
makes job insecurity the rule. A
Government which has waged war on
teachers and civil servants like none
before.

The PSD (liberal centrist), while
gaining 3 deputies in relation to 2005,

pressure of the US, the DP]
government does not have any room
to move against the interests of big
capitals. It will be obliged to adopt a
policy of tax increase, including the
major hike of consumption-tax rate,
and the process may go hand in hand
with a large-scale political
realignment, including the crisis-
ridden LDP.

Taking advantage of certain rooms for
mass movement brought about by the
popular expectation on the DPJ-staged
"changes" and through possible
disturbed situation of the state
bureaucracy under the DP]
government, we must work for
building up of the popular mass
movements around the issues of the
Manpower Dispatching Business Law,
the poverty question, the alignment
plan of US armed forces and the
question of US bases at Okinawa, the
oversea dispatch of the Japanese
armed forces, the constitutional
revision, the climate change and
others. Through these processes, we
will continue our effort to build a new
current of left-wing alternative to
confront the historical crisis of
international capitalism.

An earlier version of this article
appeared in Sep. 7th issue of
'Kakehashi’ (Bridge)

has however recorded one of its worst
ever scores. The beneficiary has been
the right wing PP, which has become
the third political force (whereas in
2005 it was in 4th place). The CP has
gone from 3rd to 5th political force in
terms of support.

The Left Bloc is the force that has had
the biggest increase compared to
2005: more than half a million votes
(557,109 in a country of just over 9
million voters), 192,679 more than in
2005, and from 5th to 4th biggest
political force (3rd in a number of
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major cities). At the national level, the
score went from 6.38% to 9.85% and
the number of deputies has doubled
from 8 to 16. In addition, while in
2005 the deputies elected came from
Lisbon (4), Porto (2) and Setubal (2),
this time we elected deputies in 9 of
the 20 districts: 1 each in Aveiro,
Braga, Coimbra, Leiria, Santarem and
Faro; 1 more in Porto and in Lisbon. In
all, 6 women and 10 men.

The Left Bloc will now weigh even
more in Portuguese political life and in
the upcoming struggles, in Parliament
with its 16 deputies but also and
especially in struggles, since we enjoy
the confidence of more than half a
million votes, the result of an intense

campaign of continuous contact with
workers and popular sectors and a
clear anti-capitalist programme
sectors with concrete alternative
proposals to those of the Socialist
Party and the PSD.

The three objectives the Bloc set for
this campaign were all met:

1) to prevent a new absolute majority;

2) to increase the number of votes in
relation to 2005;

3) to increase the number of deputies.

In Parliament, the Bloc and the CP
have together 31 deputies,
representing more than 18 % of the

Right coalition elected

28 September 2009, by Angela Klein

=]

http://die-linke.de/wahlen/aktuell/

The result is due to two factors: the
Social Democrats suffered, with a loss
of 11.2 %, their most serious defeat in
a general election since the end of the
war. Their 23 % score is also the
lowest since 1949. They lost 4.5
million votes (out of 45 million voters),
of whom 1.6 million did not vote, while
780,000 voted for Die Linke, 710,000
for the Greens and 620,000 for the
Christian-Democrats. Die Linke took
some of the SPD votes, but could not
absorb the mass of Social Democrats
voters who preferred not to vote at all.

With this score, German Social
Democracy has declined to the "30 %
ghetto" which Willy Brandt had exited
from in 1972. On the evening of the
elections, the social democratic youth
group demanded a change of
direction; it seems fairly clear that the
SPD will operate an opening towards
coalitions with Die Linke at all levels.
However the biggest handicap for a
red-red-green perspective at the
federal level remains the foreign

policy orientation of Die Linke. In a
situation of political normality, i.e. of
bourgeois political domination, it is
virtually excluded that the Federal
Government should contain a party
which is against NATO. As with the
Greens previously, Die Linke must
change its position in this matter if it
wants access to the Federal
Government. So we can expect
conflicts around this issue in Die
Linke.

