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0. Introduction 

Hi folks, 

It has been more than three weeks since I posted Weekly Review # 1 

[note 1].  This is supposed to be a weekly thing.  This needs to be a 

weekly thing.  Every moment on this earth is an opportunity for all of 

us to create the consciousness and clarity which our movement needs.  

I hope, in the future, to stay closer to a weekly rhythm so that I can do 

my share. 

This week I am mostly focused on the issues related to the goal of our 

movement.  There are all kinds of incredibly nonsensical ideas in 

heavy circulation concerning the goal of our movement, and this may 

be the reason why it was my comments on this topic in WR #1 that 

attracted the greatest amount of attention.  I should note that all the 

wrong ideas that currently (and unfortunately) dominate the thinking 

of activists are the result of how history unfolded in the last century--in 

particular the failures of the great revolutions in Russia and China. 
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In ancient myth, Hercules was 

given the task of cleaning the 

stables of  King Augeas.  

Three thousand cattle lived in 

these stables, and they had not 

been cleaned in more than 

thirty years.  Understanding 

the events of the last century, 

and sorting out truth from 

myth is necessary today, and 

this task is comparable to that 

of Hercules, who cleaned the 

stables by diverting the waters 

of two nearby rivers, which 

washed away decades of dung.  Today we have the internet, and many 

thousands of activists from around the world who are willing to roll up 

their sleeves and do what is necessary to give the modern proletariat a 

clear picture of why they need to run society and how they will make 

use of the twin weapons of free speech and organization to protect 

and defend their rule of society once they have it. 

Stephanie Miller, and her theoretical collaborator, Jan Makandal, have 

posted articles on the nature of workers' rule.  Stephanie, in particular, 

is known for creating outstanding cartoons related to the revolutionary 

movement.  (I used one of Stephanie's cartoons in the splash graphic 

above.)  But there are also weaknesses in the perspective which 

Stephanie and Jan have offered, and we cannot create a self-aware, 

conscious movement of millions without understanding the nature of 

these weaknesses (which saturate our movement) and how to 

overcome these weaknesses. 

Also related to this is a post I made to a number of forums in response 

to posts which celebrated Mao Tsetung on his birthday.  Mao's role in 

China, and the world, was immense.  And history will likely view his 

role, it appears to me, as being far more positive than negative.  I do 

oppose, however, the idea that Mao was any kind of consistent 

marxist.  Nor do I agree with placing photos of either Stalin or Mao 

next to that of Lenin.  This is the kind of cultish bullshit which will be 

swept away as our movement learns to become self-aware and 

conscious. 

I have postponed, temporarily, my work to create a draft statement on 

Syria.  I had intended to have a draft by the end of December.  I am 

now hoping to have a draft by the end of January.  I will note that, out 

of many dozens of articles I read on the civil war in Syria, two in 

particular have struck me as particularly useful.  The first is "US 

imperialism and the war for the Middle East" [note 2] put out, I think, 

by some trot group in Australia.  The second article is a more recent 

interview with Gilbert Achcar [note 3].  The need to read and digest a 

large number of articles has also reminded me of the need for an 

online database to track articles and notes about those articles.  But 

that is a topic for another day. 

1. Workers' rule: cargo cult intoxication  
vs. waking up and smelling the coffee 

As I noted, the 

section of WR #1 

that attracted the 

most attention 

concerned the 

nature of the 

(supposed) goal 

of our movement, 

which is often 

called 

"socialism". 

After posting the 

PDF version of 

WR #1, I realized 

that few people 

are willing to look 

at PDF's 

(probably because 

they were reading 

with their smart 
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phone).  So I created a simple graphic to illustrate this key section.  

This graphic drew a number of favorable and unfavorable comments.   

I was kicked off of the "Left Debate Society" facebook discussion 

group within about 20 minutes of posting this graphic.  There were 

about 20 people who replied with "this is a shit post" (or maybe one 

person who posted that reply 20 times).  One person in the group 

offered me some advice about how to better engage with the 

community there.  I was in the process of replying to this person when 

facebook notified me that I was not allowed to see the page.  I had 

never actually asked to be part of the "Left Debate Society".  I think I 

was subscribed to the group without my knowledge as kind of a joke 

by a member of a cargo cult.   

But, having seen how much attention my post attracted, I decided to 

join a few discussion groups, which led to a useful outcome.  (More on 

this in the next section, where I describe how some Mao enthusiasts 

got upset with me.) 

