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Preface by the Proponent 

Democracy has become one of those words that are used in different ways, depending on who is 

using them. In general, it seems to be a word that is used to represent what the user personally 

likes; some persons may have it in mind that something is not democratic if they personally don’t 

like it. 

The word “Democracy” is thrown around in discussions about elections, civil rights, freedom of 

speech, and so on. It is also used in contrast to authoritarianism or dictatorship. The model of 

Liberal Democracy is so common that persons no longer understand the difference between 

Liberalism and Democracy. With this model, they are confused about what features are from 

specific liberal influences, and what features are truly related to Democracy.  

Against their own interests, people then defend the ideas of Liberalism under the guise of 

Democracy. It is annoying to hear persons say nonsense like “you give up your democratic rights 

if you refuse to vote” – it demonstrates a lack of understanding of Democracy. It is also annoying 

when people think that Democracy is about free speech and diversity of opinions; surely, as some 

ideologies and movements openly identify as undemocratic, how could one say that the right to 

spread anti-democratic propaganda benefits Democracy? Just like the fascist state represses 

Democracy and other threats to Fascism, the democratic state must repress Fascism and other 

threats to Democracy. Of course people don’t understand this; you repress anti-democratic 

elements and these clowns turn around and say “You’re being undemocratic!” The idea that 

fascists should be given platform to speak, or that the wealthy should be able to freely fund 

election campaigns, are liberal ideas and not democratic ones.  

Tired of all the garbage that people misattribute to Democracy, and in the interests of setting the 

tone on future discussions on Democracy and political reforms, I have decided to write this as a 

proposed position for LANDS to adopt as a part of the party line. Like other position papers, this 

is not necessarily the introduction of any new ideas by LANDS or me, but rather a collection of 

different ideas for us to analyse to identify our own position. I hope that my outlook, on the 

various concepts that I outline, are respected and accepted by my Comrades in the party.  
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Introduction 

Democracy is the anglicised version of the Greek word “demokratia” which is a compound of the 

words “demos” and “kratos” which mean “people” and “power” respectively. Democracy 

therefore refers to power being held by the people. The problem with everyday use of the term 

“Democracy” is that there are different interpretations of who “the people” are, as well as how the 

will of the people should be determined. These variations are the basis of the existence of multiple 

competing definitions and understandings of Democracy.  

At some point, “demos” referred to the entire citizenry, but the “citizenry” referred specifically to 

the free male population of a nation, not the women or enslaved men1. Over time, however, it 

became understood to refer to all people as the delimitations of “citizenship” expanded beyond 

men. Even at the time that “demos” referred to free men without referring to women or enslaved 

men, wealthy men saw Democracy as the rule of the poorest men2. Democracy was always seen as 

rule of the many, in contrast to aristocracy which meant rule of the elite few, and autocracy which 

meant rule of one3.  

Now that “demos” and the overall concept both refer to the people and not just a subset of the 

general population that has citizenship, Democracy should still be understood as power being held 

by the people.  

The difference among various schools of thought is what the term “the people” refers to, with 2 

main perspectives; some persons use the term to refer to everyone, and some persons use the term 

to refer to the masses of the society. After identifying what is meant by “the people” – the next 

issue is how the power of the people is manifested, and this is usually interpreted as a question of 

exactly how to determine the will of the people. 

One of the most typical ways of determining the will of the people is the use of elections. This 

results from a liberal perspective which focuses on quantifiable procedures and rules. As a result of 

the widespread use of liberal systems, persons often equate Democracy to elections 4, and fail to 

understand Democracy outside of elections. 

                                                 

1 “free native male population of a national territory” (Ober 2008, 8) 
2 “as the monopolistic domination of government apparatus by the many who were poor”  (Ober 2008, 8) 
3 Greek and neo-Greek terminology for regime types (Ober 2008, 4) 
4 “democracy (‘rule of the people’) has become equal to elections” (López Pintor and Gratschew 2002, 92) 



Jamaica LANDS  On Democracy 
  Introduction 
 

  Page 5 of 34 

Using elections as the sole criterion for Democracy is problematic, as it doesn’t really have any link 

to people’s power. Democracy must be understood beyond elections5, and the power of the 

people must exist within a political system and other social structures, not a single activity or 

event. An election is a snapshot of the opinions of the people at a specific time, not a constant 

expression of the people’s power. 

All political systems are designed with specific intentions in mind. Currently , the common 

understanding of Democracy revolves around liberal ideas, because modern states were designed 

to accomplish liberal ideals. Of course Liberalism is not the only perspective, therefore different 

models and perspectives should be examined to have a wider understanding of Democracy. 

  

                                                 

5 “democracy cannot consist merely in the exercise of an electoral vote” (Guevara 1961) 
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The Liberal Perspective 

The liberal perspective of Democracy is a common one, but it is not very transparent. It is 

therefore important for us to deconstruct Liberalism so that we have a proper understanding of 

how it is a dangerously undemocratic ideology. Liberalism and Democracy are contradicting ideals, 

where Liberalism is an individualistic ideology while Democracy describes a very collectivist social 

structure. The liberal perspective of Democracy is common because the “Liberal Democracy” 

model of the state is accepted as a norm across the world, and it focuses heavily on elections.  

The liberal perspective of Democracy is not transparent because it has a contradicting 

understanding of “the people” and therefore a contradicting understanding of Democracy. One 

on hand, Liberalism sees “the people” as the working-class masses, and on the other hand, it sees 

“the people” as everyone. This reflects the liberal desire to pacify class conflict rather than 

allowing it to come to a conclusion. To understand what is meant, here, we must first look at the 

ideology of Liberalism and how it developed, as well as how the state functions in a Liberal 

Democracy.  

Where individual freedom is concerned, liberals dislike the idea of violence or coercion. They see 

Anarchy as an unfavourable situation because violence and coercion are unregulated and anyone is 

free to coerce someone else, therefore the ability to coerce must be concentrated in the state so 

that it can prevent individuals from coercing each other6. This, i.e. a monopoly on the ability to use 

coercive force, is the defining role of an effective state; the state doesn’t necessarily have an 

absolute monopoly, as private individuals may still attempt to use force, but the st ate has the final 

say in matters where force is involved7.  

Liberalism is not only about individual rights, but also about a constitutional government with rule 

of law, and the primacy of private property. It is an ideology which emerged to challenge the ideas 

that existed in Feudalism, where political power was often hereditary, and there was the economic 

policy of Mercantilism where the government had high barriers to trade. Feudalism included the 

reactionary idea that political power was based on heredity; in its place, Liberalism proposed 

specific procedural rules to regulate the state. Liberalism aligns itself with Rationalism, so 

Liberalism holds procedural rules in high regard. 

                                                 

6 “state coercion is required to prevent private persons from coercing each other” (Miller 2010, 45) 
7 “public agents are organised to prevent and counter the private use of force”  (Waltz 1979, 104) 
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As seen with the social contract, Liberalism saw the state as a necessary evil to protect property 

relations, but it existed in opposition to the way that state power was used in Feudalism, and the 

way it would be used in Socialism.   

As Liberalism is the ideology of the bourgeoisie, the liberal state is a bourgeois state, a dic tatorship 

of the bourgeoisie. What existed before the bourgeois state was Feudalism, where dictatorship was 

based on military relations, and noble bloodlines. Frustrated with this, the bourgeoisie demanded 

their own power.  

At first they demanded political representation in the feudal state, and then they demanded 

constitutional restrictions on the feudal government’s power, so that they could acquire and trade 

property and assets more easily. Eventually they replaced the feudal nobles and became the new 

ruling class8, sometimes engaging in violent revolutions9. Knowing how powerful the state is, 

liberals do not want its power to be held by any class but the bourgeoisie; they took power from 

the nobility, and they want to prevent it from being taken by the working-class masses whose 

labour they exploit. They saw the system of nobility as an irrational system, and they saw the 

working-class masses as irrational people.  