The second factor is the growth of the
FDP who recorded with 14.6 % their
best result since 1949. They benefited
mainly from a tactical vote transfer
from the Christian Democrats,
especially in Bavaria. The CSU, which
is the Christian Democrat party in
Bavaria, paid the cost; whereas
previously it had an absolute majority,
this time it only won 41% of the vote.
Many of its voters voted for the FDP
with their proportional vote and for
the candidate of the CSU with their
constituency vote (in Germany we vote
in one round with two votes). The
result of the CSU is responsible for
the slight loss of votes for the
Christian Democrats at the federal

votes. Never has there been such a
result to the left of the PS.

The Socialist Party, in a minority in
Parliament, will be forced to choose
between the proposals of the left, as
we will present them arising out of our
programme and our mandate a€”
among others, repeal of the
employment law, a tax on large
fortunes to finance social security - or
join the PP on the reactionary right.

After these elections. the political
framework is more polarized, right
and left. The political and social
struggle will intensify in future
months. And the Bloc is stronger than
ever.

level (-1.4 %). Behind this decline
there also lurks a continuous decline
in the CSU party-State in Bavaria. The
FDP fiefdoms are located mainly in the
South of Germany: in Baden-
Wirttemberg and in Bavaria, that is to
say in the more comfortable regions
less affected by unemployment.

The next Federal Parliament will
therefore be divided into two camps:
the bourgeois camp and the
oppositional camp consisting of the
SPD, Die Linke and the Greens. In
principle, this constellation could be
an opportunity to formulate a political
and societal alternative worthy of the
name and present in the trade union
and social movement struggles in a
way which would be equal to the
foreseeable attacks. In principle, Die
Linke could head such an orientation,
if it was not itself divided between a
wing (especially in the East) that
conceives politics in the traditional
institutional sense and would only
administer the crisis of capitalism and
a poorly organised and divided
minority which wants an end to
capitalism. All will depend on whether
the unions return to the field of
struggle.
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The Ultra-Right Pot Boils Over

26 September 2009, by Gerry Foley

The campaign of right-wing rallies
against the town meetings organized
by Democratic Party congressional
representatives is a new phenomenon
in American history, at least in living
memory. Lynch mobs and witch hunts
are, unfortunately, not unprecedented
in American history. And the current
right-wing rallies resemble both in the
mentality they express. But never
before have such mobs been mobilized
by a major capitalist political party
against the elected representatives of
another, or associated so much with
threats of armed violence against
bourgeois democratic institutions.

These right-wing mobilizations against
the town meetings are an extension of
the so-called Tea Parties organized
ostensibly against the threat that the
Obama regime would increase taxes.
On July 16, the Huffington Post
reported: "Catherine Crabill, the
Republican Party’s nominee for
Virginia’s 99th District in the House of
Delegates, gave a speech at a recent
Tea Party event suggesting that
Second Amendment rights could be
used to defend the anti-tax movement.
The strange assertion was picked up
by Virginia political blogger Not Larry
Sabato.

""We have the chance to fight this
battle at the ballot box before we have
to resort to the bullet box,” Crabill
said. 'That’s the beauty of our Second
Amendment rights ... Our Second
Amendment rights were to guard
against tyranny.’" Participants in the
rightist mobs at the Democratic Party
town meetings have also cited the
Second Amendment as a resort if they
were prevented from shouting down
the speakers.

The Huffington Post reported Aug. 9:
"An official with the AFL-CIO, a
federation of labor organizations,
passed on what he described as a
‘pretty direct threat’ to those union
hands who were showing up to
balance out anti-Obama

demonstrations being waged at local
Democratic forums.