I also got this highly interesting response on December 21: 

> Hey! I read your PDF when it was first posted. 

> Has a lot of good insight and analysis on the 

> state of things. One question I'd have is that 

> since we have three incorrect "definitions" 

> of socialism being passed around in the 

> mainstream, how do we overcome this and get 

> the true democratic definition of it out there,  

> one which involves action of the working class? 

So first, I want to express my appreciation for this question.  It is 

thoughtful comments, questions and criticisms from readers which 

provide traction for my work and allow me to connect with the 

thinking of activists. 

Steering clear of substitutionism 

I have given a lot of thought to this question over the last three weeks.  

My approach to questions like this is usually to take a step back and 

make an effort to see the big picture.  The problem of sorting out and 

understanding the nature of the goal of our movement will not be 

solved by one or two or even a few individuals.  Rather, it is a problem 

which will be solved by the actions of many thousands.  However a 

small number of individuals can help if they can understand the main 

paths by which the movement will solve this problem--and then 

work to assist action along these paths.  This is a different approach 

than attempting to do this by ourselves.  This helps to avoid the 

problem of "substitutionism" in which a small number of activists take 

on a task which can only be solved by a much larger number of 

activists or by the movement itself.  Substitutionism is quite common 

in the movement.  Substitutionism can lead to a loss of confidence and 

demoralization which, in turn, can pave the way for passivity or 

(worse) a collapse into the sectarian or reformist diseases.  And it is 

incredible easy to fall into substitutionism.  So we need to be careful to 

steer clear of it or, at least, to recognize when we are falling into it. 

Two paths will eventually combine 

So what are the main paths by which the movement will sort out and 

understand the nature of its goal?  I have concluded that there are two 

main paths.  These paths will each have their own development, but 

they will also, at some point, combine with and reinforce one another. 

(1) Discussion and Debate 

The first path is the direct path of discussion and debate concerning 

the goal of our movement.  This includes working to better understand 

the theoretical issues involved and also includes public disagreement 

(and sometimes confrontation) with activists who put forward wrong 

views.  An example of work along the first path would be my reply 

(see the appendix below) to Stephanie McMillian and Jan Makandal. 

(2) The News Service 

The second path will be the creation of an independent, democratic 

and class-wide news, culture and discussion service.  Such a news 

service will be the great project that will unite everything healthy in 

the militant left.  And such a news service will also be centered 

around the goal of our movement.  Naturally, there will be many 

intense struggles among activists concerning this goal.  Because the 

news service will be open and democratic, it will include many 

activists with social democratic ideology and prejudices, who would, 

most likely, eventually form a majority and attempt to steer the news 
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service away from its mission--and away from the goal of the working 

class running society. 

How will these two paths (ie: 1--discussion and debate concerning the 

nature of our goal, and 2--the creation of a news service centered 

around bringing this goal to millions of workers) combine and support 

one another?   

I view the news 

service as being 

the engine that 

will drive 

everything 

forward.  On the 

other hand, the 

consciousness of 

the principles that 

emerge from the 

public discussion 

and debate will be 

the oil that will 

lubricate this 

engine and allow it 

to go forward 

without 

overheating. 

Intoxication vs. waking up and smelling the coffee 

Discussion and debate by itself (ie: in the absence of the news service 

driving this debate forward) is unlikely be enough to change much.  

The reason for this is the power of denial.  The militant left is 

currently intoxicated with various forms of cargo cult ideology that 

emerged from the suffocation of the Russian and Chinese revolutions. 

The typical response of the cargo cultists can be seen in Jan's response 

to me.  Rather than respond to the content of my criticism, Jan simply 

used a truckload of big words (this is called hiding behind 

obscurantism) and then dismissed me as a "petit bourgeois" and the 

creator of a "system" that was "objectively in the interests of the 

capitalist class to strip away from the proletariat its historical task".  

Jan does not explain, for example, why I am petit bourgeois and he is 

not.  Nor does Jan explain why I am a creator of a bullshit "system" 

rather than him. 

Jan's "reply" is nothing 

more than a fancy way 

of saying that he does 

not want to deal with 

my actual arguments.  

By doing this, Jan has 

made clear that he is 

afraid of genuine public 

debate. This kind of 

evasive non-response 

works fine, in the short 

term, if your goal is to 

maintain the illusions 

of a small group of 

activists with a "need to believe".  But as more activists take an 

interest in this question, the evasive nature of his non-response will 

become obvious--because it is nothing more than smoke and mirrors. 

