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Thoughts Evoked by the Current
Conjuncture,

Or (with a bow to F. Dostoevsky),

The (Anarchist) Dream of a
Ridiculous Man

By Ron Tabor
December 10, 2022

Upholding Freedom

My political goal at the present moment is to maintain and continue to
propagate a maximal, libertarian vision of a free society. While in some
sense, ideas are eternal, they do die historically, that is, they become
irrelevant. (Does anybody today, aside from Christian theologians, a few
philosophers, and some historians, care about Arianism and the other
heresies of the early Christian church?) Today, the notion of transcending
our current society -- overthrowing it and replacing it with a more
democratic and more just one -- appears to have completely dropped out



of political discourse. Even socialists and communists no longer talk about,
let alone publicly advocate, revolution. Moreover, there is no guarantee
that revolutionary libertarian conceptions will live on past ourselves
(although I do hope that a yearning for freedom will continue to burn in
enough human hearts to keep generating them). In this situation, I see my
main task as attempting to keep such a dream alive.

My vision has several key components. First, the goal is the creation of a
cooperative, egalitarian, and democratic - that is, a truly free, just, and
self-managed - society on a global scale; no rich, no poor, no state, just
people trying to live together democratically, fairly, and cooperatively.
Second, such a society can be created only through a revolution, the
destruction of the current economic system and the creation of a new,
totally different, one. Third, as a corollary of this, such a revolution cannot
be achieved by working through the existing political structures, a strategy
that leaves our current socio-economic arrangements intact. This means
the firm rejection of any support to (or participation in) either the
Democratic or the Republican parties, or, in fact, to political parties of any
kind.

The revolutionary conception I advocate does not mandate specific
economic, social, or political institutions. It is not a matter of establishing
nationalized, state-owned property (so-called “proletarian property forms,”
in the words of the Trotskyist movement), or a state-owned and run
‘planned economy’ (as socialists and communists might describe it). Nor,
in terms of the debate within the anarchist movement, is it a question of
‘communism, ‘collectivism,’ ‘communalism,’ ‘syndicalism,” ‘mutualism,’ or
“individualism.” The issue is fundamentally one of attitude, a desire to
cooperate and a feeling of mutual respect and affection among a group of



people. Where such an attitude does not exist, no abstract type of property
or social structure or the presence of economic planning will automatically
ensure cooperation. On the other hand, where a truly cooperative attitude
and its associated emotions are present, the specific structures around
which society is organized are also irrelevant. To put this colloquially,
where there’s a will, there’'s a way. Where a truly cooperative attitude
obtains among a given group of people, they should be able to make almost
any social form, or combination of forms, work. At one extreme, a
community of small businesspeople and other individual property-owners,
such as farmers, artisans, and artists, might be either competitive or
cooperative, or some combination of the two. It all depends on the attitude,
the feelings, of the people involved.

This position is in direct opposition to one of the central tenets of Marxism,
that ‘social being determines social consciousness.” In my view,
consciousness is, or at least can be, free. While consciousness may be, and
almost always is, influenced by economic and other factors, it is not
completely determined by them. People always have a choice about the
attitude they take toward their lives, toward other people, toward the
society they live in, and toward the social arrangement (if any) they’d like
to see. If consciousness is not free, then it will be impossible to establish a
truly free - democratic, egalitarian, and above all, cooperative - society. At
best, all that could be created is a society of automatons or robots. Marx’s
notion of a ‘leap from the kingdom of necessity to the kingdom of freedom’
is absurd. If the universe is one of complete necessity (determinism), no
transition, no leap, from that universe to one of freedom can occur. If a



truly free society is to be possible, freedom must be ontological, that is, it
must already exist, somewhere, somehow, in the universe.

We do not know (and in my opinion, cannot know) whether freedom exists
as a fundamental feature of the cosmos. We therefore do not (and cannot)
know whether human beings are, or can be, free. Science is of little help
here; the evidence it offers is ambiguous. On the one hand, in the macro
world of physics, both Newtonian and Einsteinian (Relativity), everything
that happens is determined. There is no room for chance; freedom does
not exist. In contrast, in the micro realm of quantum mechanics, what
happens is a matter of probabilities; events are not strictly determined,
and there is, seemingly, the possibility of freedom. To make matters more
complicated, scientists are increasingly discovering processes that occur in
the macro world but that proceed according to the laws of quantum
mechanics: photosynthesis in green plants; the sense of smell of animals;
and the ability of migrating birds to navigate using the Earth’s magnetic
field. Even more promising, it appears that the process of evolution also
occurs via quantum mechanical effects. Genetic mutations, the basis of
variations within existing species that lead, under the pressure of natural
selection, to the emergence of new species, are, as far as scientists have
been able to discover, random. As a result, evolution is not determined.
Despite this, science, at its present stage of development, does not offer a
firm verdict one way or another on the existence of freedom (as opposed
to determinism) in the universe and, therefore, among human beings.