"a€"1 will be going to a local town hall
this weekend, all you union members
BEWARE! an emailer wrote at 9:40
Saturday morning. We will be waiting
for you. better make sure you have
arrangements with your local ER.
today is the day when the goon meets
the gun. see you there.”" This threat
was traced to Georgia in the deep
South, where a majority of the
population, according to recent polls,
either denies or disbelieves that the
president of the United States is an
American citizen.

This threat was not an isolated one.
Union officials complained of being
deluged with threats. The most brutal
one came from Wisconsin: "An official
with the SEIU said she had received
50 such emails, including the
following one, which was edited to
make suitable for publication. "'You
socialist f---s have the nerve to say
stop the violence at the town hall
meetings when they weren’t violent
until you p---ies showed up because
your n----- leader obama said to??????
When we have ours in Racine, Wi, I
want you there. I want one of your
little b----- to put his hands on this
Marine. I want one of you to look or
talk to me wrong. I'll be the last thing
your ignorant faux bodyguards will
remember for a very long time. You
can f---ing guarantee that."

Shock jocks and
scare stories

The right-wing mobilizations have
been encouraged by a plethora of
scare stories about the proposed
health care. This is not the first time
that such tactics have been resorted to
by the vested interests in the health-
care business. But today, this
propaganda has taken on the
character of conspiracy theories, the

wildest being that the proposed
legislation calls for "death panels" that
would decide whether old or
handicapped people would live or die.

In recent times, conspiracy theories
have been the staff of life of right-wing
groups who claim that they are
preparing to defend American
sovereignty against a takeover of the
country by immigrants or by the
United Nations. Such conspiracy
theories were a feature of Nazism,
such as the claim that the Jews were
plotting to take over the world.
Conspiracy theories have sprung up
like poisonous mushrooms in recent
years. But this is the first time one of
them has been endorsed by leaders of
a major capitalist party, such as Sarah
Palin or Republican senator from
Iowa, Chuck Grassley.

The town meeting mobs have been
incited by an ultra-right publicity
apparatus with a huge following, the
Fox TV network, TV talk-show hosts
like Sean Hannity, Glen Beck, Lou
Dobs, and radio "shock jocks" like
Rush Limbaugh. For example, on his
Aug. 3 show, Sean Hannity trumpeted
the following response to the town
meeting mob assaults: "This is what'’s
going to stop this. You are. You're
gonna make it happen."

He went on to say: "Now, so far at
these town hall meetings, you're doing
terrific. You're standing up to these
bureaucrats. You're standing up to
their phony platitudes, talking points,
and bumper stickers. The polls are
now turning against Obama, [House
Speaker Nancy] Pelosi, and [Senate
Majority Leader Harry] Reid, so now
they’re bringing out their own pollster
to lie to you and find out a way how
they can win the PR battle, and
they're telling them that they’ve got to
attack the insurance companies."

Other right-wing talk-show hosts, Jim
Quin and Rose Tennent, cheered the
mob on their broadcasts: "You still
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have time to scare them to death." On
Aug. 3, they repeatedly broadcast a
recording of a female protester at a
town hall event. Tennent cheered the
woman on: "Woohoo! Go girl! Yeah!
Owwooo!"

One TV right-wing rabble-rouser
publicist urged his audience to "join
the mob." This constellation of right-
wing broadcasters emerged in the
1990s in association with the so-called
Republican Revolution, fed essentially
on a backlash of older white male
resentment against the reforms of the
1960s that they saw favoring women
and colored minorities over them.
Now this echo chamber of bigotry has
turned into a machine of political
agitation.

This is another feature of the rise of
fascism in Europe in the 1920s and
1930s, a mass gutter press, the
"boulevard papers" in France, and the
"Blaetter" (rags) in Germany. The
rightists claim that the great majority
of the mass media have a liberal bias,
and therefore this right-wing
constellation is needed to restore the
balance. But the fact is that the big
press is all controlled by the
corporations and serves their interest.
The so-called liberal newspapers have
to maintain some credibility for
thinking people. That is not true of the
right-wing media. They simply
reinforce the prejudices of bigots and
are now whipping them into a frenzy.