As they see the state as a necessary evil, they also see the people’s involvement in the po litical 

system as a necessary evil to keep them placated instead of having them overthrow the state. As a 

result, they reduce Democracy to a simple process that only happens once in a while, and we call 

these processes “elections” while we pretend that they give the people power. They put this in 

their constitutions. When elections just came about, only citizens with a significant amount of 

property were allowed to participate in them; only this class of merchants – the bourgeoisie – was 

represented, while the peasantry was not. Now, people generally have the official right to 

participate in elections, but that does not mean that people generally have power. 

Constitutions outline rules and procedures for regulating power. Constitutions put permanent 

rules and procedures over the power of the people, i.e. the will of the people can go against the 

constitution, but constitutions and rule of law are highly valued in Liberalism because they protect 

the ruling class from the wrath of the masses. The people could very well want harsh punishments 

for someone who commits a particular crime or atrocity, but the law may outline a specific 

procedure, and the principle of rule of law dictates that the law must be held above public opinion 

or political discretion. 

                                                 

8 This was done gradually in some European countries, like the UK, so remnants of Feudalism remain. 
9 The French Revolution (against Feudalism) and the American War of Independence (against colonialism) . 
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This is not all to say that there aren’t advantages to maintaining constitutions or rule of law. The 

quote “Democracy is not freedom. Democracy is two wolves and a lamb voting on what to eat for 

lunch”10 is generally the idea that minorities should be protected. The problem, however, is that 

the wealthy elites are one of the minorities that constitutions aim to protect. Whereas they 

originated as tools to limit the power of the oppressive feudal governments, constitutions and rule 

of law are often used by the bourgeoisie as weapons to limit the power of the people; they are 

used to limit Democracy. Liberal Democracy is a compromise between the interests of the 

bourgeoisie11 and the power of the people12. Some Americans proudly say that their country is a 

constitutional republic, not a Democracy, as they see Democracy as tyranny of the majority.  

In a sense, liberals oppose ‘majority rule’ as they want the minority to have special protections, but 

they support ‘majority rule’ in another sense. Liberals sometimes have a negative view of the 

majority as a class of ignorant persons with backward opinions, and assume that everyone would 

agree with Liberalism if they were educated enough. Ironically, if an anti -liberal government was to 

curb freedom of speech or any other rights that liberals tend to value, liberals would describe it as 

undemocratic. They are confused about whether they use Democracy to mean the power of 

everyone or the power of the majority. Lines have become blurred after generations of Liberalism, 

and it is inevitable because the ideology itself is about inconsistency and spinelessness.  

Saying that Liberalism is an ideology about inconsistency and spinelessness is not just an edgy 

joke. The aforementioned reason for liberals allowing means for the masses to participate in 

politics is that they want to maintain the bourgeois state, and they fear it being overthrown by the 

masses. 

Over time, they have adapted their practices to ensure that the bourgeois state survives; this is why 

the younger generations of liberals are quick to respond to societal problems as individual issues 

that have simple solutions, but fear discussion of any major change to the system; they refuse to 

recognise the system as the problem in anything, and refuse to question the power relations and 

power structures that exist. An obvious example of this is how younger liberals respond to their 

political opponents; in the USA, they try to present their stance as more American than 

conservatives. Instead of rejecting what is ‘American’ or questioning how their Nationalist rhetoric 

may be similar to the xenophobic rhetoric of the conservatives they claim to oppose, they present 

themselves as the true Americans because they want to preserve the system.   

                                                 

10 Individual Rights (Simkin 1992) 
11 Madison said the state should “protect the minority of the opulent against the majority”  (Chomsky 1998) 
12 Madison said “the poor will use their democratic rights to take property away from the rich”  (Chomsky 1998) 
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Liberals don’t have significantly less enthusiasm, when talking about the ‘founding fathers’ of the 

USA, than their conservative counterparts. All changes must be minor, and symbolism matters 

more than concrete change to power relations; this is because it is the symbolism that liberals rely 

on for their version of Democracy to remain valid in the eyes of the masses.  

The rules and procedures, that are set up to make decisions in society, maintain support by 

focusing on the symbolism of events. This is seen with elections and court cases. The justific ation 

for a slate of politicians holding power is that they won the election on whatever date, and it 

therefore gave them a mandate to rule for the next few years. 

Instead of having a system where people have power, they set up an event called an election,  

where the people feel a sense of power for one day. The conclusion of that event, which occurs 

only once every few years, is used to claim that the people have power. Whenever the government 

is questioned, it can invoke reference to the fact that an election took place at a certain date13, and 

that it therefore has a mandate to rule without the need to consult the people 14 until the next 

election15. This argument becomes an excuse to deny the people of mechanism to exercise popular 

power, and enables the government or ruling party to act without a sense of accountability.  

This idea of using procedural rules to manage inter-class relations can be connected to liberals’ 

attachment to unprincipled peace. Instead of allowing open struggle 16, liberals believe in turning it 

into a game, an election, where the loser must simply accept the result 17 and become subordinate 

to the winner18. 

Democracy is reduced to a simple occasional process or system for determining the will of the 

people19 rather than the concept of people’s power in itself; this idea has been hammered into the 

heads of the masses for decades. Now that people accept this liberal version of “Democracy” 

which is only understood as the presence of elections, liberals have painted themselves as 

champions and advocates of Democracy, and now use it to mean something positive. They have 

modified Democracy to something that suits the class interests of the bourgeoisie.  

                                                 

13 “a government is elected to rule” (Munroe 2002, 49) 
14 “to go back to the people on issues is to undermine the legitimacy of the government”  (Munroe 2002, 49) 
15 “Between elections the politicians rule” (Munroe 2002, 49) 
16 “liberalism rejects ideological struggle” (Mao 1937) 
17 Liberalism “stands for unprincipled peace” (Mao 1937) 
18 The 49% is “is ruled by an instrument of government they did not vote for”  (Gaddafi 1975) 
19 “a voting rule for determining the will of the majority” (Ober 2008, 3) 
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Elections are not the problem; the problem is focusing on elections as if they are the only crite rion 

for Democracy. Democracy is about people having power, but reducing Democracy to a single 

process that occurs every few years doesn’t mean that there is Democracy. The elections 

themselves can be argued to be democratic processes or events, but they cannot be honestly used 

to say that Democracy exists constantly. We should not look at the country during a drought and 

pretend that it is flooded just because rain fell on a random day several months ago.  

Instead of serving to benefit the masses, elections sometimes serve as merely some reference to 

give legitimacy to whomever rules. Remember that Liberalism involves the primacy of private 

property, and focuses on freedoms in an individualistic sense, like the freedom of expression. 

Liberalism also puts a lot of importance on having a constitutional government, where a 

constitution regulates power relations in the society. 

The relationship20 between the different aspects of Liberalism is often ignored in discussing the 

issue of politics being dominated by the interests of the wealthy elite. Persons don’t pay attention 

to the fact that Liberalism is a bourgeois ideology which primarily benefits the bourgeoisie. The 

problem with Liberal Democracy, as a result of these liberal ideals, is that the right to property is 

associated with political freedoms21, like the freedom of expression. This means that the wealthy 

elites in society have a protected right to use their wealth to influence the outcome of elections. 

This is the nature of Liberalism; ‘individual rights’  only matter when you have private property, 

because private property is the most sacred right in Liberalism. On paper, everyone has equal 

rights like freedom of speech, but in practice, the man who has more money has more freedom of 

speech, as he can pay for more advertisement slots. Even though it is up to the people to vote and 

decide the results of the election, their access to information is manipulated by the wealthy elites 22. 

A large political campaign, that makes a candidate or party easily visible to everyone, requires a lot 

of resources23. Media coverage also determines how a candidate or party is portrayed24. Politicians 

increase their chances of winning elections by seeking campaign support from the wealthy elites 

who can donate large amounts of money, or who own the media outlets25. 

                                                 

20 “low concentrations of state power and high levels of individual political freedoms” (Stone 1980, 3) 
21 “associates the right to property with political freedoms” (Stone 1980, 2) 
22 “money and power are able to filter out the news” (Chomsky and Herman 1988) 
23 “Mass politics requires mass resources” (Parenti 1983, 223) 
24 “the system of elected parliaments is based on propaganda to win votes” (Gaddafi 1975) 
25 There is “concentrated ownership” of the media (Chomsky and Herman 1988) 
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When these politicians win state power, they use it to benefit the wealthy elites who supported 

their campaigns. This allows the wealthy elites to have more influence on the political system than 

the masses26. On their own, without selling out to the interests of the wealthy elites, an average 

person cannot afford to run a large political campaign27. 