As a result of this ambiguity, those of us who believe in the possibility (and
the desirability) of a free society have little choice but to take the
philosophical (and existential) leap to the notion that freedom does exist
in the cosmos as a whole and, therefore, for human beings.

Some radical theorists have suggested that establishing a free, just, and
cooperative society is primarily a question of getting people to act
rationally. This is essentially the argument of William Godwin, considered
by some to be the father of modern anarchism. In his Enquiry Concerning
Political Justice, Godwin argues that if all human beings were to act in a
rational manner, they would be able to live and work together completely
harmoniously, without the need for a state. One problem with this
conception is that it assumes that a rationality exists ontologically in the
universe, independent of human beings, to which they, if they are
intelligent enough, might conform, and that if they do this, the result would
be a harmonious, cooperative, and just society. However, it is not at all
clear that such an ontological rationality actually exists (Godwin does not
even attempt to prove it). It is also not a given that, even if it does exist,
human beings would be able to recognize it. Nor, finally, is there any
guarantee that, even if such rationality does exist and that human beings
do have the capacity to recognize it, they would all agree to act on the
basis of it. As Dostoevsky illustrated in his (brilliant) Notes from
Underground, there may often (always?) be people who, out of sheer
perversity if nothing else, will choose to act irrationally.

In a similar vein, Jurgen Habermas, the best-known member of the second
generation of “critical theorists” of the Frankfurt Institute for Social
Research, saw his work as promoting the creation of a ‘rational society.’
(See his books, Toward a Rational Society, and The Theory of
Communicative Action.) In contrast to Godwin, Habermas conceived of
such a society as arising through the gradual emergence of a process of
honest and respectful communication among distinct groups of people
under capitalism.

Speaking for myself, I do not wish to live in (in fact, I abhor the very idea
of) a ‘rational’ society. It sounds much too much like the technocratic vision
- a society governed by scientists, engineers, and businessmen -- of Henri
de Saint-Simon; the perfect, model communities of Robert Owen and the
other ‘utopian socialists’; and the regimented ‘planned’ societies
established by Marxists in Russia, Eastern Europe, China, Cuba, Vietham,
and elsewhere. Here, the crucial questions are: (1) who decides what is
(and what is not) rational? And (2) do they have the power, through the



state or otherwise, to enforce what they decide is rational behavior? More
importantly, do we really want to live in a world in which everyone acts
rationally? That sounds like one in which human emotions (which are
sometimes irrational, and are usually, virtually by definition, a-rational)
and the resulting spontaneity have been eliminated. (Sometimes,
irrationality is good.)
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In contrast to such rationalistic schemas, my dream is to live in an
intelligent, but even more important, a caring society, one in which people
are truly concerned about other people, about other animals, about plants,
about the Earth and Nature in general, about the food we eat, the cars we
drive, and the other objects we use and engage with in our daily lives. Like
cooperation, this concern is not primarily a matter of the intellect; it's not
a matter of reason. It's a question of emotions, of feelings. Today,
throughout the world, most people seem to be able to care only for the
beings who immediately surround them: their families, their pets, their
friends, and a few of their co-workers. Universal concern, universal care,
sadly, is rare. But it is what we need.

I believe that the choice of whether human beings take (or do not take) an
attitude conducive to cooperation and caring is a free one; it is not, nor
can it be, determined. An economically, socially, historically, or genetically
determined ‘choice’ is not a choice. It's another form of slavery, people
enslaved to economics, to history, or to our genes. The decision I envision
is not the inevitable outcome of the ‘laws of motion’ of capitalism, of the
logic of history, or of a basic human nature, e.g., an instinct to cooperate
(as in Kropotkin’s Mutual Aid). It's certainly true that human beings have
a drive to cooperate. But they also have a drive to compete, which is why,
up to now, most human societies (all that I know of, at least) have been



based on various combinations of cooperation and competition. In fact,
human beings have cooperated in one form or another throughout our
history, but such cooperation has always occurred within broader
competitive situations. Even contemporary capitalism, which some see as
the epitome of a competitive, dog-eat-dog, society, entails cooperation
within its overall hierarchical and competitive structures. The crucial
question now is whether human beings are capable of rising to a higher
level of cooperation, one that is both broader (that is, embraces wider
groups of people) and deeper (that is, entails more intense social concern),
than what is evinced under our current social system. And whether this
actually occurs will involve the free choice of the individual members of the
human species. Although some may object to my use of words, I see this
decision, this leap, as entailing a spiritual revolution on a global scale.
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Beyond being based on a free choice, the social transformation I imagine
must be the result of the more or less simultaneous decisions and actions
of the overwhelming majority of people in the world. It cannot be the
outcome of a minority attempting to impose its will on the majority. It
cannot be the action of a technical majority (50% + 1) that forces its
conception, even via ‘democratic’ structures, on everybody else. And it
cannot be carried out through the action of a state (the ultimate institution
of coercion), even (or especially) if that state calls itself the “dictatorship
of the proletariat” and promises to ‘wither away’ when its services are no
longer needed. Unless there emerges a virtual consensus among human
beings in a relatively short period of time, any revolution that takes place
will merely result in the re-establishment of our current form of society, or
something worse.