How will the working class defend its rule? 

The question that cannot be avoided concerns the failure of the 

Russian and Chinese revolutions.  Both revolutions (supposedly) 

established the "dictatorship of the proletariat".  In both cases, this 

supposed "dictatorship of the proletariat" took the form of the rule of a 

single party with the ability to suppress the voice of its critics.  In both 

cases this ruling party ended up serving the interests of a new 

exploiting class.  Workers today who are told of the wonders of the 

"dictatorship of the proletariat" are naturally going to ask how this 

kind of failure can be avoided in the future. 

The answer that Jan (and his supporters) give is that the working class 

will defend its class rule by means of an organization which will 

suppress the voice of those who represent other classes.  Who would 

have their voices suppressed in Jan's "system"?  People like me (and 

like you, dear reader).  But this method did not work out very well in 
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Russia or in China because the new exploiting class simply wormed its 

way into the ruling party and the working class was powerless to do 

anything about it because it did not have the democratic rights of 

speech and organization. 

I present a different view.  I assert that the working class will only be 

able to defend its class rule when it has the weapons of free speech 

and organization.  If a single organization is given the power to 

suppress speech and organization--this is a recipe for disaster.  In light 

of the failures of the Russian and Chinese revolutions we cannot 

regard any arrangement where a single organization has the ability to 

silence its critics as being compatible with the rule of the working 

class.  It is time to wake up and smell the coffee. 

And, for whatever it is worth (since the cargo-cultists who equate the 

rule of a single organization with "the dictatorship of the proletariat" 

habitually claim that their views represent the views of Lenin) I will 

note that Lenin's views were infinitely closer to my own than to those 

of the cargo-cultists. 

Let me know what you think 

To the person who posted his question on December 21 (and to other 

readers) I suggest reading my response to Jan in the appendix 

below and letting me know what you think.  The simple truth is that 

these questions will eventually be widely recognized as being 

important, even if this wide recognition does not exist at present.  And 

having the ability to understand and explain the principles involved 

will be valuable and necessary.   

And, in order to understand and explain the principles involved it is 

necessary to write about them in public forums.  You can't think if 

you can't write.  Also, if anyone has any questions for me (or 

criticisms to make) there will never be a better time than now.  I 

have been studying the crisis that hit Lenin's party in 1921 for 40 

years.  I feel like I understand one or two things, but I will not be 

around forever, so it would be better to ask me questions while I still 

have the ability to remember who I am. 

And, also, for those who may be skeptical of the value of engaging on 

these questions in view of the little there may appear to be to gain at 

the present time and the potential of offending the many good cargo  

cultists in our movement--I will make an analogy to the game of chess. 

A beginner in chess may 

often fail to recognize the 

significance of  getting his 

rooks properly positioned for 

future action--because  he 

may not see any immediate 

benefit in doing so.  

Experienced players, 

however, understand the 

value of thinking ahead.  

Having a solid and correct 

theoretical understanding of 

how the working class will be 

able to defend its rule of 

society after it overthrows the 

yoke of capital will, in the 

long run, prove to be decisive 

in winning millions to the 

idea that the working class 

can and must run society.  If 

we want to attract the 

attention of millions of workers--then we need to be deserving of this 

attention.  We need to develop solid positions ahead of time.  Solid 

positions will prove their worth when the action unfolds. 

2. Mao's Great Famine 

December 26 was the birthday of 

Mao Tsetung (I am using the old 

spelling, as my brain has never 

gotten used to "Mao Zedong").  I 

noticed a number of facebook posts 

celebrating this day.  As a former 

Maoist, it felt remiss not to make 

my own post.  So I put together a 

simple graphic and the following 
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words: 

Mao will be remembered, I believe, as:  

(1) a revolutionary nationalist, who stood up to 

     both US imperialism and Soviet revisionism 

(2) a brilliant military strategist and tactician,  

(3) an extremely skillful writer, propagandist 

     and agitator,  

(4) the primary architect of the biggest famine 

      in the history of humanity, which killed 

     more Chinese than Japanese fascism. 

The problem that Mao never solved, as far as I can see, 

was how to create a political party of the proletariat that 

was genuinely democratic.  Many may argue that such 

was never his intention.  What I have concluded is that 

what existed during the famine (1959-61) was more like 

"scientific feudalism" than "scientific socialism".  