The right-wing publicists inciting the
town meeting mobs have also
generally supported conspiracy
"Birther" theories that Obama is not
really an American citizen, despite the
fact that there is irrefutable proof of
Obama’s birth in Hawaii. No evidence
can shake the conviction of the
"Birthers," however, because it is
really rooted in racism. That is why it
is most widely held in the South,
where only a minority accept the fact
of Obama’s citizenship.

In the 2008 presidential elections, the
white vote was overwhelmingly
Republicana€”88 percent in Alabama,
for example. Overall, it seems that a
majority of Republicans are not
convinced that Obama is really an
American, but by far the largest
concentration of this is among white
Southerners.

On July 28, AP reported: "Fox News
Channel commentator Glenn Beck said
he believes President Barack Obama is
a racist. Beck made the statement
during a guest appearance Tuesday on
the a€"Fox & Friends’ morning show.
He said Obama has exposed himself as
a person with 'a deep-seated hatred
for white people or the white culture.’"

Likewise, on July 20, Beck declared:
"You should be afraid [because] the
president is remaking America. He’s
just not remaking it the way you
thought he would. He’s just remaking
it into a place that’s a whole lot
crappier. Kind of a hybrid between
France and Venezuela. ... He’s taking
the beacon of freedom and turning it
into an apologetic, hey, what can you
do for me, wannabe European, spread
the wealth, socialist wonderland."
Actually, the World Health
Organization ranks France number
one in health care and the U.S. 37th
on their list.

Economic
dislocation and the
racist backlash

Prominent signs waved by participants
in the town hall mobs are "Stop
socialism," and "We want our country
back." It is clear that health care is
not really the basic issue for the town
hall mobs. The real issue is the
historic decline of white supremacy.

As Cenk Uygur wrote in the Aug. 10
Huffington Post: "But this isn’t about
health insurance. It isn’t even about
health care. You think those people
are really this animated about having
less health care options and making
sure it costs more for them and their
family? No, this is visceral for them.
And it has nothing to do with their
perceived choices on health care. This
is about the sinking feeling in their
stomach that they are losing power in
this countrya€”losing control. That the
reigns [sic] of power are slipping out
of their hands and they don’t know
what to do about it, except yell, really
loud."

The emergence of an activist ultra-
right coincides with two fundamental
historic changes in the United States:

the decline of the American economy
and the erosion of the white majority.
In some key states, such as California,
whites are already in a minority. In 30
years, if the current demographic
trends continue, whites will be in a
minority nationwide. The Republican
Party, despite some token Black faces
up front, is almost exclusively a white
party. It is therefore led to make up
for its declining numbers with
increased activism. And its appeals to
the frenzy of right mobs and their
paranoia can promote developments
outside of parliamentary politics.

In the Aug. 7 Huffington Post, James
Zogby, president of the Arab American
Institute, wrote: "Behind all of this
discontent, of course, are real
problems. The economic crisis in
America did not just begin with the
collapse of the financial sector in the
fall of 2008. For years now, the US
economy has undergone a steady
transformation. The loss of our
manufacturing base has resulted in
dramatic social dislocation evidenced
by the collapse of many once
prosperous and stable communities.
As factories closed, not only were jobs
lost and economic security threatened
but people were forced to move,
neighborhoods died and families were
at risk.

"All during the 1990’s, despite gains
on Wall Street, many middle-class
Americans were squeezed. Real
incomes declined, costs of health care,
education and basic commodities rose,
resulting not only in a declining
standard of living for many, but, for
the 1st time in American history, a
significant portion of the middle class
began to question whether their
children would be able to achieve the
same economic status as their
parents.

"The trauma of 9/11 and Katrina
presented a double jolt, shaking to an
even greater degree American’s sense
of security and their confidence in the
government’s ability to perform.