Some persons think that information is only manipulated when the state has control of the media, 

while ignoring the role that money plays in the distribution of information by a ‘free’ press. A free 

and unregulated press only leaves market economics to decide the flow of information, as media is 

a business28. Of course, this is ignored, as the only individuals who are truly afforded ‘individual 

rights’ in Liberalism are the ones who have private property or wealth.  

To cite an excerpt from the Declaration of Havana: “The People's National General Assembly of 

Cuba expresses the Cuban conviction that democracy cannot consist merely in the exercise of an 

electoral vote which is nearly always fictitious and is directed by large landowners and professional 

politicians, but rather in the right of the citizens to decide their own destinies, as this People's 

Assembly is now doing. Furthermore, democracy will exist in Latin America only when its peoples 

are really free to choose, when the humble are no longer reduced – by hunger, by social inequality, 

by illiteracy, and by the judicial systems — to the most hopeless impotence”29. 

The burden of explaining power relations makes it difficult for successful critiques to be launched 

at Liberal Democracy, while allowing liberals to easily attack other systems. Liberalism encourages 

the idea that politics and economics must be understood separately by obscuring the relationship 

between them, thus liberals believe that any problem with politics can only be addressed by 

changing things about the state. When they see something wrong with politics and not economics, 

the changes that they encourage will most likely be within the existing confines of the state. If they 

see something wrong with politics or the state, they would not think to increase the state’s power 

at the expense of the wealthy elites who truly hold power. 

They do not understand political power or responsibility beyond the state, and therefore refuse to 

analyse anything but the state. Liberal critiques of politics usually do not go beyond proposals to 

change the electoral system; this is not to say that electoral systems do not matter, but rather to say 

that there are other things ignored by liberals that have major impacts on politics and the character 

of the state. 

                                                 

26 “private interests are able to bring influence to bear on those who manage the state” (Stone 1980, 2) 
27 “Poor people are unable to compete in the election campaigns”  (Gaddafi 1975) 
28 “economic & political realities that determine who owns and controls the media”  (Parenti 1983, 196-197) 
29 Cited in a speech (Guevara 1961) 
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While a discussion about different electoral systems can be useful, there is a need to discuss 

politics beyond that. As long as interests of the wealthy elites are held to be supreme, a typical 

election is won by the bourgeoisie and lost by the masses; the electoral system and the voting 

method will not change this. Liberals falsely claim elections in liberal states to be democrati c, as 

they highlight the symbolism of voting without any analysis of whether elections truly give power 

to the people30. 

Even if a people’s government was elected without the involvement of the wealthy elites, 

Liberalism would ruin it. A liberal constitution would limit the power of the people’s government. 

The people’s government would want to do things that liberals would refer to as ‘tyranny of the 

majority’ or ‘mob rule’ and the constitution would protect the liberals’ precious bourgeois friends 

and their property from the wrath of the people31. If the people’s government wanted to make an 

example out of a Capitalist for exploiting workers, liberals would whine about how the people’s 

government is ignoring ‘rule of law’ – they have an obsession with putting procedures and rules 

above the people. The reason for this is that their systems are intentionally designed to serve and 

protect the wealthy elites32. This is not Democracy33, and it was never intended to be Democracy34.  

In Classical Liberalism, the idea of Democracy was seen as a necessary evil. Ideally, they want to 

reduce the state to an institution that performs routine tasks rather than making changes or 

decisions35. While modern liberals tell the people that power belongs to them through the ballot 

box, the older ones know that the true dream was the expression of power through the economy 36. 

They know that the power that they have lies in the economy and not necessarily the state, and 

they are committed to winning a propaganda war against those who oppose their efforts37 to 

monopolise power through the economy. Failing to do this, they will try their best to have the 

state structured in a way that primarily benefits the class that owns the most capital38, whether 

obviously or implicitly. 

  

                                                 

30 Elections are more of “a symbol of democratic governance than a guarantee of it”  (Parenti 1983, 223) 
31 Madison said “the poor will use their democratic rights to take property away from the rich” (Chomsky 1998) 
32 Madison said the state should “protect the minority of the opulent against the majority”  (Chomsky 1998) 
33 Democracy doesn’t refer to “control of pre-existing constitutional authority” (Ober 2008, 7) 
34 Americans “designed a system that made sure democracy couldn’t function”  (Chomsky 1998) 
35 “a reduction of the discretionary power of the state” (M.J.A. 1986) 
36 Democracy is inferior to “open markets” (M.J.A. 1986) 
37 “a battle of propaganda that must be won of liberalism is to survive”  (M.J.A. 1986) 
38 John Jay said that “The people who own the country ought to govern it” (Chomsky 1998) 
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Democracy is not a cute little flower that you can pick from some rich man’s garden; it is a bright 

flower that blooms in the face of the bourgeoisie, like a gunshot. Liberalism is a disease which 

prevents it from thriving. Liberals, the rodents who spread this disease, run rampant in the 

backyards of the bourgeoisie. Elections are simply that; you pick this flower or that flower, among 

the ones that the rich man chooses to fertilise, while the rats eat the rest. What power do you have 

if your options and abilities are predefined by someone else? 

In this era of ideological confusion, it is important to understand the difference between 

Liberalism and Democracy. It is one thing to believe in Liberalism or to be a proponent of Liberal 

Democracy, but it is an entirely different thing to profess that Liberalism itself is Democracy, or 

that Democracy is Liberalism.   

It is understandable if someone believes in Liberalism and has criticisms of unbridled Democracy, 

but liberal modifications of Democracy should be properly labelled as “Liberal Democracy” and 

not simply identified as Democracy. For example, someone who whines about not being able to 

donate millions of dollars to the political party of their choice should not say “it is undemocratic” 

– instead, they should say “it is not liberal”. Democracy is not about individual rights or property 

rights; it is about the rights and power of the people as a collective entity39. 

  

                                                 

39 “The term ‘demos’ refers to a collective body” (Ober 2008, 4) 
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Gaddafi’s Democracy 

Gaddafi’s perspective – as outlined in the first volume of his Green Book – is simple; he sees “the 

people” as referring to “everyone” and he therefore rejects the idea that either a majority or a 

minority should rule. He is very critical of elections and referenda because they create divisions 

among the people by reducing complex decisions to limited options. In such processes, it is argued 

that people’s power cannot be truly expressed, as their choices are limited to the options that are 

made available by a minority.  

The optimistic outlook on elections is that they are a process by which the people make choices to 

ensure that they are represented40. Gaddafi rejects the assumption that this is what takes place in 

most societies that use elections; instead, he sees elections as an event where there is a competition 

for power. Power struggles exist in all societies41, and Gaddafi sees elections as merely the type of 

power struggle42 that occurs in what we call liberal democracies.  

In these struggles and conflicts, he does not see any outcome as truly democratic. This is where it 

is evident that he rejects majority rule and interprets “the people” as referring to everyone; he says 

that an election where a candidate wins with 51% of the support is not truly democratic, because 

not all people are represented in such an outcome43.  

In general, he rejects the idea that ‘representative democracy’ is a valid concept, considering it to 

be an oxymoron44. With this viewpoint, the power of the people must be constant, and it must 

exist beyond elections. Instead of allowing people to exercise their power, elections strip the 

people of their power and hand it over to a clique of politicians45. This is consistent with Michael 

Parenti’s view that elections are a ceremony where the people surrender their sovereignty 46. The 

people’s power is reduced to an event where they cast votes47, but are unable to do anything else in 

conventional politics.  