Equally important, the revolution I envision cannot be a violent one,
certainly not like the majority of the revolutions that have occurred
throughout history, nor those that have been carried out, and idolized, by
the left. Such violent overturns, whatever their specific results, almost



always bring out the worst in people: resentment, fear, greed, and hatred;
xenophobia, racism, and sexism; fanaticism; and the resulting brutality
and cruelty. Insofar as there are events that have occurred in recent history
that might be a model for my conception of a revolution, they are the
movements that destroyed the Communist regimes in Eastern Europe in
1989. From everything I've been able to determine, these overturns
involved, or at least were supported by, the overwhelming majority of
people in those countries. Largely because of this, they entailed extremely
little violence. Unfortunately, given the experience of people under Soviet
rule, to them, anything, even Western-style bourgeois-democratic (and
not-so-democratic) capitalism, was better than Communism. Not
surprisingly, then, this was the outcome of those movements. What I would
like to see are revolutions like those, but which result in truly democratic,

In my view, this would require the evolution of the human species to a
higher moral and ethical level than it has attained so far. I believe that the
existing global economic and social system - capitalism - represents the
evolutionary stage at which human beings have arrived. In other words,
capitalism is the embodiment of contemporary (evolutionarily produced)
human nature. This explains why the various attempts in the 20t century
to create societies that are ‘higher,” more ‘progressive,” more just and
cooperative, than capitalism - e.g., the Russian Revolution, the Chinese,
Cuban, Vietnamese, and Nicaraguan revolutions, to name a few -- have
failed. Looked at the other way around, had the overwhelming majority of
people in any of these countries really wanted to live in a new (democratic,
egalitarian, and cooperative) way, what forces could possibly have stopped
them? In these places, dictatorships were resorted to, and viciously
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maintained, precisely because the majority of the people did not,
ultimately, agree with the rationalistic, totalitarian goals of their would-be
leaders.

Perhaps the most striking demonstration of the moral immaturity of
humanity today is the plight of homeless people in Western European and
North American societies. Here, the elimination of homelessness is not a
question of a lack of resources, as it might be in developing countries. Nor
is it one of a dearth of ideas; surely, a bunch of people, a committee or a
commission that included homeless people, ought to be able to come up
with a way to get unhoused individuals and families into decent, clean, and
warm homes (however modest), where they might live in some degree of
comfort, privacy, and freedom, instead of leaving them to struggle to
survive on the street. That our modern economically-developed societies
have not solved, or even tried to solve, this dire social issue — not to speak
of the efforts of some people, even whole communities, to force homeless
people out of their neighborhoods (Anyplace but here!) -- reveals, to my
mind, the moral/ethical inadequacies (to put it euphemistically) of
contemporary human beings.
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Embracing Humanity