Except it wasn't very scientific. 

Your reporter, 

-- Ben Seattle  

Postscript (for those inclined to give me shit on this): 

"No investigation, no right to speak" is a great slogan, if 

correctly understood.  Try reading the book Tombstone 

by Yang Jisheng, then tell me what you think.  
http://www.theguardian.com/world/2013/jan/01/china-great-
famine-book-tombstone 

I then posted the graphic and my comments on my timeline and (for 

good measure) on the four facebook discussion groups I had recently 

joined: (1) Marxist Internet Archive Users Discussion Group,  

(2) Communism 101, (3) Communism 101 (Anti-Tank) and  

(4) Communist Discussion.  For readers unfamiliar with far-left lingo, 

the name of the third group refers to a disagreement with the practice 

of supposedly socialist states using heavy duty repression to crush 

actions of the working class, such as took place in the streets of 

Beijing and other Chinese cities in 1989. 

I got many dozens of interesting responses, mostly negative, but also 

quite a number of positive or more neutral responses [note 4].  I was 

kicked off the 4th group immediately.  Many members of the 2nd 

group demanded that I be kicked out of the group, but I was not.  One 

member was so insistent that I be kicked off that he used an 

abbreviation for an anti-gay slur, and got kicked off himself. 

What seemed to upset people the most was my assertion that Mao's 

famine killed more Chinese people than Japanese fascism.  A number 

of people thought that I was implying that Mao had intended to 

deliberately starve such a large number of people.  It would be absurd 

to claim that Mao deliberately killed so many people.  But it hardly 

makes Mao look much better to say that he killed by accident more 

people than Japanese fascism killed on purpose. 

In the discussion, two lengthy articles were recommended to me:  

(1) "Did Mao Really Kill Millions in the Great Leap Forward?" and 

(2) "Mao Tse Tung and the Chinese Revolution" [notes 5 and 6]. 

These articles totaled 25 thousand words, but I read them both. 

The first article 

The first article was 

written by Joseph Ball in 

2006 for the purpose, 

essentially, of casting 

doubt on the claims that 

the Great Famine was so 

large.  The basic 

argument Ball makes is 

that the statistics which 

show that the famine was 

huge could have been 

falsified by the Deng 

Xiaoping regime, which would have had both the motive and the 

opportunity to falsify these statistics in order to make Mao look bad.  

This reminds me of the argument that creationists make that all of the 

dinosaur fossils that we have dug up that support the idea of evolution 

were actually planted by god in order to test our faith. 
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Ball's article was written before Tombstone appeared, which includes 

far more detailed evidence of every kind than the previous books 

which Ball's article was written to oppose. 

The Tombstone book was convincing to me, and I believe it will be 

convincing to nearly everyone who reads it.  I include here a graphic I 

made from a chart on page 410 of the free electronic version of 

Tombstone [note 7].  I added the red arrows to highlight the shortage, 

in China, of people born in the 1959-61 period.  It would seem 

difficult, to me, to falsify this kind of statistic.  Ball argues, in 

opposition to this kind of demographic evidence from earlier books, 

that even a comparatively small famine can have a large impact on 

birth rates.  This is a weak argument when weighed against the volume 

of evidence in Tombstone.  After reading Ball's article, I will note that 

it looks to me like it is two parts wishful thinking and 8 parts denial. 

The second article 

The second article was written in 1967 by an obscure radical French 

group that no longer exists.  I found it to hold up quite well 

considering that it was written nearly 50 years ago, at the height of the 

cultural revolution.  It basically argued that the Russian and Chinese 

revolutions are best understood as representing what would normally 

be called bourgeois nationalist (or, equivalently, bourgeois 

democratic) revolutions.  In other words, what happened in England 

and France in the 1640's and 1790's, when Cromwell and Robespierre 

cut off the heads of their kings, was what happened in Russia and 

China in the last century: the existing feudal system was violently 

uprooted in order to clear the way for the vastly expanded productive 

power of modern capitalism. 

Political transparency will cut through the crisis of theory 

The current infatuation of many cargo-cults today with the idea of the 

party-state, and with figures like Stalin and Mao, should not be 

understood as simply representing the power of denial.  Rather, these 

cargo-cult ideologies must be understood as symptoms of the immense 

theoretical crisis which has paralyzed, and is holding back, our 

movement.  Many dedicated and militant activists cling to, and defend, 

all kinds of nonsense because, as a movement, we have not yet put 

forth, in clear terms, answers to the most important questions. 

