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The Proletarian Party 
in the Information Age 

Political transparency, and the right to democratic 
communication and self-organization, will make it possible 
for the working class to organize, raise its consciousness, 

become aware of its historic mission,  
and overthrow the class rule of the bourgeoisie. 

Hi Art, 

I thought our discussion yesterday of Frank's letter was useful, and 

that it would be good for me to follow up with a summary of the key 

points as well as some additional comments. 

The 21st century will witness the emergence of a revolutionary mass 

organization which will be deserving (in a good way) of the name 

"party", and which will be able to mobilize the working class in their 

millions.  We need to better understand the principles that will be 

necessary to guide this organization as well as the likely stages of its 

development.  We also need to bring an understanding of these 

principles to the largest possible number of activists, and to find ways 

of bringing their passion and experience into productive public 

discussion and debate concerning how to make such an organization a 

reality. 

Part of this work requires that we understand the various wrong views 

on these questions that saturate the movement.  Some of these wrong 

views are more widespread and harmful than others.  It is valuable to 

understand what is wrong with Frank's views, but in order to do this 

in a deeper way, we also need to understand what is right in Frank's 

views.  And, more than this, we must understand these things in the 

context of the principles which activists most need to know. 

The most important wrong ideas 

So let's start by simply listing some of the key wrong ideas that, 

unfortunately, are in wide circulation at this time: 

 

(1) Don't think about it--Just build 
     (or chase) the mass movements 

This is the most widespread wrong idea.  It holds that we should 

simply focus on nurturing and building the various mass movements 

for partial demands (such as: fewer police murders, brutality and 

injustice, less oppression against racial and sexual minorities, fewer 

jails, less austerity, better wages and conditions, less imperialist 

"policy", less support for oppressive governments, less rape of the 

environment and slower melting of the icecaps, and more and better 

social programs and education, etc).  According to this idea, 

everything we need will grow from these movements for partial 

demands as they are (somehow) merged and integrated without first 

being drained of life by our conscious and experienced class enemy. 

Closely related to this is the idea is that the party that we need will 

simply emerge (spontaneously) from these movements for partial 

demands (once these movements are sufficiently powerful and draw 

in enough people).  But note: this amounts to an argument that, when 

the movements are big enough, there will finally be activists who will 

take up the decisive tasks that we refuse to think about today. 

(2) Have faith in social democracy 

This idea holds that we will create the party we need on the basis of 

watered-down alliances (over the right issues) with the "progressive" 

institutions and powerbrokers who are part of the machinery of the 

system of bourgeois class rule--such as trade union bureaucrats, 

liberal-labor politicians, media personalities and institutions, religious 

misleaders, professional "opinion leaders", non-profits heads and 

poverty pimps, and the entire constellation of activists and former 

activists who are in orbit around the left wing of the Democratic 

Party.  The end result is Syriza in Greece, Rousseff in Brazil, and 

Sawant + Gossett + the Stranger + the trade union hacks here. 

(3) Build a cargo-cult 

This idea holds that the best way to create the party we need is to start 

with a micro-version of that party and recruit suckers (er, activists) to 

this microcult until it becomes big.  While waiting for this miracle, 

the cargo-cult keeps itself pure by isolating itself from the influence 

of heretics.  And, it pursues recruitment (in order to sustain its magic 
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beliefs) by the same kind of blind, irrational logic that motivates 

capitalists to pursue profit. 

(4) It would all be doomed anyway 

This idea holds that (supposedly) a proletarian party is a wonderful 

idea but could never work in practice because (as history has 

supposedly proven) it will inevitably be taken over by bureaucrats and 

betray the workers and oppressed--or simply become a cult. 

(5) The working class is too backward to bother with 

This is the idea that the creation of a party of the working class that 

can overthrow the class rule of the bourgeoisie is (supposedly) 

hopeless--because the working class is the bourgeoisie--or 

(equivalently) is too bought-off and backward to be the base of our 

work. 

Where do we start?   

There are many variations and combinations of the wrong ideas listed 

above, and it can be seen that these ideas are also related to and 

reinforce one another in countless ways. 

So where do we start in confronting this ocean of ignorance? 

I think a good place to start is with the idea of the flow of information 

that is necessary in order for a large number of people to help one 

another raise their consciousness and coordinate their actions. 

This single idea can help us understand everything else. 