If the social transformation I envision is to occur, it must, as I discussed
above, involve the overwhelming majority of people, first, in a given
society, then, in the world. This means that those of us who wish to
promote such a revolution must aim to reach people who have traditionally
been excluded from the strategic conceptions of the left.
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First, we must seek to include small and medium-sized property owners -
entrepreneurs, factory owners, shopkeepers, restaurant owners, farmers,
artisans, and artists - in our vision. Contrary to much left-wing theory, such
people are not inevitable supporters of right-wing or fascist movements.
Their consciousness is not automatically determined by their economic
circumstances; they are not all money-grubbing, selfish boors. As in all
other strata of society, the people involved in these enterprises encompass
the full range of human personalities, with all their values, virtues and
vices. Among other things, this means that revolutionaries should not see
their goal as the expropriation of all property, from the largest to the
smallest, and its nationalization by the state. Small businesses, in all their
forms, are an essential part of the modern economy, carrying out many
functions that large enterprises can't or won’t do, or can’t do well. They
also employ and serve a huge numbers of people and are responsible for a
great deal of technological innovation. (It is worth recalling that personal
computers were not invented by IBM and the other tech giants of the day,
but by independent inventors, working in their garages.)
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Second, the movement needs to reach out to, appeal to, and embrace
religious people. Not all religious individuals are inevitably hostile to the
vision we advocate. There are billions of people in the world today who
believe in God. These people should not automatically be written off as
ignorant, deluded, and stupid, inveterate enemies of our goal. Among other
things, this means that we should reject all forms of what I call ‘militant
atheism,” that is, efforts to proselytize atheism among believers, to
convince them that their religious beliefs are wrong - unscientific, foolish,
and stupid - and that they must reject their faith in God and instead
embrace the one and only true and scientific belief, atheism.
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It is certainly understandable why early radical and revolutionary
movements rejected religion. The established churches unabashedly
placed themselves on the side of the existing societies (in fact, usually
allying with their most reactionary elements), justifying their cruelty and
injustices, defending their elites, and damning all efforts to reform them,
let alone overthrow them, as contrary to the will of God. But, after two
centuries, it ought to be clear that such a position has been and is
completely counterproductive. While many intellectuals are attracted to
and adopt abstract ideologies and philosophies, most people, and
particularly working-class people, tend to think in more graphic and
symbolic terms. They also appreciate religious celebrations, rituals, and
rites that they enjoy and that help them to organize their lives, involve
them in a community, and offer a sense of meaning to their existence.
Philosophically, it is worth noting that it is just as impossible to prove that
God does not exist as it is to prove that He (She, It, They) does exist. It is
also not true that science provides any proof of or justification for atheism.
Contrary to the claims of such militant atheists as Richard Dawkins, science
does not promote, nor does it provide any support to, atheism; it is strictly
neutral on the question of the existence or non-existence of God. Science
merely insists that, in their public discussions and debates, scientists deal
with, and argue in terms of, exclusively empirical, testable, natural
phenomena. It takes no stance on religious issues, neither on the personal
views of individual scientists, nor on how they reach their scientific
conclusions. In fact, many of the world’s most important scientists were
religious: Copernicus, Kepler, Galileo, Newton, Mendel, Le Maitre, and
Einstein. These individuals, and other like them, explicitly saw themselves
as attempting to discover the logical structure of Nature, God’s wonderful
Creation. Most important for our concerns is that there are millions of kind,
caring, thoughtful, and socially concerned individuals who are religious.
And while some religious people are fanatic and intolerant, many non-
believers (atheists) are equally so. (The international Communist
movement, with its ideological commitment to militant atheism backed up
by totalitarian states, did not set an admirable example of tolerance and
broadmindedness in this regard.) To condemn religious people for their
beliefs is to attack the very core of their being; it is also rude and insulting.
Above all, it is elitist. Militant atheism is the philosophy of a would-be
intellectual and moral elite that sees its role as bringing the Truth to an
ignorant and deluded (and ultimately stupid) mass of common people, as
replacing the ‘false consciousness’ (in Marx’s phrase) of the reactionary
petty bourgeoisie with the true, supposedly scientific, consciousness of the
‘revolutionary proletariat.” It is also worth noting that the various visions
of socialist and anarchist thinkers of a free and just society in fact have
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their sources in the apocalyptic visions of Christianity, even though the
originators and current proponents of these views have often been too
obtuse, or too blinded by anti-clerical rage, to recognize this.

Third, the proponents of the kind of revolution I imagine must reach out to
conservatives, including supporters and members of the Republican Party.
Contrary to the views of most of the left, not all conservatives, even those
who voted for Donald Trump, are racist bigots, heterosexual chauvinists,
Christian nationalists, and fascists. Nor are they all stupid, ignorant, and
selfish. In contemporary US society, there are plenty of reasons why
intelligent, informed, and socially-concerned people might consider
themselves to be conservative and vote for and otherwise support the
Republican Party. On the most human level, many people vote for the party
because that’s the way their family has always voted and/or because it is
how their friends and the surrounding community vote. In addition, many
of the positive values that human beings share are seen by right-leaning
people as ‘conservative,’ specifically, hard work, thrift, common decency,
self-discipline, independence, personal responsibility, charity, and honesty.
It is also worth recognizing that many people who support the Republicans
are (rightly, in my opinion) repulsed by the politics and actions of the left-
wing of the Democratic Party, particularly their strategy of attempting to
force their views on everybody else through various kinds of coercion,
including that of the state. This can be seen quite clearly in the gratuitous
violence (the systematic trashing of small businesses), the thorough-going
dishonesty, and the putrid venality of the leaders of the Black Lives Matter
movement; the thoughtless cruelty of ‘Cancel Culture’ (specifically, getting
people who disagree with the left’s positions fired from their jobs); the
attempts, under the guise of fighting racism, to impose Marcusian Marxism
on students, parents, and teachers through the public schools; and the
totalitarian thuggery (shouting down or banning speakers who articulate
unpopular views) currently rampaging across many, if not most, college
campuses today.

The Left

My conception of a revolutionary libertarian transformation of society
requires the firm rejection, and ultimately, the complete transcendence of
the contemporary left. The problems with today’s left are many.

One is its reformism. Today, the most prominent and influential groups on

the US left, the Democratic Socialists of American (DSA) and the
Communist Party (CPUSA), pursue purely reformist strategies. They have
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entirely given up any notion of advocating, promoting, or leading a social
revolution. This is most clearly revealed in the fact that the strategic
orientations of these groups, along with many independent ‘progressives,’
come down to supporting -- voting for, organizing for, giving money to,
and being active in -- the Democratic Party, the hegemonic party of
contemporary US capitalism.