But I think this will be happening in the period ahead.  I have stumbled 

onto many of these answers simply by being, so to speak, at the right 
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place at the right time.  I am not alone in having stumbled onto these 

answers.  Today, with the internet, activists who refuse to accept 

cargo-cult solutions that only lead to dead ends, denial and 

demoralization are ending their isolation and making connections to 

one another.  This an exciting period to be alive, and I hope to be able 

to do my share in the coming epoch of political transparency. 

3. How to create the organization we need 

Finally, a word concerning the nature of the organization our 

movement needs, and the way we will create this organization. 

On January 4, Jan Makandal made a post concerning the need to create 

disciplined organization that can "defeat capital and offer a new 

alternative".  As usual, it was difficult to follow Jan's logic (it had 

something to do with the all-important need to reject what Jan calls 

radical petit bourgeois politics).  However Jan did conclude with a call 

to "construct that organization".  I have reached the point where I see 

little value in attempting to engage with Jan.  However I am interested 

in engaging with his collaborator Stephanie, since at least I can 

understand what she says.  So I asked her *how* we will create the 

organization we need.  She replied as follows: 

> There is no formula. Essential elements include 

> constant political rapprochement, common practice  

> based on an agreed-upon political line, and collective  

> construction of theory informed by that practice. 

> The practice includes affirmation (outreach) and 

> consolidation (building organized structure). First step: 

> get out there and find someone who agrees with you 

> and then the two of you go out and find others, and work 

> together for your common goal. There is no short cut. 

It is good to get a reply from Stephanie.  And her comments represent 

an approach that many activists have used to create organizations.  

However, at this time, the proletariat does not have the organization it 

needs, and I believe that something is missing in the description above. 

This is a good time to discuss the principles that must guide the 

independent, democratic and class-wide organization that the working 

class needs.  For example, our organization (1) must be able to 

maintain its independence from treacherous social democracy.  (2) It 

must represent the principle (as my comrade Art expressed it) of 

workers' democracy.  And (3) it must be open to all activists from the 

working class.  And, more than this, it must be (4) based on the 

principle of political transparency and (5) centered on the goal of 

bringing to the entire working class the news that they can and must 

run society. 

I have experience with projects that met Stephanie's criteria, and none 

of these projects were successful in implementing the five principles 

above.  One of the projects I have experience with was the Kasama 

project, which initially presented itself to left activists as a project that 

would do the things that needed to be done, and which would be run in 

an open and democratic way.  That was not my experience, and I 

quickly found that I did not have the right to express my opinion to 

other members of the Kasama community on those topics which stood 

in opposition to the agenda of Mike Ely. 

The project that *will* be devoted to these five principles will be the 

independent and democratic news service that we need.  The open and 

democratic nature of the news service will make it possible for those 

activists on the project who oppose the influence of treacherous social 

democracy to win others to their positions.  And, in a similar way, 

activists who have a solid understanding of how the working class will 

overthrow the rule of capital and defend workers democracy will have 

the democratic rights needed to win others to their positions. 

The idea of an independent and democratic news service as the project 

that will unite everything healthy in the workers' movement, and in the 

militant left, has not yet caught on.  But if we study the actions of large 

numbers of activists who are using social media, we can observe that 

they are already beginning to work and experiment along the necessary 

lines today.  We only need to better understand the contradictions they 

are working to resolve and find ways to assist their efforts. 

4. I need your help 

If you are reading these words, I need your help.  Your thoughtful and 

considered comments, questions and criticisms fuel my work. 