  

                                                 

40 “A parliament is originally founded to represent the people” (Gaddafi 1975) 
41 “All political systems in the world today are a product of the struggle for power”  (Gaddafi 1975) 
42 “This struggle may be peaceful or armed” (Gaddafi 1975) 
43 “49% of the electorate is ruled by an instrument of government they did not vote for” (Gaddafi 1975) 
44 “Democracy is “the authority of the people and not an authority acting on their behalf” (Gaddafi 1975) 
45 “The mere existence of a parliament means the absence of the people”  (Gaddafi 1975) 
46 “voting often seems to be less an exercise than a surrender of sovereignty”  (Parenti 1983, 223) 
47 “only a façade of democracy, manifested in long queues to cast their election ballots” (Gaddafi 1975) 
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Elections are treated as competitions, not mechanisms for popular representation. The narrative of 

elections is rarely that “The people of so-and-so place elected X candidate to represent them.” 

Instead, we hear things like “X candidate won the election in so-and-so place, defeating Y 

candidate.” Elections seem to be more about the candidates than the people that they are 

supposed to represent. With the narrative that elections are competitions that can be won or lost, 

it is not far-fetched that winners would then expect rewards. After being elected to office, 

politicians often become separated from the people48. They enjoy privileges which are not available 

to the average person49. Also, while being expected to represent a large number of people 50, a 

representative is not necessarily able to keep in touch with these people. 

A representative doesn’t need to keep in touch with the people to make decisions, since the system 

itself considers the representative to have some sort of mandate once the election is over. Where 

the representative does maintain contact with the people, it only needs to be with a fraction. A 

representative only needs to maintain support among key groups, while being able to ignore non-

voters or minority voters. It is more efficient for a representative to maintain links with 51% of the 

people, to ensure victory, than to try keeping the support of all 100%. If there is typically political 

apathy and/or low voter turnout, a politician needs to maintain even fewer links with the people, 

because the goal is ‘winning’ elections, not representation of the people.  

Even with 51% of support, someone wins 100% of the power. This is a problem with electoral 

politics; simply winning a majority or other predefined fraction of support will guarantee a 

politician or party with power and deny it to the remaining fraction. This is especially problematic 

when an election result is marginal. 

Polls will show that the popularity of different candidates or parties will fluctuate, changing even 

within a day or week. An election only measures the popularity of a candidate or a party on a 

specific day, and the result of that election determines which candidate or party holds state power 

for the next few years, even if a winning candidate is shown to be less popular than the losing 

candidate the weeks immediately before and after the election.  

  

                                                 

48 “The masses are completely isolated from the representative” (Gaddafi 1975) 
49 “a sacredness and immunity which are denied to the rest of the people” (Gaddafi 1975) 
50 “one Member of Parliament represents thousands, hundreds of thousands, or millions of people”  (Gaddafi 1975) 
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The ‘winning’ candidate or party is not necessarily a popular option. Even if the winning candidate 

or party is the most popular option, this does not necessarily mean that there is a solid majority of 

support. There are different election systems and different voting methods used in different 

countries, therefore election strategies may be specific to the system that exists in the country. 

Additionally, as some people don’t vote, the results of an election don’t necessarily represent 

everyone. Indeed, elections are like competitions or games, not mechanisms for people to be 

represented. 

Political competition sometimes becomes destructive and ugly51. Sometimes there are smear 

campaigns and attacks on personalities. Sometimes there are competing interests. Sometimes, 

there are common interests, but a party wants to score political points, and an opposition party 

can’t score political points or seek power without undermining the incumbent government’s vision 

or competence52.   

Competitive politics eventually alienates segments of the population, leaving them to refuse to 

participate in politics; politicians then need to please even a smaller portion of the people to retain 

power.  

Representative politics never had origins that would qualify as democratic today. Representative 

politics first came about in feudal systems, where nobility still ruled. The people desired to be 

heard by these nobles53, and were allowed to elect representatives to bridge the gap between 

nobles and ‘common’ people. This could explain why the wealthiest elites do not often feel a need 

to take part in representative politics.  

The idea of a ‘bridge’ can be looked at with race relations in Jamaica. White people had power, 

whether or not they participated in elections. The Black masses wanted their interests to be heard 

and considered when making decisions in the state. The brown middle class was the bridge 

between the wealthy elites and the common people, and politics has been dominated by these 

people since independence. The underlying point here is that class and racial lines can be drawn to 

define power, even when a society has elections. Democracy in Gaddafi’s view, however, is about 

the masses having power, not a specific race or class.  

  

                                                 

51 “a battle which is inevitable waged at the expense of the higher, vital interests of society”  (Gaddafi 1975) 
52 “even though those plans may be beneficial to the society” (Gaddafi 1975) 
53 “to have someone represent them before such rulers” (Gaddafi 1975) 
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Gaddafi sees the rule by any subset of society as a dictatorship, whether that subset constitutes a 

majority or a minority. Agreeing with Gaddafi here is not necessarily on a moral ground of 

painting something as good or bad, but accepting that the existence of a state under the control of 

a single class is a class dictatorship. In a Liberal Democracy, it is a dictatorship of the bourgeoisie; 

in a Socialist country, it is a dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry.  

Gaddafi even warns that a dictatorship of the proletariat, by subduing other classes, will inherit 

certain features of the former ruling class54, the bourgeoisie. One can argue that this happened 

with the bourgeoisie inheriting features of the nobility, even though they revolted against the 

nobility and set up bourgeois states to replace feudal ones. Gaddafi does not claim that a new 

ruling class instantly shows traits of the old one, but that it happens over time; we can see how 

bourgeois elements have ascended in Communist parties in China after the rise of Deng, the USSR 

towards its end, or Angola and Mozambique as they are now. It may be important to note, 

however, that none of these other countries mentioned actually had bourgeois dictatorships before 

they attempted Socialism, and the emergence of a national bourgeoisie in these countries may have 

been a necessary step in their development55. 

Like Marxists, Gaddafi believed that new classes emerge in each era when one class dictatorship is 

replaced with another. The difference is that he doesn’t necessarily believe that a proletarian 

dictatorship will end class society and class struggle as Marx expected. Gaddafi gave a reason for 

class struggle re-emerging after an underclass seized the means of production and defeated the 

ruling class56. Like typical Anarchist critiques, the problem Gaddafi had was that the workers 

would be using the bourgeois state. As seen in the USSR, a class of bureaucrats and party officials 

emerged from those who considered themselves to be the working-class party members, and even 

the urban workers and the peasantry had differing class interests. 

Gaddafi saw revolutions as inherently authoritarian57. He recognised the flaws of violent 

revolution, and how a class dictatorship – even a working-class dictatorship – can simply lead to 

the creation of new classes just like bourgeois revolutions against Feudalism did. The bourgeoisie 

was once the revolutionary class58 that abolished the evils of Feudalism, but they are now the 

ruling class in Capitalism. 

                                                 

54  “Any class which inherits a society also inherits its characteristics”  (Gaddafi 1975) 
55 Read from second paragraph which begins: “Marxist theories of political development…” (Stone 1980, 9) 
56 The new ruling class “will be itself subject to change as if it were the society as a whole”  (Gaddafi 1975) 
57 “this unilateral approach is dictatorial” (Gaddafi 1975) 
58 “The bourgeoisie, historically, has played a most revolutionary part”  (Marx and Engels 1848, 15) 
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Gaddafi is not equating working-class dictatorship to a bourgeois dictatorship, but believes that 

prolonged state power in the hands of any single class can perpetuate class society59, as politicians 

themselves can become a class60. Like Communists, Gaddafi wants a stateless and classless society.  

Gaddafi did not necessarily reject class struggle, or the idea of a workers’ revolution. As we have 

identified Liberal Democracy as the state apparatus of the wealthy elites, Gaddafi recognised it as 

the prevailing order, and encouraged violent revolution against it 61. In this regard, Gaddafi is not 

much different from Marxists. Engels himself said that revolutions are inherently  authoritarian62, 

but that it is necessary for them to be so. Mao would also agree with Gaddafi that the ideal society 

should be without violence63, but recognised the necessity of a people’s dictatorship until a society 

without violence was possible64.  

Overall, Gaddafi’s model is one of Direct Democracy, but this does not mean that the people vote 

on everything. The common stereotype of Direct Democracy, as simply holding a referendum on 

everything, has often been mocked and ridiculed. Gaddafi himself criticises this model, instead 

calling for one where there is proper grassroots organisation65. He criticised referendums, where 

people choose among limited options to make a major decision66. He believed that reducing 

complex decisions to simple one-word or one-line options was a way of silencing the people67, 

preventing them from expressing their reasons for voting, and considerations that come with their 

votes.  