Equally important, the vision of these leftist and progressive organizations
and individuals is profoundly statist. Their goal is to set up a society in
which the state/government has taken over much, most, or even all of the
economy, which would, in their view, be managed through central
(bureaucratic) planning. They call this ‘socialism.”’ The more precise aim of
the majority of the left today is to push the US government to implement
a modern version of FDR’s New Deal, even though the New Deal (as was
the Progressive program before it) was consciously designed to offer a pro-
capitalist alternative to the socialist program of the Communist Party and
(it's worth remembering) the Socialist Party. Even the few groups that still
advocate revolution (mostly groups that come out of the Trotskyist
tradition) see their goal as establishing a thorough-going - that is, statist -
form of socialism. It should be obvious by now that, whatever its origins,
the ‘socialism’ advocated by the left today is really a form of ‘state
capitalism,’ that is, an industrialized society managed by a bureaucratic
elite through an omnipotent state.

STATISM

IDEAS SO GOOD THEY HAVE TO
BE MANDATORY

Although many of today’s socialists insist that their real goal is to establish
‘democratic socialism,’ there are (at least) two reasons to doubt the validity
of such claims. First, many if not most of these proponents of ‘democratic
socialism’ were, for many years, militant supporters and defenders of the
not-very-democratic socialisms that existed in the Soviet Union, Eastern
Europe, China, Vietnam, Cuba, Venezuela, and Nicaragua. Second,
‘democratic socialism’ is, in fact, a contradiction in terms. This is because
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if the government (run by bureaucrats) of a given country owns all the
property, how can the people defend themselves against the government,
let alone control it, when, completely stripped of any economic resources,
they lack the power to do so? This is one thing that the various socialist
revolutions of the 20™ century have clearly demonstrated.

Despite the fact that the contemporary anarchist movement traces its
origins to different sources than the CP, the DSA, and other ‘progressives,’
it advocates many of the same positions. Although the movement’s official
vision is anti-statist, it, too, finds itself in (and advocates) a bloc with the
Democrats. Thus, many anarchists openly urge support of (specifically,
voting for) the Democratic Party. Many also accept the continued existence
of the capitalist system, only working to build ‘alternative’ communities and
promote ‘alternative’ practices within it. And many anarchists conceive of
their role as fighters for the radical, even the revolutionary extension, of
Identity Politics. Yet these politics, as revealed by the corporate elite’s
ready (even aggressive) adoption of them, represent absolutely no threat
to the system. This is because such politics: (1) set each of the (oppressed)
identity groups against all the others; (2) set the identity groups as a whole
against their supposed oppressors: heterosexual white men, white people
in general, and even ‘white-ness’ as a concept; and thus (3) set the
majority of people against one another, turning their hostility inward
instead of uniting them in a common struggle against the real oppressors,
the country’s ruling class. Ironically, identity politics, despite the good
intentions of its proponents, dovetail with, and even reinforce, that most
fundamental tactic of elites throughout history: Divide and Rule!

Although it sees itself as revolutionary, the most militant wing of the
anarchist movement, Antifa, has reduced itself to being little more than
paramilitary shock troops of the capitalist elite. Deluded into believing that
it is on the front lines of the fight against fascism, it is merely helping to
restore the elite’s (Democratic and Republican alike) control over the
political system against a rogue member of that elite, Donald Trump, who,
through a series of mistakes on the part of the rest of the elite, temporarily
hijacked the system.

Marxism

Probably the most significant problem with the left today is that all of its
components, including the anarchists, are committed (a better word might
be ‘addicted’) to various forms of Marxism. Yet, it should be obvious today
that Marxism is ridiculous. Here we are, 175 years since the publication of

16



the Communist Manifesto, and the supposedly scientific predictions that
Marxism proffers have clearly revealed themselves to be wrong. There has
been no international socialist revolution through which the working class
would liberate itself and all of humanity from the evils of capitalism. The
Communist regimes that were established by Marxists in the 20" century
turned out to be totalitarian monstrosities that slaughtered tens of millions
of people; exiled, imprisoned, tortured, starved, and worked to death
millions of others; attempted to suppress all independent thought and
culture; and devastated environments across a good portion of the globe.
Not least, these regimes proved incapable of competing with traditional
capitalism on any significant level, e.g., raising productivity, promoting
economic growth, producing quality consumer goods, improving the living
standards and the quality of life of the majority of people, and generating
new technology.

Contrary to Marxism and state-socialist ideologies in general, state-owned
and state-managed property is not superior to private enterprise. This has
been decisively demonstrated by the one Communist society that has
thrived in the current era, that of China. The Chinese economy has been
dynamic only to the degree that it has, as an imitation of the New Economic
Policy introduced in Russia after the civil war had resulted in the complete
destruction of the economy, allowed its free-market sector a virtually free
hand, that is, cultivated a private, capitalist economy while retaining tight
political (and ideological) control over the country.