"Add to this a nativist/racist current,
fueled by large numbers of immigrants
from the south [undeveloped
countries] and fear of new foreigners
(especially, after 9/11, Muslims) and
the persistent presence of anti-black
sentiment, and you have the



ingredients of the lethal brew that is
now coming to a boil."

The right-wing mobs at the town
meetings have been mostly older
white people. (All the participants
interviewed by the media have been
classical petty bourgeois types, small
businessmen, salesmen.) The
unemployed youth and brutalized ex-
military men that have historically
represented the physical threat of far-
right or fascist activism have not been
much in evidence in public
demonstrations. But since the victory
of a Black presidential candidate, the
numbers of the still small paramilitary
militia organizations have begun to
grow significantly.

Moreover, a private army formation
that grew up in the era of right-wing
political dominance, Blackwater, has
been exposed as a sort of Murder
Incorporated (see The Nation, Aug. 4).
Gun sales have increased sharply, and
there has been surge of death threats
against Obama.

All these phenomena point to the
stormy weather that the historic
changes that are coming to pass
threaten to generate. Such crises in
developed countries have led to the
rise of fascism in the past. The town
hall rallies of the right and the role of
the right-wing media, along with the
gun talk of the rightists, indicates that
the cultural medium for it exists
likewise in the United States.

A constellation of organizations have
emerged that could be the building
blocks for a fascist movement.
However, although a similar (though
much stronger) ferment arose in
France and Germany, for example, in
the 1920s, it did not lead to the
imminent threat of a fascist takeover
until the economic and social crisis
reached the point that the big
capitalists became convinced that they
needed drastic measures to maintain
their basic interests.

That situation is far from existing in
the United States at the moment. The
capitalists face no serious threat to
their interests. They dominate the
political stage completely, and the
workers’ and social organizations are
very weak. Still, it is notable that the
right-wing town hall rallies included

anti-union threats, and the only
organizations that were able to come
to the defense of the right of free
speech in these meetings were the
unions. This was certainly not
unnoticed by the right. The union
leaders and trade unionists in general
need to think about it also.

Of course, the historic fascist
movements had collectivist programs,
whereas the American rightists today
preach extreme individualism. But in
the past, fascists have talked out of
both sides of their mouths. Hitler was
a Social Darwinist more than a
German nationalist. When Germany
was defeated, he did nothing to try to
limit the disaster, proclaiming that if
the Germans had been defeated it
proved that they were not the fittest
and therefore they had no right to
survive.

The town meeting rightists show
similar contradictions. They claim to
be exercising their right of free speech
when they suppress free speech, to be
defending the rights of the individual
when they impose mob rule. Their
attitude to the state can change
fundamentally when they control it.
They claim to be anti-tax, for example,
but support the magnification of the
U.S. military.

The rightist denunciations of Obama
as a fascist or Nazi are nothing but
empty name-calling. The purveyors of
such insults obviously have no idea
that these terms more closely describe
themselves. They also claim that they
are exercising free speech when they
suppress the right of free speech of
others. One protester was so ignorant
as to say that Nazi Germany had
cradle to the grave state health
carea€”and look at what that led to!
Actually, Germany’s state health
system was instituted by Bismarck at
the end of the 19th century as a
measure intended to head off the rise
of the socialist movement.

Capitalists fear
backlash against
ultra-right

Capitalism on occasion finds the need
to back fascist-type mobilizations

without being compelled to completely
replace the bourgeois “democratic”
framework with a fascist state. In
recent times, sizable neo-fascist
movements have existed in a number
of European countries where there is
no indication that capital is moving
toward a permanent fascist option or
that the ultra-right parties are ready
organize fascist-type activism. The
contradictory character of these
developments is indicated by the fact
that they have been chronically
divided between an outright fascist
wing and a far-right parliamentary
wing. But they have been useful to
capital as a means of intimidating the
left.