Our sword is the flow of information 

When we focus on the flow of information, we gain the ability to 

understand what is going on, "cut the gordian knot" and end the 

mystification and confusion created by all these wrong ideas. 

Frank's arguments are based on the idea of salvation by means of 

intoxication with a kind of religion.  And Frank's arguments did not 

originate with Frank.  Activists will hear these same arguments from 

many other cargo-cultists when Frank is no longer around.  So it is 

useful to look at these arguments in a critical way. 

Frank talks about the value of "the kind of democratic and spirited 

internal life which comes when a group is united around 

implementing an agreed upon theory and program".  And Frank is 

correct that this is both valuable and powerful.  And, yes, as Frank 

writes about, it also feels good.  I have witnessed and felt these things 

in a way that would be difficult to describe to someone who has not.  

But Frank, unfortunately, is arguing that activists can achieve this 

kind of democratic and spirited internal life by repeating magic words 

and phrases.  There is no dispute that having a group united around 

implementing a program based on correct theory is a worthwhile and 

necessary goal.  The problem has always been to avoid religious 

intoxication while we chart a path that will take us from here to there. 

Frank has argued that I am a jailer of the spirit because I insist that we 

chart this path forward on the basis of materialism rather than magic. 

Cutting the knot 

Your discussion with Frank was sparked by your use of the word 

"factions" (a term with a long history of religious mystification, use 

and abuse).  The fact that you were able to draw Frank into public 

discussion proves that sometimes it can be useful to use words like 

this to create clarity.  But as far as bringing the necessary principles of 

victory to a new generation of activists--I believe it is far more 

powerful to use words which are not so entangled with religious 

mystification.  Every cargo-cult has a lot to say about the supposedly 

healthy and principled way they handle factions.  And it is pretty 

much all bullshit and self-deception. 

Cargo-cult terminology, like "factions", tends to represent the knot.  

We can behave like Alexander, and simply cut it cleanly.  Our sword, 

so to speak, is the principle that information must flow freely, so that 

every member and supporter of the proletarian party will have the 

right to know what the fuck is going on.  And this is inseparable (in 

a large party, under modern conditions, which is what we need to be 

talking about and thinking about) from every member having the right 

to make public criticism of the party or the party's actions. 

I have used a number of terms to describe this principle.  I have used 

the terms "political transparency", "democratic communication", 

"self-organization" and "information war" to describe the kinds of 

basic democratic rights and methods which are necessary for the 

principled struggle that will free our movement from the shit in which 
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it is presently being suffocated.  I will continue to use these terms, and 

possibly others, as I work to refine and popularize the principles I 

believe are necessary for the recovery of our movement.  But all these 

terms are based on the same idea: information wants to be free to 

flow to the activist who needs it to know what the fuck is going 

on.  It follows from this that other activists, on the transmitting end, 

must have the right to feed information to the public channel, so that 

this information can reach the minds of the activists who need it. 

Purging (and isolating) those who break taboos  

Of course, in Frank's imaginary world, these kinds of rights would 

violate all kinds of sacred taboos.  We need to confront these taboos.  

These taboos are based on self-deception, corruption and lies. 

Here is the key passage where Frank describes (January 26) how a 

supposedly proletarian party on his planet will handle what Frank 

calls "factions": 

... the answer to how to handle factions is really a no-brainer 

for a party being built up in the Marxist-Leninist proletarian-

partisan way: after all sides (not just the faction's) have had 

adequate time to present their views before the party, and 

there's been adequate time for discussion, there is a vote that all 

are bound by.  

Scientific analysis and persuasive argument may result in 

several outcomes when a faction is defeated:  

the faction members sincerely agree that the ideas they were 

fighting for were erroneous and they continue to be good party 

fighters and go back to upholding its norms;  

the faction members continue to maintain their views but agree 

not to factionalize with them but instead raise them in the 

proper party ways, while they too continue to be good party 

fighters; 

the faction members quit; 

the faction members go on with their original ideas and 

factional activity, become disruptive, and follow their own line 

in the work among the masses. 

A revolutionary working-class party has both the right and 

responsibility to purge itself of the latter kind of factional 

elements, elements corrupted by opportunist and bourgeois 

ideas. 

Frank is right to call this a "no-brainer" solution.  It is fine for cargo-

cultists (or anyone who has had a lobotomy).  But, as materialists with 

material brains, we need to ask a few hard questions about the "fine 

print" in Frank's fantasy: 

(1) Who decides what is "adequate time" to present 

      and discuss and decide views?   