Because of its commitment to Marxism, the left has consistently
underestimated the resilience of the capitalist system. Going back to the
earliest Marxist declarations, the world’s people (particularly, the
international working class) have been told that if they/we do not succeed
in establishing socialism, the outcome will be one or another form of global
catastrophe. In the Communist Manifesto, Marx and Engels imply that if
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socialism is not achieved, the result will be the ‘common ruin of the
contending classes,” presumably (in reference to the collapse of the
western half of the Roman Empire under the impact of invading Germanic
tribes), a form of ‘barbarism.’ Later, just before the First World War, Rosa
Luxemburg, the left-wing gadfly of the German Social Democratic Party,
made this explicit, boldly raising the slogan of ‘Socialism or Barbarism!’

'

-,"In this hour,
souallsm

is the only salvation

for humanity.

SOCIALISM
BARBARISM!"

m Rosa Luxemburg

Since then, spokespersons of the left have claimed, loudly and repeatedly,
that if capitalism is not overthrown and socialism established, the
(inevitable) result will be a global economic depression, fascism, nuclear
annihilation, and most recently, climate change disaster. And yet, here we
are. While we have experienced two world wars (and many smaller wars),
two serious global economic contractions, fascist regimes in many
countries, and have skirted the edge of nuclear war, somehow, the
international capitalist economic system (and the human species with it)
has survived. Equally important, contrary to the predictions of many
leftists, global capitalism is now undergoing a transition away from an
economy based on fossil fuels towards one that is overwhelmingly based
on ‘green,’ renewable energy. Should this transition have begun decades
ago? Absolutely! Has the delay in launching the transition done great harm
to the global environment and to many countries and peoples around the
world? Certainly! Will we continue to see damage to the environment? Yes!
But somehow, some way, and in complete confutation of the predictions of
the left, the global transition to a green economy is, in fact, taking place
(and, I believe, will succeed).

Finally, and probably most important, there is absolutely no sign today of
the existence (or even the potential emergence), of a ‘revolutionary
proletariat,’ the militant, organized, politically conscious, and revolutionary
working class that recognizes its (ontologically ordained) role of
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overthrowing capitalism and establishing socialism, which Marx predicted
would be the inevitable outcome of the internal dynamics (the “laws of
motion”) of capitalism and, in fact, all of history. Sociologically, a global
proletariat does exist, but it shows no sign of having any clue to its Marxist-
proclaimed emancipatory role.

Beyond being wrong, Marxism is dangerous:
1. Through its claim to have scientifically proven the ‘necessity’ and

‘inevitability’ of socialism, it instills in Marxists the conviction that
they are the personal and political possessors, even the embodiment,
of the Truth, the Good (the Liberation of Humanity), and History.

2. It instructs Marxists that the only way to realize their goal (the
liberation of humanity) is to set up a revolutionary dictatorship that
recognizes absolutely no limits to its authority, respects no
conventional moral/ethical laws, rules, or values, and which has
seized and consolidated all property in its hands.

This is a recipe for totalitarianism, which is, in fact, what Marxism has
historically produced.

The Ukraine War

The bankruptcy of the left today is vividly revealed in its virtually complete
failure to support the struggle of the Ukrainian people against Vladimir
Putin’s invasion of their country, against his attempt to deny them their
right to national independence and self-determination, and his
determination to deny their very right to exist as a people. The right of
national self-determination is one of the most fundamental of human
rights. And yet, the majority of the left, which prides itself on its defense
of such rights, has not managed to come down, forthrightly and squarely,
in support of this right for the Ukrainians, a people which has been
struggling to define themselves as a nation and to fight for their freedom
for nearly 200 years. Instead, most left organizations have come up with
a bunch of lame excuses for their refusal to support the Ukrainians in their
life-and-death struggle. Perhaps even worse, because more devious, many
left organizations have been hiding their pusillanimity under the slogan of
“peace,” attempting to pressure the Ukrainians to negotiate with Putin in
order to ‘avoid more bloodshed.’ But at this point in the war, when the
Ukrainian people are clearly winning, such calls for peace are a stab in the
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Ukrainians’ collective back, a betrayal of their extraordinary struggle
against overwhelming odds.

At best, the failure of the majority of the left to defend the Ukrainians in
their struggle for national survival is motivated by a well-intentioned but
thoughtless anti-imperialism. (US imperialism is bad, therefore all who
resist it, including and especially the Russians, are good.) But while
opposing US imperialism, the left has become little more than supporters
of the historic imperialism of the Russian autocratic state, accurately
described as the ‘prison house of nations,” of which Putin’s regime is the
latest embodiment. In many cases, the left’s failure in the Ukraine war is
a reflection of a deep-seated authoritarianism that exists in left-wing
theory and ideology and that often results in an attraction to and
infatuation with charismatic dictators, such as Vladimir Putin, V. I. Lenin,
Yosef Stalin, Mao Zedong, Ho Chi Minh, Fidel Castro, Hugo Chavez, and
Daniel Ortega. It is also, it must be said, the result of the moral corruption
of much of the left, its willingness to accept, and even to rely on, Putin’s
financial largesse, his substantial monetary subsidization, direct and
indirect, of many left-wing organizations and individuals in the United
States and around the world. (How many prominent figures of the US and
international left have worked for Putin’s propaganda outlets, such as RT
[Russian Television], or have been feted at one or another of Putin’s
banquets - Stephen Cohen, Chris Hedges, and Jill Stein, to name only a
few?