For the time being, the rightist
mobilizations at town meetings have
faded from the news. One of the major
reasons for this is that the Democrats
have changed the organization of the
sessions to make it more difficult for
the rightists to overwhelm them or to
use them as a platform. But the
rightist constellation has made its
demonstration of force.

Of course, the Obama administration
may have been happy to have an
excuse to retreat. Its reform proposals
were never more than weak and
contradictory. It, like the right, serves
capitalism but merely offers to do so
in a more flexible way. But some
sections of capital, as indicated in the
last conflict over health-care reform,
are not convinced that flexibility is
necessary. They have now been using
the rightists to keep Obama on the
"straight and narrow."

At the same time, however, the
extreme rightists are worrying some
politicians in the Republican Party and
threatening to cause divisions there.
Most importantly, it is possible that
the aggressiveness of the extreme
right will provoke a backlash among
working-class and democratic minded
people. That is the last thing that
capital wants, and if it happens the
support for the ultra-right network
could begin to dry up pretty quickly.
Glen Beck’s denunciation of Obama as
a "racist" has already cost him major
Sponsors.

On one level, it seems in fact that the
sort of backlash the capitalists do not
want has begun. The violent language



and agitation of the ultra-right,
supported by the Republican Party
leadership and their bankrollers in the
health-care corporations, have made
Obama’s attempt to to justify
concessions to the drug and insurance
industries with the pretense of
seeking bipartisan consensus appear
ridiculous.

The New York Times columnist Frank
Rich wrote, for example, in an op-ed
piece Aug. 22: “Should Obama fail to
deliver serious reform because his
administration treats the
pharmaceutical and insurance
industries as deferentially as it has the
banks, that would be shameful. Should
he fail because he in any way catered
to a decimated opposition party that
has sunk and shrunk to its craziest
common denominator, that would be
ludicrous.”

Paul Krugman pointed out in a column
in The New York Times on Aug. 20
that disillusionment with Obama had
been building up for a long time: “A
backlash in the progressive
basea€”which pushed President
Obama over the top in the Democratic
primary and played a major role in his
general election victorya€”has been
building for months. The fight over the
public option involves real policy
substance, but it’s also a proxy for
broader questions about the
president’s priorities and overall
approach.”

The last straw for progressives,
Krugman wrote, was the Obama’s
administration’s backing away from
the “public option” in the health-care
bill. In fact, polls indicated that
support for the proposed health-care
reform dropped precipitously without

the “public option” being included.
But Krugman also explained that the
“public option” had deflected the
thrust for a single-payer system, which
is the only real alternative to the
present system. The progressives had
been fobbed off with a vague “public
option” and were now furious that
even that looked as if it was going to
be dropped.

The outcry of disillusionment clearly
frightened the Obama regime into
claiming that it had no intention of
abandoning its “public option” (though
a fake, tax-the-poor version) and if
necessary it would pass it without a
single Republican vote.

However, the backlash against the
Obama’s administration’s sounds of
retreat on the “public option”
highlighted the weak and
contradictory character of the so-
called health reform it is offering. The
outcry has revived demands for a
single-payer system. And it indicates
that the only way a real health-care
reform can be achieved is by building
a mass independent movement for a
single-payer system that will not be
subordinated to any bourgeois
politician.

The threat of the mobilization of an
army of right-wing fanatics to oppose
any social reform and intimidate the
organizations that defend the interests
of the masses can only be countered
by reorganizing and reenergizing the
mass social organizations. In this
conflict, the AFL set a good example,
the first of this type in many years, by
sending out instructions about how to
defend the town meetings and
organizing monitors to defend them,
as also did the SEIU. Even though the
union mobilization was done in

defense of bourgeois politicians (the
stock in trade of the bureaucratic
officialdoms), it was an essential
response to the threat of the activist
right.