Gaddafi’s idea of Direct Democracy was constant popular representation, where discussions on 

important matters were held at all levels of the society. Gaddafi imagined a society that was 

organised, where communities met to discuss issues and collectively passed resolutions that 

indicated their stances on various issues. He outlined a model of popular committees that would 

fulfil this. 

  

                                                 

59 “revolutionary initiative in itself provides the opportunity” (Gaddafi 1975) 
60 “a new instrument of government representing the people to arise”  (Gaddafi 1975) 
61 “right of the people to struggle, through popular revolution, to destroy such instruments” (Gaddafi 1975) 
62 “A revolution is certainly the most authoritarian thing there is”  (Engels 1872) 
63 “the abolition of classes, to the abolition of state power and to the abolition o f parties” (Mao 1949) 
64 After classes are abolished, the party and the state “will lose their function”  (Mao 1949) 
65 “they lacked popular organisation at base levels” (Gaddafi 1975) 
66 “Those who vote ‘yes’ or ‘no’ do not, in fact, express their free will”  (Gaddafi 1975) 
67 People “are silenced by the modern conception of democracy” (Gaddafi 1975) 
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Additionally, his work presents valid critiques of the existing systems that we are familiar with, and 

the main theme of his ideas is asserting the authority of the people. Even without abolishing the 

state, we can apply Gaddafi’s considerations in how we organise the state and other social 

institutions. Gaddafi’s views can be seen as Anarchist in character. Unlike some Anarchists, 

however, he was able to maintain critique of Marxism-Leninism without outright bashing it. 

Someone can view his perspectives, critiques, and neutral truisms as valid without disposing 

Marxism-Leninism or any other Socialist ideology that involves a powerful state. A modern 

analysis of politics and class society should take Gaddafi’s contributions into account, whether to 

accept or critique them, but not to completely ignore them. 
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Democratic Centralism and the Vanguard Party 

The Marxist-Leninist concept of Democracy is a pretty simple one; for Marxist-Leninists, “the 

people” are the working-class masses. One measure employed in Marxism-Leninism was 

Democratic Centralism, and one of the major contributions of Marxism-Leninism was the 

vanguard party, where a workers’ party plays a leading role in politics, by agitating and organising 

the working class to seize power.  

Democratic Centralism is a simple concept. In Democratic Centralism, there is free and open 

discussion on any issue within a body; when a conclusion is reached by a majority, it is binding on 

everyone. Like Liberal Democracy, this focuses on procedures over Democracy, but the 

perspective may be necessary in specific contexts where achieving full consensus or unanimity may 

take too much time68, and where any decision that is made will need the full support of everyone 

to be executed properly69. Lenin stressed the importance of a balance of Democracy and 

Centralism, noting that too much of either will make an organisation dysfunctional 70.  

One critique of the vanguard party concept is supposed elitism. It relied on the most dedicated 

party members to lead71 the party, and this is something that average working-class members could 

not necessarily have the time or ability to do. It would be easier for petit -bourgeoisie intellectuals 

to lead the party. One can make the same criticism about labour unions, but does it then mean 

that workers should abandon them?  

We must be careful to avoid denying the workers of their agency. The vanguard party does not 

present itself as the working class; it presents itself as a tool that the class-conscious workers can 

use to organise itself in its pursuit of state power. It is the working class that would undertake 

revolutionary action, while the role of the party would be to supplement that action.  

What makes Marxism-Leninism controversial is that it encourages the workers to seek state power. 

The Communist ideal is a stateless and classless society; while Anarcho-Communists push to 

abolish the bourgeois state immediately, Marxism-Leninism encourages workers to seize state 

power and to use it as a weapon against its enemies. By doing this, a proletarian dictatorship would 

replace the bourgeois one72. 

                                                 

68 “Too much democracy in action leads to disorganisation and confusion”  (Glossary of Terms: De n.d.) 
69 “Unity of Action” (Glossary of Terms: De n.d.) 
70 Too much Centralism can cause “a loss of commitment amongst  members” (Glossary of Terms: De n.d.) 
71 “a group of single-minded revolutionaries, prepared to make any sacrifice” (Lukacs 1924) 
72 “no other way but to replace this dictatorship with the dictatorsh ip of the proletariat” (Lenin 1918) 
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The controversy about a vanguard party is that some persons see Democracy and dictatorship as 

inherently opposed concepts. The idea that a particular party with a particular ideology would have 

entrenched power seems undemocratic to many persons, but that is because they associate 

Democracy with liberal ideas like choice and competition. It does not, however, make sense to 

associate Democracy with choice and political competition only. If we recognise that Democracy 

can only exist with certain conditions, and that most political ideologies have an idea of how 

society should be structured, we must also recognise that some political ideologies are more 

accommodating of Democracy than others. 

How can it be democratic to allow an organisation or party with an anti-democratic platform to be 

given an opportunity to have political power? By the logic of a liberal, banning a party that 

preaches the ideology of Fascism would be undemocratic, even though the success of such a party 

would be anti-democratic. In the liberal construction, Democracy should be self-defeating. If 

banning Fascism and other anti-democratic ideas is an authoritarian act, then Democracy must be 

authoritarian. Repressing fascists is unquestionably more democratic than having an election where 

the people choose between a liberal and a conservative candidate who both represent the interests 

of wealthy elites. Every state is violent; what differentiates states is whose interests the violence is 

used for, and who it is used against. In a democratic state, violence is used in the interests of the 

masses. 

Liberals fail to analyse how the state itself is often inherently violent, and therefore selectively pay 

attention to violence perpetuated by different states. They fail to realise that in a liberal state, 

violence is used in the interests of the wealthy minority. They refuse to acknowledge that people in 

Socialist states experienced violence before those states became Socialist. They refuse to 

acknowledge the violence of Feudalism and Colonialism, but are quick to condemn violence when 

it is used in the interests of the masses. 

Marxist-Leninist parties had seized power in several countries during the 20th century. They 

deposed semi-feudal governments in Russia and China, colonial governments in Angola and 

Mozambique, and weak post-colonial governments in Cuba and Grenada. Marxist-Leninist parties 

have generally brought Democracy to places that had very undemocratic political structures 

before. We can look at 3 examples of Marxist-Leninist states, to understand how they were 

democratic: the USSR and Cuba in this section, and the PRG73 in the next section.  

  

                                                 

73 People’s Revolutionary Government, in Grenada 
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The USSR had elections, but Democracy is more than just elections. With the electoral sys tem 

itself, candidates had to be nominated by the Communist parties or by labour unions; remember, 

here, that the Marxist-Leninist concept of “the people” consisted of the working-class masses, and 

therefore Democracy means that the working-class masses have power. Power was not limited to 

the right to elect a representative on the day of an election; in the RSFSR74, for example, the 

people also the right to recall a representative at any time after the election75. Additionally, the 

Soviets departed from the idea that Democracy is about ‘citizens’ as persons who lived in the 

USSR could vote even if they were not citizens76 of the USSR. 

Currently, in Jamaica, “MPs are not mandated to consult on projects, there is no requirement for 

reports from MPs to their constituency and voters are forced to wait a full term to change an 

MP”77. The right to recall a dysfunctional Member of Parliament is something that was recently 

implemented in Trinidad & Tobago, and it would also be appreciated in Jamaica 78. If measures of 

accountability are done in the interests of Democracy, it means that they must be done in a way in 

which officials are held accountable by the people themselves.  

Cuba uses a similar electoral system to the one that existed in the USSR. In Cuba, candidates for 

local government are nominated directly by the residents of the respective municipalities. 

Candidates for the national legislature may be nominated by the party, municipal councils, labour 

unions, student organisations, farmers’ associations, and so on79. Approval Voting is used, where 

residents in each constituency vote “Yes” or “No” on candidates; candidates for the National 

Assembly typically receive approval ratings above 70%. If there are candidates who fail to reach 

50% approval, they are replaced and a new election is held in that constituency. 