Ben Seattle 
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5. Notes 

[1] Weekly Review # 1 is posted here: 
         https://warforquadranttwo.files.wordpress.com/2015/12/2015-12-17_weekly_review.pdf 

 

[2] US imperialism and the war for the Middle East, Corey Oakley 
      Marxist Left Review, Number 9 - Summer 2014 
        http://marxistleftreview.org/index.php/no8-winter-2015/118-us-imperialism-and-the-war-for-
the-middle-east 

 

[3] Nothing mysterious about Islamic State  
      (Interview with Gilbert Achcar) Farooq Sulehria  December 27, 2015 
       http://tns.thenews.com.pk/nothing-mysterious-islamic-state-interview-gilbert-achcar/ 

 

[4] My Mao Tsetung related threads on facebook discussion groups: 

(a) MIA user discussion group:  
https://www.facebook.com/groups/925823854110470/permalink/1264030413623144/ 

(b) Communism 101: 
https://www.facebook.com/groups/communism.mlm/permalink/1105896696111540/ 

(c) Communism 101 (Anti-Tank): 
https://www.facebook.com/photo.php?fbid=1668550990099251&set=gm.7599028308
19996 

[5] "Did Mao Really Kill Millions in the Great Leap Forward?" by 

Joseph Ball, Monthly Review, September 2006 (12 thousand words) 
http://monthlyreview.org/commentary/did-mao-really-kill-millions-in-the-great-leap-
forward/ 

[6] "Mao Tse Tung and the Chinese Revolution" 

by Socialisme Ou Barbarie, 1967 (13 thousand words) 
https://libcom.org/library/mao-tse-tung-chinese-revolution 

The group "Socialisme Ou Barbarie" was, according to wikipedia, a 

French-based radical libertarian socialist group that existed from 1948 

until 1965 -- https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Socialisme_ou_Barbarie 

 

[7] "Tombstone" available for free here: 
http://www40.zippyshare.com/v/i56QIrf1/file.html 

In order to view it you must install free software that allows reading of 

epub format (this takes about two minutes, just do a google search). 

 

-- Appendix -- 

Reply to Jan Makandal and Stephanie McMillan: 

We must fight on the basis 
of ideas that are solid 

Ben Seattle -- December 31, 2015 
 

I would like to thank Jan for replying to my comments [note 1].  And I 

would also like to thank the ten people who hit the "like" button on my 

comments, because this appears to be what persuaded Jan to finally 

respond to me. 

From the original post: 

> many young Leftists are attracted to Anarchism or “identity 

> politics,” where one gets to be radical without taking on 

> the responsibility of a real fight for working class rule, which 

> would require a disciplined combat party or similar structure. 

I replied: 

> We do need to talk about "taking power". But if we want 

> this idea to be taken seriously by the working class, we will 

> need to confront the theoretical questions related to the need 

> of the working class for the fundamental democratic rights 

> of speech and organization--in order to correct (or replace) 

> the organization which helps it run society. 

(1) The most important idea of this century 

It is a wonderful thing that Stephanie and Jan are engaging in work to 

popularize the idea that workers can "take power" from the ruling 

capitalist class and run society themselves. 

Today, for the first time in history, billions of people are finding 

themselves with the ability to communicate to one another directly, 

using social media.  As we share our experiences in life, and our 
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hopes, dreams, fears and pain, we will find that others will share with 

us their ideas concerning the causes of this pain, and of what must be 

done to bring an end to this pain.  As this happens, mass participation 

in the online war of ideas becomes inevitable. 

And this will only be the beginning.  As billions exchange experience, 

ask one another questions, forward memes to one another, and struggle 

to understand why so much pain exists in the world, one idea is 

destined to emerge at the center of the class struggle in the realm 

of ideas--as the most important idea of this century.  This is the 

idea that the working class and oppressed must overthrow the class 

rule of the ruling capitalists, and run society themselves. 

So Stephanie and Jan are doing a very good and necessary thing in 

popularizing this idea, and making it clear that the goal of the rule of 

society by the working class has nothing in common with what they 

call "gradualism", or what is sometimes called the reformist (or social 

democratic) ideology, and the false hopes generated by people like 

Bernie Sanders, who is being promoted as being independent of the 

ruling capitalists (when he is actually totally subservient to them).   

And the day is coming when millions will be popularizing this idea, 

just as Stephanie and Jan are today. 

So while I am making some criticisms of the work of Stephanie and 

Jan, I want to make it clear that I am making these criticisms from the 

perspective of overcoming a weakness in their work, and of making 

this work stronger. 

(2) The truth about everything important will emerge 

The idea that the working class must overthrow the rule of capital does 

not exist in a vacuum.  In a country like the United States, the class of 

ruling capitalists (ie: the "one percent", the bourgeoisie) is probably in 

the neighborhood of three million people.  When the working class 

takes power, it will take from these people most of their social power, 

status and property.  These people will not be happy about this, and 

they will do everything in their power to prevent this, including, most 

likely, tearing up the constitution and unleashing, here at home, the 

kind of violence that they have inflicted on countless countries in Asia, 

Africa and Latin America.  And the ruling bourgeoisie will also fight 

back in the war of ideas, with all of their resources. 