In the coming period, the unions will
have to relearn how to defend
themselves and the rights of the
people they represent. They also need
to pursue the ultra-right wing into its
ultimate lairs of backwardness and
bigotry in the South and the West.
Workers in those areas need to be
organized, and there is no doubt that
the unions will face physical threats if
they pursue organizational drives
there. It is a shame to leave the poor
people who live in these areas (where
the rates of the uninsured are the
highest in the nation) to the local
right-wing demagogues.

The rightist outbursts should have
shown even the union bureaucrats the
writing on the wall. It is also
necessary to build protests against the
incitement to hatred of the right-wing
media rabble-rousers and to expose
their disinformation. The coming
months will show how necessary it is
to begin thinking about organizing
self-defense for gatherings and
organizations that the rightists hate.
Even the Democratic Party has had to
think about it.

It is also necessary for socialist
organizations to give increasing
attention to educational activities on
the nature of fascist movementsa€”not
just the examples of full-fledged
fascism in Germany and Italy but the
incipient fascist movements that arose
in France, Britain, and even the
United States in the 1930s. Socialist
Action has already begun to do that.

Reasons for the right’s anticipated defeat

23 September 2009, by Andreas Sartzekis , Tassos

Anastassiadis

The discourse of the ‘'modernist right”
(New Democracy) in 2004 is very

distant now. The ND now cynically
follows the same neoliberal policy as

the rest of Europe. Consequences:
privatisation (the Olympiaki air line,
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destabilisation of the OSE train
company so as to throw it to the
sharks and so on), redundancies
(suppression of jobs, estimated at
100,000 for 2009). And this with the
tools of the hard right: repression
(after the Kkilling of the youth Alexis
Grigoropoulos in December 2008, the
police have continued to hit and gas
youth and workers) and racism (anti-
immigrant roundups have intensified
in recent months). And yet, there has
been a triple setback:

1- in relation to the criteria of
capitalist Europe: the deficit remains
above 3%, and the current slowing up
(a poor tourist season) renders the
objective of a growth of 1.1%
ridiculous.

2- free play has been given to the far
right on the terrain of racism, where it
is organising anti-immigrant
committees, including in the popular
neighbourhoods, under the benevolent
gaze of the police. Result: in the
European elections, the LAOS party
went from 4.1 to 7.2, and for the
parliamentary elections (3.80 in 2007),
this racist party is polling from 5 to
7%. The far right has its head up then,
and it would be dangerous to
underestimate it.

3- But above all, even if it is in retreat
since the youth revolt of December
2008, resistance is an everyday event
in every sector (farmers, port workers,
cleaners, textile workers and so on). A
recent indication: despite the right
wing character of the new leadership
of the university teachers’ union
(POSDEP), the latter has threatened
the government with a hot autumn if it
lets private universities open. For fear
of an explosion before the elections,
Karamanlis has halted the procedures
of accreditation.

Finally, the last days of August
showed the impact of these policies:
after 80 deaths from fire in summer
2007, a large area has just been
burned down in the region north-east
of Athens. Against evidence of lack of
coordination between forest wardens
and fire services, the lack of anti-fire
investment, the allowing of
construction in forbidden areas, the
government spokesperson explained
that it was due to there being too
many pines! In such conditions,
Karamanlis preferred to bring the
elections forward: even if it sharpens
the divisions in his camp, he is taking
the risk of losing now to strengthen
himself in opposition, calculating that
a tough policy demands strengthened
cohesion, with still tougher means.

The most probable outcome is a
victory for PASOK (the Greek Socialist
Party): after its victory in the
European elections (36.6%, 34% in
2004), the current key issue for them
is, more than its score (the polls give it
from 30 to 35%), whether it will have
a majority of seats (151) or not. If not,
either it can form a coalition
government, hardly likely in this
phase, or there will be new elections.
Certainly, despite the leftist language
of recent times, with the “threat” of
higher taxes on bank profits, Giorgos
Papandreou has no such intentions
and has not equipped himself with the
resources to take on the big employers
(reduction of contributions for
companies which invest and so on).
The question is whether the national
union leaderships with a pro-PASOK
majority will be in a position to stifle
the struggles which will break out.