The Democratic Party

As I mentioned above, a combination of the left's reformism and statism
(and its theoretical bankruptcy) has turned the overwhelming majority of
today’s leftists into militant supporters of the liberal wing of the capitalist
class, politically led by the Democratic Party. This stance is usually
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motivated by the claim that the Democrats are the “lesser evil” compared
to the conservative (‘reactionary,’ or even ‘fascist’) Republican Party. Yet,
this is to seriously misunderstand the nature of the Democratic Party and,
more broadly, the American two-party system, of which the Democrats,
along with the Republicans, are a fundamental part, and to which they are
both militantly committed.

VOTING FOR THE &
LESSER EVIL

";C‘AA' U‘\I

Today, the Democratic Party is, and has been for the last thirty years, the
hegemonic party of American capitalism. It is supported by the majority of
the American electorate and by a majority of our country’s economic and
political elite. Since 1992, the Democrats have won, outright, five of the
eight presidential elections that have been held since then: 1992, 1996,
2008, 2012, and 2020. In two other elections, those of 2000 and 2016, the
Democrats won majorities of the popular vote, but, because of the quirks
of the US political system (and poorly run political campaigns), they did
not win majorities in the Electoral College and thus did not attain the
presidency. If we count these two elections together with those in which
the Democrats did win the presidency, the total of Democratic victories
since 1992 comes to seven (out of a total of eight).

Looked at more broadly, the Democrats’ political hegemony goes back
ninety years, specifically, to 1932, when Franklin D. Roosevelt clobbered
the previous, Republican, president, Herbert Hoover, in the election of that
year. Since then, the Democrats have won the presidency 13 times
compared to the Republicans’ ten. Equally important, during the two
Eisenhower/Nixon administrations and the two Nixon/Ford administrations,
the Republicans basically pursued the Keynesian policies (deficit spending
and social welfare programs) that were pioneered by the Roosevelt
administration and continued by Truman’s. Seen in this light, the
Democrats and their policies, that is, their overall approach to governing
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the country, have been overwhelmingly dominant in the United States for
nearly a century.
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To fully understand the Democrats’ (hegemonic) role, one must understand
the nature of the American two-party political system. Although a two-
party structure is not explicitly mandated by the US constitution (nor, as
far as I know, specifically envisioned by the ‘Framers’), it is the logical
result of that document. Without going into details, it is worth noting
several features of the United States’ historic political arrangements that
conduce toward a system organized around two major parties. First, the
US political system is a “presidential” one, in which voters vote for and
elect the president directly. This is in contrast to a ‘parliamentary’ one, in
which voters vote for specific political parties, and the party (or the
coalition of parties) that wins a majority or a plurality of the votes (more
votes than any other party or combination of parties), then chooses one of
its (their) leaders to head the government. Second, the American system
is a ‘winner take all’ system; only one party wins in contests for specific
elected positions; the losing party gains nothing, and there is no
proportional representation. Third, because the Unites States is a
federation, any would-be party must, to be a serious national contender,
get on the ballot in all 50 states, a time-consuming, tedious, and expensive
process. As a result of these and other factors, throughout most of the
country’s history, its politics have been dominated by two major parties,
each of which embraces and (more or less represents) a broad coalition of
interest groups and voters. In general, those groups and voters who find
themselves consistently in @ minority feel pressed to join together in the
hope that they might, at some point in the future, become the majority.
As a result, there has been a tendency for the third parties that do emerge
either to (relatively quickly) replace one of the previously dominant parties
(as the Republicans replaced the Whigs in the course of the 1850s) or to
(also rather quickly) collapse into the one of those parties, as the Populist
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Party merged into the Democratic Party in the late 19" century and the
post-World War II Progressive Party collapsed into the Democratic Party
after the 1948 election.