(2) Who decides what it means to be "bound by" a vote? 

(3) Who decides what it means to "factionalize", 

      and what constitutes "proper party ways"? 

(4) Who decides what behavior is "factional activity" 

      and/or "disruptive"? 

(5) Who decides what it means to "follow their own line" 

      in work among the masses? 

(6) Who decides what it means to be "corrupted 

      by opportunist and bourgeois ideas"? 

The answer to all six questions is the same: these decisions will 

eventually be made on the basis of self-deception, manipulation and 

lies by some corrupt faction that has managed to win a temporary 

majority within the organization or within the organization's center.  

And, at that point, there will be no way to restore the healthy 

functioning of the organization.  The organization will then be in a 

death spiral with little hope of recovery. 

And there is more, because the six loopholes above are not the end of 

the holes through which the sewage is flooding in. 

Isolation to prevent "confusion" 

We know, from discussions with Frank (on the WITBD bulletin 

board) and Phil (in the study group) that their actions to back up their 

views are based on the principle of "isolating" activists who hold 

views they oppose from other activists in order to avoid what they call 

"confusion".   
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So, if we add these things up, we can see that Frank's talk about 

"factionalism" represents a justification for the use of "isolation" to 

prevent "confusion".  Or (in plain and clear language) justification for 

Frank's opposition to the free flow of information in an organization, 

and his opposition to the right of all members and supporters of the 

organization to know what the fuck is going on. 

And this is in stark contradiction to the needs of the movement. 

In the material world of the movement, disagreements on the most 

important questions often take many years to understand and sort out.  

And, even then, are quite often sorted out wrong.  Anyone who 

disputes this is full of shit. 

We need organization that has the ability to absorb all the best 

activists and resolve their contradictions by means of principled, 

public, protracted and productive confrontation, whether this takes 20 

months or 20 years.  This protracted, public resolution will provide an 

invaluable school for thousands of activists who will be encouraged 

to follow and participate in productive discussions and debates. 

A concrete example: activists need the democratic 
right to publicly criticize their organization 

Truth is always concrete.  Productive discussion of these principles 

requires concrete examples drawn from life.  This is what will 

distinguish how the class struggle unfolds here on earth from how it 

works on Frank's monolithic planet. 

Recently, a local activist quit the "Socialist Alternative" group.  At the 

same time as he did this, he made public some of his criticism of SA 

that had not been public before, concerning how the reformist 

principles which guided the SA had led it to take a sectarian attitude 

towards a local group (OA206) which emerged in the wake of the 

police murders in Ferguson and New York. 

I asked the activist if his resignation from SA came about because this 

was necessary in order to make his criticism public.  I have not gotten 

an answer, but it is a reasonable guess that these things are cause and 

effect. 

And here is where we can speculate about the confusion that exists 

concerning the principles that must guide a genuinely proletarian 

party. 

A genuinely proletarian party might make a mistake and take a 

sectarian attitude towards a local group which emerges.  Real 

organizations make mistakes all the time.  What is important is not the 

mistake itself--but the principles that enable the mistake to be most 

quickly recognized, resolved and corrected. 

The kind of proletarian organization we need is an 

organization where every member would have the democratic 

right to make this kind of criticism public at whatever time they 

see fit, without the threat of isolation (ie: following expulsion or a 
split of the organization) for (supposedly) "violating democratic 

centralism" or "disruptive factional activity", "following their own 

line in work among the masses" or any other similar bullshit cargo-

cult taboo. 

This is the kind of organization that will be able to most rapidly 

absorb, digest and take action on the basis of information (something 

I like to call "information metabolism").  The proletariat needs to be 

able to do this better, and faster, than our class enemy. 

For this purpose, we need something more than a cargo-cult which is 

based on the (supposed) power of magic words and phrases that no 

mortal human can actually understand or explain. 

Frank does not have any solution to the kind of organization we need 

or how it can be created here on earth.  Frank's entire position is a 

combination of bad arguments 1 and 3 above (ie: build a cargo cult, 

and chase the movements).  Frank can't answer questions.  He can't 

solve the problems here on earth that need to be solved.  More than 

that, Frank can't even recognize the problems as problems.  The best 

that Frank can do is to help us understand these problems by giving to 

us an opportunity to look at them up close. 

All the best, 

Ben 

March 16, 2015 