It appears likely that, over the course of this century, the ruling 

bourgeoisie will experience a decisive defeat in the war of ideas.  No 

matter what kind of influence or control they have over major media 

channels, no matter how slick or widely promoted their ideology, they 

represent a social class that is unfit to rule, and which must be swept 

from the stage of history, just as was Louis XVI and the French 

aristocracy in the 1790's.  Their unfitness to rule is bound to become 

obvious, just as, for example, it was bound to become obvious that the 

earth revolves around the sun, or that humans were created by the 

process of evolution. 

In an age where so many millions are learning to use social media to 

sort out and promote the truth--the truth about everything important 

will emerge.  It can be delayed, but it can't be stopped.  Millions of 

workers will not be distracted forever by celebrity culture, or clowns 

such as Bernie Sanders or the proto-fascist Trump.   

But just because the bourgeoisie will eventually lose in the war of 

ideas, this does not mean that we do not have a responsibility to put 

forth ideas that are correct.  If we intend to win millions to our ideas--

we must fight on the basis of ideas that are solid.  And we must be 

serious enough in our work to roll up our sleeves and confront and toss 

out the cultish ideas that have become widespread in the wake of the 

suffocation of the great revolutions of the 20th century. 

(3) The bankruptcy of the single party state 

Jan and Stephanie have opposed the idea that the rule of the working 

class can be achieved by means of social democracy, or by saviors 

who "work within the system" such as Bernie Sanders.  This is good, 

of course.  But this is not enough. 

The idea is widespread, in the wake of the degeneration of the Soviet 

and Chinese revolutions, that the rule of the working class is 

supposedly based on the rule of single party with the ability to 

suppress the independent political life of the working class. 
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This wrong idea gives workers an extremely distorted picture of how 

things will work when they run society.  This wrong idea stands in the 

way of the working class becoming conscious of its necessary 

historical role and destiny.  Historical experience shows that a single 

party state with the ability to suppress the voice of its critics becomes, 

in the words of Yang Jisheng, "a hierarchical authoritarian system of 

concentrated power in which every official is ... a slave facing upward 

and a dictator facing downward" [note 2].  Such a system is commonly 

called "scientific socialism", but it would be more accurate to call it 

"scientific feudalism". 

Those who promote this wrong idea often claim that this wrong idea 

was supported by Marx and Lenin.  This is not true.  It is true that 

Lenin's government, at the end of the civil war in Russia in 1921, 

suppressed democratic rights (both inside and outside the Bolshevik 

party) and suppressed all other political parties.  However Lenin never 

claimed that these actions were anything more than extreme 

emergency measures to cope with an extreme emergency situation.  

Lenin did not consider these measures to be a normal feature of 

working class rule.  It was only after Lenin died that these temporary 

emergency measures were proclaimed to be permanent, eternal 

features of workers rule. 

Most workers today understand what is wrong with the suppression of 

democratic rights and the rule of a single party with the ability to 

silence its critics: absolute power corrupts absolutely.  After the 

overthrow of the rule of capital, the working class will only be able to 

defend its rule of society when it has the weapons of free speech and 

organization.  Without the twin weapons of free speech and 

organization, the working class will not be able to prevent the 

corruption and capture of the party (or parties) which it uses to help 

run and manage society.  

The degeneration and collapse of the Soviet and Chinese revolutions 

shows, in a clear way, the inevitable result of single party rule and the 

suppression of the rights of free speech and independent organization.  

Whatever gains these great revolutions gave to the workers and 

peasants were largely lost as "their" organizations were captured by a 

newly emerging exploiting class.   

What does this mean for us today?  It means we must recognize the 

need for a decisive break with the bankrupt idea that workers rule is 

equivalent to the rule of a single party with the ability to silence the 

voice of its critics.  Until we make this decisive break, we will have no 

defense, in the war of ideas, against bourgeois ideologists who tell us 

that all attempts to create the "dictatorship of the proletariat" will only 

lead to a new (and worse) form of exploitation.  Until we make this 

decisive break, we will never be able to take to millions of workers the 

most powerful idea of our time--that they can, and must, run society 

themselves. 