  

                                                 

74 Russian Socialist Federative Socialist Republic, the largest constituent republic of the USSR 
75 “Voters who have sent a deputy to the soviet have the right to recall” (RSFSR Constitution - Article 4 1918) 
76 “grants all political rights of Russian citizens to foreigners”  (RSFSR Constitution - Article 2 1918) 
77 “Lack of Real Power” (Green 2014) 
78 82% of Jamaicans support the right to recall non-performing MP (Jamaica Gleaner 2014) 
79 Candidates are nominated by “official mass organizations and unions”  (Roman 2007, 70) 
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In the last election in Cuba, roughly one third of the candidates got more than 90% approval, 

about 60% of candidates got between 80% and 90% approval, and about 4% of candidates got 

between 70% and 80% approval; there were only 2 candidates who got below 70% approval80. 

Voter turnout in Cuba tends to be high, despite voting not being mandatory 81. The system of 

Approval Voting is also used in the DPRK82. 

In contrast, voter turnout in Jamaica and the USA are low. All constituencies in Jamaica had a 

turnout below 62% in the 2016 general election, and the non-voters outnumbered the number of 

votes for the winning candidate in every constituency83. The party that won the general election 

had less than 24% of registered voters turning out to support it84. Most Jamaican people stayed 

home, uninterested in standing in long lines to decide whether it would be an orange or green tie 

that the Finance Minister would be wearing when talking to the IMF. The masses are left to simply 

react to news reports about decisions that are made without any consultation. The only people that 

the government chooses to consult are the light-skinned businessmen and local social justice 

warriors who hold forums in fancy hotels.  

While politicians in Jamaica and the USA get down on their knees for the private sector to donate 

to them, political candidates in Cuba have no need to spend big money on campaigns. Short 

profile pieces like mini-iographies, consisting of important information, are posted on community 

boards for people to see to make their choice; this allows all candidates to be equally visible, 

instead of any candidate receiving more coverage and attention than others. With all candidates 

being equally visible, the people can make fair assessments to determine their choices.  

Democracy is about power belonging to the people, not the private sector. With their families and 

friends having private sector interests, politicians in Jamaica and the USA are not solely loyal to 

the people. They fear using state power to make bold moves in the interests of the working class, 

often yielding instead to the interests of businesses and investors85. Politicians are ready to sell 

workers’ rights to attract investments, and to have anything to say that they have achieved 

economic growth or some other meaningless metric. 

                                                 

80 The 2013 Election Results in Cuba (August 2014, 89-90) 
81 Voter turnout was 90.88% in 2013 (August 2014, 89) 
82 Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 
83 2016 General Election (Electoral Commission of Jamaica 2016) 
84 436,972 votes from over 1.82 million registered voters (Electoral Commission of Jamaica 2016) 
85 “private interests are able to bring influence to bear on those who manage the state” (Stone 1980, 2) 
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Instead of being used for the interests of the people, state power is used to protect private 

property, and to brutalise people who don’t have much private property. This should tell you 

whether or not the state is democratic in Jamaica or the USA.  

Ask yourself what type of state exists in Jamaica or the USA. In the colonial state, state power is 

used for the interests of the colonising power; this is imperialism. In the bourgeois state, state 

power is used for the interests of the bourgeoisie; this is Liberalism. In a democratic stat e, state 

power must be used for the interests of the people; can this exist without Socialism? Ask yourself 

who the state uses violence against, and who this arrangement benefits.  

In the USSR, Cuba, and the People’s Revolutionary Government of Grenada, state power has 

been used for the interests of the working-class masses. If there is any type of government more 

democratic than a Marxist-Leninist one, or any event more democratic than a revolution86, let it be 

known, but Democracy is nowhere to be found in a liberal state or the rigged board game that 

they call elections. 

All states are inherently violent; what differentiates them is how they use violence. If the state is 

the avenue through which people access power, it must be strong in order to assert the interests of 

the people. A weak state cannot assert the interests of the people. Just as the liberal state uses 

violence to protect private property, the democratic state must use violence to assert the power 

and interests of the people. 

  

                                                 

86 “historical self-assertion of a demos” (Ober 2008, 7) 
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Mass Line 

Mao identified himself as a Marxist-Leninist, but was wary of the potential of the vanguard party’s 

leadership to become disconnected from the masses. He recognised Marxism-Leninism as an 

ideology which was about using the party and the state apparatus to ensure that power was in the 

hands of the working-class masses87, and stressed the importance of practicing this. Building on 

Marxism-Leninism, Mao’s idea of the workers’ state88 was not limited to the dictatorship of the 

proletariat, but rather a dictatorship based on an alliance among multiple classes89 in society.  

Mao still believed that the vanguard party should play the leading role in politics, but that it should 

be a tool for the masses to use90, instead of an institution that ruled above them91. The official line 

of the party should only be determined after consulting the masses. Without the input of the 

masses, the party line would not be valid.  

Of course, the difference between the party and the masses is that the party is an organised 

institution92, whereas the masses are not. The party consists of a subset of the masses, persons 

who are focused on political organisation. A responsible vanguard party should therefore collect 

and record the scattered ideas that exist among the masses93, consolidate and organise these 

ideas94, and develop something from the organised ideas while keeping the long-term interests of 

the people in mind. 

After adopting a stance, the party should then preach this organised stance to the masses 95, and 

use it as the basis for political education in the future. If the workers are to be seen as a class, then 

surely there must be some class unity, and the vanguard party should organise the masses around 

ideas that originate from the grassroots members of the masses themselves 96, as well as ideas that 

present solutions to the problems they face.  

  

                                                 

87 “The people, and the people alone, are the motive force of world history” (Mao 1945)  
88 “a domestic united front under the leadership of the working class”  (Mao 1949) 
89 “unite the working class, the peasantry, the urban petty bourgeoisie and the national bourgeoisie” (Mao 1949) 
90 “all correct leadership is necessarily ‘from the masses, to the masses’”  (Mao 1943) 
91 “instead of standing above them, to immerse himself among them”  (Mao 1945) 
92 “drawing together the activists to form a nucleus of leadership”  (Mao 1943) 
93 “take the ideas of the masses (scattered and unsystematic ideas)” (Mao 1943) 
94 “concentrate them  (through study turn them into concentrated and systematic ideas)”  (Mao 1943) 
95 “then go to the masses and propagate and explain these ideas”  (Mao 1943) 
96 “linking this nucleus of leadership closely with the masses” (Mao 1943) 
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The masses know their own problems well enough to solve them, but “the masses” are not an 

organisation. The role of the party is to be an organisational platform for the masses, a place for 

discussion of the different ideas that exist among them. The party and the state are used to put 

ideas into practice after organising them. The stance adopted by the party and state would not 

necessarily be something that is the ‘majority view’ but it would still be something that comes from 

the masses, and is expected to be accepted or supported by the masses. The party would study the 

expressions of the masses carefully to know what stances are acceptable.  

The ‘majority position’ – when an issue is reduced to choices – is not necessarily the correct 

position, but this raises the question; who determines the correct position? 55% of persons may 

want something, and 45% may want something else; simply going with the 55% would be a 

populist decision, but the Mass Line model is not a populist one. Perhaps the 55% support 

something that the 45% could never accept, while the 45% support something that the 55% do 

not find ideal, but would be content with. An issue does not have to be based on this reduction of 

complex issues to individual mutually-exclusive choices in any case. 

Also, some ideas could be based on misconceptions among different persons with different 

amounts of information or different frames of reference; the role of the party would be to gather 

as many perspectives as possible, and have them organised and discussed. The party’s decision is 

not necessarily made out of a sense of intellectual superiority, but out of a sense of organisation, 

whereas a random collection of individuals’ opinions is not necessarily organised into something 

that serve as the basis for meaningful action. 

The party’s decision is not claimed to be final and infallible. The party’s initial decision can be 

based on an incorrect position, but the correct position is not necessarily known until it is tested 

by being put into practice. The principle of Mass Line deliberately introduces a culture of self-

critique within the party and the state. After putting ideas into practice, the party members should 

learn from both the achievements and mistakes that occur97, and begin the cycle of consultation 

and consolidation of thoughts again. This is extremely important, because Communist parties tend 

to be ideologically rigid, and rightfully so, but theories should never be held above practice.  