Of course, this question relates to the
political landscape to the left of
PASOK. The KKE (Greek CP) has sunk
into sectarian self-affirmation,

whereas at the European elections its
vote fell (8.4% against 9.5 in 2004). As
for Syriza, a regroupment of the
reformist Synaspismos with some
small far left groups, its poor results
in the European elections (down from
3 MEPS to 1, with 4.7 % against 4.2 in
2004 but 5.2 for Syn in 1999) have led
to a deep crisis; it is falling again in
the polls (3 to 4 %) and its objective
has been reduced to getting into
parliament (there is a threshold of
3 %).

If the perspective in this period is of
course to build an anti-capitalist left in
Greece, it should be said that the
Antarsya regroupment, despite its
base in the struggles and the certainty
of an active campaign, will have little
impact centrally, but that does not
prevent it being the basis on which to
advance. That would be made easier if
this campaign develops around the
three following axes:

1- to work towards the construction of
an anti-capitalist left, by trying to
make Antarsya and the radical groups
of Syriza work together, despite their
different trajectories.

2- to fight against any truce in the
struggles, by stressing the fact that
the social struggles are the decisive
weapon of the workers (there are
significant demonstrations in Salonika
on September 5th).

3- and in this context, to promote the
unitary form of struggle represented
by the united front, the sole means of
fighting decisively against the virus of
division, a practice which is
unfortunately widespread in Greece
and has provided much service to the
bourgeoisie (3 demonstrations at the
same time in Thessalonica, for
example) !

IIRE plans Regional Global Justice School in
9-28 November in Manila

19 September 2009, by Ronald Lara
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The various yearly schools, seminars
and discussions organized by the
institute have greatly helped in the
training and broadening of
perspectives of activists, especially
young ones.

These successes of the IIRE-
Amsterdam and the challenges faced
by third world activists, particularly
the Asian sections, greatly inspired
the establishment of a branch of the
IIRE in Manila. The present global
economic crisis brought about by the
barbaric capitalist system has caused
indescribable sufferings to the peoples
of the third world, since they are the
most vulnerable and unsecured
sections of the world against
globalization. Thus, the struggle of
these peoples for their basic right to
live is also directly aimed at crippling
the imperialists and capitalists in their
respective countries.

On the other hand, the opportunities
for reflection and studies in IIRE-

Amsterdam for third word activists
have become increasingly difficult,
financially and technically. Thus, the
need to open a more accessible venue
for discussions to third world activists,
specifically, Asia-Pacific activists,
amidst the growing difficulties and
challenges, reinforced the necessity of
establishing a sister institute in
Manila. This is also a way to
strengthen the unity and solidarity of
the third word activists in order to
intensify the struggle for their political
and social agenda and for a new
internationalism in the face of the
worst capitalist crisis in the century.

Now the IIRE-Manila is formally open.
In this connection IIRE-Manila invites
activists and militants proposed by
their national leaderships of the
Fourth International, as well as
supportive progressive groups and
movements, to the first ever Regional
Global Justice School to be held in
Manila and Mindanao, Philippines.

Generally, the purpose regional global
justice school is to reach-out more
closely and gather activists, primarily,
from the third world in order to
collectively reflect on the present
realities of the world and to
strengthen the social and political
agenda towards the New
Internationalism through discussions
on the praxis of different movements.
The first half of the School will be
conducted at IIRE Manila, with some
exposures and dialogues with various
organizations and sectors in the
National Capital Region. The other
half will be a travelling/Mobile school
to and around Mindanao, stopping by
in key cities for topic discussions with
allocated time for directly talking with
the various grassroots’ movements
and the communities of Mindanao. All
the sessions will be conducted in
English.

For more information check
www.iiremanila.org or send an email
to iiremanila@iire.org
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