(4) Doublespeak is double shit 

The term "doublespeak" probably has its roots in George 

Orwell's book Nineteen Eighty-Four. [...] Doublespeak is 

language that deliberately disguises, distorts, or reverses the 

meaning of words. Doublespeak may take the form of 

euphemisms (e.g., "downsizing" for layoffs, "servicing the 

target" for bombing), in which case it is primarily meant to 

make the truth sound more palatable. It may also refer  ... to 

actual inversions of meaning (for example, naming a state of 

war "peace"). In such cases, doublespeak disguises the nature 

of the truth. 

-- https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Doublespeak 

I have been attempting to engage Stephanie and Jan on this topic for a 

while now [note 3].  I have not yet fully gained their attention, but with 

the help of people like you, dear reader, this may eventually happen. 

So far, instead of a thoughtful and considered response, I have gotten 

mainly doublespeak (from Vladimir, one of their supporters) and 

gobbledygook (from Jan). 

We should understand that workers are not stupid.  When they hear 

doublespeak or gobbledygook, they catch on real quick that it is 

bullshit. 

As an example of doublespeak (on the topic of free speech) the 

Chinese government recently announced that "internet users must be 

free to speak their mind".  At the same time, on Monday, December 

14, Chinese human rights lawyer Pu Zhiqiang was put on trial in 
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Beijing for making sarcastic comments on social media [note 4].  And 

also on December 3, seven worker activists in Guangdong were 

arrested [note 5] on typical trumped up charges. 

Of course, Stephanie and Jan and their supporters are not the Chinese 

government.  They are activists, like me.  But doublespeak undermines 

all real work, and we should have zero tolerance for it. 

Here is their supporter, Vladimir: 

> The Dictatorship of the Proletariat through 

> a vanguard party in no way contradicts the 

> ideas of workers democracy and free speech. 

> It does not, however, protect similar rights 

> of non-workers and the advocates of other 

> classes. 

The key loophole here concerns the priceless phrase "advocates of 

other classes".  Who is an advocate of another class?  For starters, it 

would be someone like me who, according to Jan and Vladimir, is an 

advocate for "petite bourgeois" views.  It would also likely be 

someone like you, dear reader, if you thought they were full of 

bullshit. 

Jan, in his reply to me, backs up Vladimir, to the hilt, in this kind of 

nonsense.  What else does Jan say?  It is hard to be sure because most 

of what he says is the typical gobbledygook he often resorts to. 

As far as I am concerned, Jan and Stephanie are young and still 

learning.  Their thinking is probably not half as confused as mine was 

at their age.  But I would like them to understand that the crisis of 

theory that has paralysed the movement that is supposedly centered on 

the working class taking power, and running society--is real.  The fact 

that no one can talk about things like democracy or democratic 

rights without resorting to doublespeak, gobbledygook or name-

calling is an indication that our movement is impotent on the 

theoretical front.  In order to defeat the bourgeoisie we need to know 

what the fuck we are talking about.  We want to tell millions of 

workers that they can run society better than their class enemy, the 

bourgeoisie.  But we can't do this because the cargo cult religions from 

the last century are holding us back--and we have not yet pulled 

together a critical mass of the courage and determination that will be 

required to clean the Augean stables.   

The problem is not that the workers are backward.  As Shakespeare 

put it, the fault lies not in our stars, but in ourselves. 

Stephanie has created outstanding graphics encouraging workers to 

think about taking power from the capitalists, and getting serious.  But 

how can we expect workers to take this seriously if we cannot do so 

ourselves? 

(5) Notes for Appendix 

[1] For the original post (Dec 28, with 95 shares) and comments, see: 
https://www.facebook.com/permalink.php?story_fbid=951064971652615&id=
942740499151729 

[2] Tombstone, Yang Jisheng 2008 (Farrar, Straus and Giroux 2012) 

This book is available for free in "epub" format here: 

http://www40.zippyshare.com/v/i56QIrf1/file.html  

In order to view it you will need to install free software (check google) 

that allows the reading of file in the epub format. 

[3] See section 5 of my Weekly Review # 1 (Dec 17) here: 

https://warforquadranttwo.files.wordpress.com/2015/12/2015-12-
17_weekly_review.pdf 

[4] Ibid 

[5] http://chinachange.org/2015/12/10/chinese-authorities-orchestrate-
surprise-raid-of-labor-ngos-in-guangdong-arresting-leaders/ 

 

 