  

                                                 

97 “test the correctness of these ideas in such action” (Mao 1943) 
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Mao was weary of academic elitism, and constantly stressed the importance of the party being in 

touch with the masses at all times98. Mao warned against assuming that the masses understand all 

expressions of the party99, and also against assuming that the party members are more intelligent 

than the masses100. 

Mao believed that the only way to be on the same page as the masses was to be constantly in 

touch with them101, engaging them in social spaces. The revolutionary movement is not something 

that can be led by a group of pompous academics; they must understand their place in the 

movement, and avoid the idea that they are entitled to lead it. Leadership should be a task, rather 

than a status. 

An excerpt of Mao’s 1943 Methods of Leadership102 reads: “Many comrades do not see the 

importance of, or are not good at, summing up the experience of mass struggles, but fancying 

themselves clever, are fond of voicing their subjectivist ideas, and so their ideas become empty and 

impractical. Many comrades rest content with making a general call with regard to a task and do 

not see the importance of, or are not good at, following it up immediately with particular and 

concrete guidance, and so their call remains on their lips, or on paper or in the conference room, 

and their leadership becomes bureaucratic.” A crucial part of leadership is summing up the 

experience of mass struggles, to understand what work needs to be done and do it thereafter.  

The People’s Revolutionary Government of Grenada, which identified itself as Marxist -Leninist, 

had practiced something akin to Mass Line. Shortly after deposing a corrupt government, the 

revolutionary government had ruled by decree in Grenada; there was no formal representative 

legislature103, and there were no elections. Nevertheless, Democracy existed in Grenada 104. 

Grenada had what we could call grassroots Democracy105. Before the revolutionary government 

made any proclamation or decree, it discussed it with the masses106. In a sense, the masses 

themselves were the legislature, and the revolutionary government was the executive. 

                                                 

98 “see that no comrade at any post is divorced from the masses”  (Mao 1945) 
99 “must not assume that everything they themselves understand is understood by the masses”  (Mao 1945) 
100 “must not assume that the masses have no understanding of what they themselves do not”  (Mao 1945) 
101 “teach every comrade to love the people and listen attentively to the voice of the masses”   (Mao 1945) 
102 Some Questions Concerning Methods of Leadership (Mao 1943) 
103 “there was no functioning elective legislature” (Hart 1984, 9) 
104 Public participation in politics was “much higher, despite this”  (Hart 1984, 9) 
105 “voter participation in national elections is often valued far less” (López Pintor and Gratschew 2002, 17) 
106 Issues were put up to public discussion “before proclamation or acceptance by cabinet”  (Hart 1984, 9) 
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Consultation was taken seriously and done properly. There were originally large councils, 

essentially town hall meetings where all people in the area could attend, and these were broken up 

and divided into smaller councils when they got too large107, to ensure that everyone could have a 

voice. Apart from these geographical organisations, there were other mass organisations – a 

women’s movement, a nationwide youth organisation, a farmers union, labour unions, etc. – 

which were consulted108. Democracy was so entrenched in the PRG – the people were so 

intertwined with the national politics – that it collapsed as soon as it lost popular support. The 

following US invasion was unnecessary. 

A state that organises itself, using the principle of Mass Line, would be a truly democratic state.; 

this is not necessarily to say that things should be like Grenada was, where there was no elected 

legislature, but Democracy needs to be understood beyond elections. There can be an elected body 

of district-based representatives, whose responsibility is to consult the general population in the 

districts that they represent. There could also be special committees that focus on specific issues, 

where stakeholder organisations109 have representation in these committees. It must be obligatory, 

and not optional, that the government consults the masses and stakeholders before making any 

decisions that affect them.  Such is the ideal of representative democracy, but it is not put into 

practice. 

This would not mean that the government rules for the people. A Democracy is where the people 

rule110. If there is a government, it would serve as an institution which carries out the people’s 

wishes like a company carries out its shareholders’ wishes. The liberal state has bourgeois 

shareholders, while the shareholders of the democratic state are the people. 

This is not some fascist argument that the government should be run like a corporation; there is 

precedent of the analogy and terminology of a ‘corporation’ being used in Marxist work. Engels 

said that the state was essentially a corporation, an institution with a concentration of functions 

that serve the citizens of the society111. Of course each state served only certain classes, recognising 

only some persons as the ‘citizens’ as mentioned in the first section112, just as we debate what “the 

people” means. 

                                                 

107 There were parish councils and zonal councils (Hart 1984, 10) 
108 Stances of these groups were “forwarded to the cabinet before action was actually taken”  (Hart 1984, 9) 
109 Labour unions, youth organisations, women’s organisations, activist groups, farmers’ associations, etc.  
110 In land controlled by Zapatistas, “the people command and the government obeys”  (Salgado 2016) 
111 “the official representative of society as a whole, its concentration in a visible corporation” (Lenin 1917) 
112 See page 4, paragraph 2. 
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Engels imagines that one day the state would represent all of society 113. This would be Socialism, 

and it is assumed that class society would end soon enough for the state to be rendered 

unnecessary114, seeing that the state is used for managing class relations. As classes and the state 

would be abolished, we would approach Communism. Mao had the same view, where the party 

and the state would become unnecessary after classes are abolished115, but not before. Engels also 

warned about the hasty drive by Anarchists to try to abolish the state immediately 116. 

Our society is not at a point where the abolition of the state seems practical, or even imaginable, 

so we accept that the state must exist for the foreseeable future. If we accept that the state is to 

exist for the foreseeable future, and we claim ourselves to be supporters of Democracy, then the 

state we should want to see is a democratic state. The Mass Line model presents solid principles to 

guide the structure and features of a democratic state, and whatever political parties or movements 

that should exist in it. 

  

                                                 

113 Engels says “at last it becomes the real representative of the whole of society”  (Lenin 1917) 
114 Engels says “it renders itself unnecessary” (Lenin 1917) 
115 “parties and the state machinery -- will lose their function, cease to be necessary” (Mao 1949) 
116 Engels refuted “the so-called anarchists' demand that the state be abolished overnight” (Lenin 1917) 
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Conclusion 

There is no going around it; Democracy is about power belonging to the people. Democracy 

cannot be limited to an event that occurs once every few years. Democracy describes a structure. 

A rare democratic ceremony does not mean that there is a democratic society.  

We must be careful to avoid using elections and other mechanisms to divide the people. We must 

be careful to avoid making quantitative simplifications117 when assessing the will of the people. We 

should not simply say “53% of the people support A, and 47% of the people support B, therefore 

it is the mandate of the people that we go with A.” The 47% make up a significant portion of the 

masses as well, and their will should not be quickly dismissed or negated. Even a small portion of 

the masses should not necessarily be quickly dismissed by the will of an overwhelming majority. 

While decisions can be made more simply and easily by quantifying them in this way, that should 

not be the goal of Democracy. The simplest and easiest way to have decisions made is to have an 

Autocracy, where all power is held by a single individual, but does this justify Autocracy? In a 

Democracy, complex social decisions cannot be simply quantified; they must be done properly, 

and in ways that the masses are not deprived of power.  

Elections are useful. They should occur, but their purpose should be defined. Elections should 

serve as a mechanism for the people to elect their representatives or delegates, who dedicate time 

to collect and pass on the people’s ideas and concerns on to the executive branch of the 

government. Any political system that we build should be about consensus and representation, 

asserting the power of the people, not about competition118. We can have elections while also 

having other institutions and processes in place to guarantee Democracy119.  

Democracy cannot just be about the ballot. Election Day cannot be the only day we say that the 

people have Democracy. Beyond the ballot, the people must have power. After Election Day, the 

people must have power. When you say something like “people are giving up their democratic 

right by refusing to vote,” you are limiting Democracy to a one-day event. Why is it that elections 

are the only time you believe the people should have power? How is that Democracy? Perhaps the 

reason that some persons don’t waste their time on voting is that it will change nothing for their 

material conditions. 

  

                                                 

117 “demokratia in the first instance is not concerned with number”  (Ober 2008, 3-4) 
118 We can consider using systems like Approval Voting. 
119 There can be community councils. 
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Apart from just elections, other institutions and networks should also exist so that the masses have 

platforms to consolidate and organise their ideas. Instead of reducing Democracy to the ballot, 

Democracy can be seen as something continuous. The people’s voices cannot fit on a ballot, but 

they can be heard in the bars, barbershops, marketplaces, any social space where conversations 

and interactions occur120. There needs to be more engagement with the masses at the community 

level, and local councils need to be organised to ensure this. Of course it would be ridiculous to 

force people to participate in these councils, but access to such structures should be guaranteed 

nevertheless. Stakeholders of specific issues – like farmers on agricultural issues, medical staff and 

disabled persons on Health issues, labour unions in their respective industries, etc. – need to have 

a voice in the affairs of the state.  

We must also avoid the liberal tendency to attempt to separate politics from economics. It is in the 

liberal system itself that we see that this conceptual separation leads to unregulated economic 

power having significant influence on political dynamics. The goal of separating politics from 

economics was to protect the wealthy elites from the power of the masses. This is accomplished 

by establishing rigid untouchable rules to limit the power of certain institutions, then by containing 

‘the power of the masses’ to political activity that occurs within those weak institutions. The 

people therefore can’t make significant changes to the structure of the economy, or debase the 

exploitative ruling class of their power. From the times of classical Greek philosophers l ike 

Aristotle121 to the times of the Cuban Revolution in the mid-20th century122, it was recognised that 

democratic politics cannot coexist with undemocratic economics; either both become democratic, 

or both become undemocratic.  

Democracy is about the power of the masses as a collective entity. It is not about voting, 

individuals’ unbridled political freedom, or rule of law. We should support self-determination, 

Democracy, and Socialism, not Liberalism or Liberal Democracy. We should not uncritically 

accept and propagate liberal principles. Democracy must always be spoken of in relation to the 

power of the people. 

  

                                                 

120 “institutionalized political discussions in bars and cafés” (López Pintor and Gratschew 2002, 17) 
121 “if you have extremes of poor and rich, you can’t talk seriously about democracy”  (Chomsky 1998) 
122 Declaration of Havana: “democracy is incompatible with financial oligarchy”  (Guevara 1961) 



Jamaica LANDS  On Democracy 
  Bibliography 
 

  Page 32 of 34 

Bibliography 

August, Arnold. "Democracy Still in Motion: The 2013 Election Results in Cuba." International 

Journal of Cuban Studies, Spring 2014: 87-94. 

Chomsky, Noam. "That Dangerous Radical Aristotle." The Noam Chomsky Website. 1998. 

https://chomsky.info/commongood02/ (accessed December 2016).  

Chomsky, Noam, and Edward S Herman. "A Propaganda Model." The Noam Chomsky Website. 

1988. https://chomsky.info/consent01/ (accessed December 2016). 

Electoral Commission of Jamaica. "2016 General Election." Election Results, Kingston, 2016.  

Engels, Frederick. "On Authority." Marxists Internet Archive. 1872. 

https://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1872/10/authority.htm (accessed 

December 2016). 

Fifth All-Russian Congress of Soviets. "General Provisions of the Constitution of the Russian 

Socialist Federated Soviet Republic." Constitution of the Russian Socialist Federated Soviet 

Republic. Russian Socialist Federated Soviet Republic, July 10, 1918.  

—. "The Right to Vote." 1918 Constitution of the Russian Socialist Federated Soviet Republic.  Russian 

Socialist Federated Soviet Republic, July 10, 1918. 

Gaddafi, Muammar. "The Solution to the Problem of Democracy: The Authority of the People." 

Marxists Internet Archive. 1975. https://www.marxists.org/subject/africa/gaddafi/ch01.htm 

(accessed December 2016). 

Glossary of Terms: De. n.d. https://www.marxists.org/glossary/terms/d/e.htm (accessed January 

2017). 

Green, Floyd. "Right to recall." Jamaica Observer, November 16, 2014. 

Guevara, Ernesto. "On Growth and Imperialism." Compiled by Aleida March. Punta del Este, 

August 8, 1961. 

Hart, Richard. "Grenada: An Assessment of the Revolution." Grenada Update. Kingston: Golding 

Printing Service, March 21, 1984. 

Jamaica Gleaner. "J'cans Want Direct Vote For PM." Jamaica Gleaner, October 17, 2014. 



Jamaica LANDS  On Democracy 
  Bibliography 
 

  Page 33 of 34 

Lenin, Vladimir Ilyich. "“Democracy” and Dictatorship." Marxists Internet Archive. December 23, 

1918. https://www.marxists.org/archive/lenin/works/1918/dec/23.htm (accessed 

December 2016). 

—. "Chapter I: Class Society and the State." Marxists Internet Archive. 1917. 

https://www.marxists.org/archive/lenin/works/1917/staterev/ch01.htm (accessed 

December 2016). 

López Pintor, Rafael, and Maria Gratschew. "Voter Turnout Since 1945." International Institute for 

Democracy and Electoral Assistance. January 1, 2002. 

http://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/publications/voter-turnout-since-1945.pdf 

(accessed February 2016). 

Lukacs, George. "The Vanguard Party of the Proletariat." Chap. 3 in Lenin: A Study on the Unity of 

his Thought, by George Lukacs, translated by Nicholas Jacobs. Vienna: Verlag der 

Arbeiterbuchhandlung, 1924. 

M.J.A. "The State---a Necessary Evil?" Economic Affairs (Wiley Blackwell) 6, no. 6 (1986): 5. 

Mao. "Combat Liberalism." Marxists Internet Archive. September 7, 1937. 

https://www.marxists.org/reference/archive/mao/selected-works/volume-

2/mswv2_03.htm (accessed January 2016). 

—. "On Coalition Government." Marxists Internet Archive. April 24, 1945. 

https://www.marxists.org/reference/archive/mao/selected-works/volume-

3/mswv3_25.htm (accessed December 2016). 

—. "On the People's Democratic Dictatorship." Marxists Internet Archive. June 30, 1949. 

https://www.marxists.org/reference/archive/mao/selected-works/volume-

4/mswv4_65.htm (accessed 2012). 

—. "Some Questions Concerning Methods of Leadership." Marxists Internet Archive. June 1, 1943. 

https://www.marxists.org/reference/archive/mao/selected-works/volume-

3/mswv3_13.htm (accessed December 2016). 

Marx, Karl Heinrich, and Friedrich Engels. "Manifesto of the Communist Party." Marxists Internet 

Archive. Edited by Andy Blunden. February 1848. 

http://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/download/pdf/Manifesto.pdf (accessed 

June 2014). 



Jamaica LANDS  On Democracy 
  Bibliography 
 

  Page 34 of 34 

Miller, Eugene F. Hayek's The Constitution of Liberty - An Account of Its Argument. London, England: 

Institute of Economic Affairs, 2010. 

Munroe, Trevor St. George. An Introduction to Politics: Lectures for First-Year Students. 3rd. Kingston: 

Canoe Press, 2002. 

Ober, Josiah. "The Original Meaning of “Democracy”: Capacity to Do Things, not Majority Rule." 

Constellations (Blackwell Publishing Limited) 15, no. 1 (2008): 3-9. 

Parenti, Michael John. Democracy for the Few. 4th. New York, New York: St. Martin's Press, 1983. 

Roman, Peter. "Electing Cuba’s National Assembly Deputies: Proposals, Selections, Nominations, 

and Campaigns." European Review of Latin American and Caribbean Studies  (Centre for Latin 

American Research and Documentation), no. 82 (April 2007): 69-87. 

Salgado, Paul. "An Unvanquished Movement." Jacobin, April 7, 2016. 

Simkin, Marvin. "Individual Rights." Los Angeles Times, January 12, 1992. 

Stone, Carl. Understanding Third World Politics and Economics.  Brown's Town, St. Ann: Earle 

Publishers Limited, 1980. 

Waltz, Kenneth Neal. Theory of International Politics. Addison-Wesley Publishing Company 

Incorporated, 1979. 

 

 