However the two-party system emerged and for whatever reason it has
survived, it has, functioning within the framework of the US constitution,
served the ruling class very well throughout its history. Today, we can see
some of the reasons why. Perhaps most important, the two-party structure
tends to divide the electorate roughly in half, that is, into two more or less
equal pieces, each of which sees the other as the enemy. This means that
it is very difficult for the electorate as a whole to unite in a common struggle
against the elite, to recognize that it has common interests against that
elite, or even to recognize that there is an elite. It also provides for a
flexible, but ultimately strong and resilient, structure within which and
through which the various economic and political factions of the elite fight
out their differences, usually without threatening the overall structure of
US society.
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The two-party structure works to stabilize the broader economic and
political system in other ways. This is perhaps most easily seen on the
economic plane. Since the 1930s, the two parties have advocated two
competing economic philosophies. The Democrats, on the whole, have
stood on the platform of Keynesianism, first developed and applied by the
Roosevelt administration in the 1930s. Economist John Maynard Keynes
recognized that the mature capitalist economy has a tendency to stagnate.
In his view, this is because as people get wealthier as a result of economic
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growth, they tend to spend proportionately less of their income and save
more, leading to a relative decline in ‘effective demand.’ To solve this, he
urged central governments to bolster demand through government
spending of funds raised by borrowing money via the sale of government
bonds (so-called ‘deficit spending’) to the public. Consistent with this, the
Democrats also believe that the system functions best when the
government, particularly but not exclusively the federal government,
intervenes in the economy to promote consumption, flatten the business
cycle, and address broader economic and social issues, such as poverty,
inequality, and the environment. This has tended, over time, to mean large
budget deficits (and growing public debt), increased regulation of business,
a variety of government-financed and operated social programs, and to
pay for this, higher taxes on both private businesses and individuals.
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Although for 25 years after World War II, the Republicans embraced the
Keynesian approach, they were never happy about this. As a result, when
the US economy experienced ‘stagflation’ (a combination of economic
stagnation and inflation) in the 1970s, the result, in their (and my) opinion,
of 40 years of Keynesian policies, they reverted to their traditional position:
that the capitalist economy functions best when the market generally, and
individual enterprises specifically, are allowed to operate freely. This means
lower taxes, fewer regulations of business, less government spending, and
fewer federally-funded social programs to deal with social issues (which
the Republicans argue are best addressed by promoting economic growth).

It seems clear today that the modern capitalist economy functions best
with some degree of government intervention, although it is not clear
exactly how much of such intervention is optimal. Too little results in the
‘boom-bust’ cycle characteristic of 19*" century capitalism and which led,
ultimately, to the global Depression of the 1930s. On the other hand, too
much government intervention leads to economic stagnation. (An extreme
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example of this is the state-owned and managed economy of the Soviet
Union in the 1960s, 70s, and 80s, where anemic economic growth
ultimately led to the collapse of the entire system.) Since economists do
not agree on this issue, and since, in any case, the optimal amount of
government intervention is not theoretically discernable, the question is
addressed, de facto, through the political system, specifically, through the
alternation of the two - Democratic and Republican - political parties in
power. When, for whatever reason, the voters (and the elite) are unhappy
with the way the economy is functioning, they vote out one party and vote
in the other. This results in the periodic alternation of the two economic
philosophies described above. In this way, through the workings of the
two-party system, the US economy tends to reach a long-term equilibrium,
specifically, an oscillation around its optimal state. This is, in my opinion,
one of the reasons why the US economy has been able to maintain a
reasonably healthy rate of growth for so long, at least since the 1930s, and
why the United States has maintained its global economic and political
hegemony, despite being challenged by one or another country (Russia,
Japan, China) in the past.

The two-party system works in a similar manner on the political level. The
overall arrangement tends to force the political extremes toward the
center. This is because that's where political power lies. Under the US
political system, small parties in general don't get elected; indeed, they
can hardly get their voices heard. As a result, people with unconventional
- that is, far-left or far-right — views have a better chance at least to get
heard, if not to have some genuine input (and even power), as part of the
large coalitions that are the two main parties. This explains why the vast
majority of the left, both organizations and individuals, is active in,
contributes money to, and/or otherwise supports and votes for the
Democrats. A similar phenomenon exists on the right side of the political
spectrum: the overwhelming majority of the far-right operates within,
supports and votes for, the Republicans. Generally speaking, the power of
the extremes - that is, the left in the Democratic Party and the right in the
Republican Party - is minimized because the vast majority of the elite (as
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represented politically in the respective Democratic and Republican
‘establishments’), which ultimately control the two parties, and a similar
majority of the people who vote in elections, are centrists.

However, this dynamic can only be sustained if the two parties actually
alternate in power. If one party were to win all the time, the outlying voices
and forces would seek their fortunes and take their chances outside the
two main parties. For example, if the Democrats always won (and the
Republicans always lost, and are seen as having no chance to gain power)
why would far-right organizations stay in, support, and vote for the
Republicans? If there is absolutely no chance of gaining power, or at least
getting close to it, why stay in the Republican Party? Why not just form
right-wing organizations and parties outside the Republican Party and do
what one can to get one’s voice heard and program known? Likewise on
the Democratic side. If the Democratic Party always lost, why would leftists
remain in the party? It's the potential access to power, or at least to
influence, that keeps the supporters of the political extremes inside the two
major parties, and hence working within the system, rather than outside
of it and threatening its stability.

Here we can see what is faulty in the view that the Democrats are the
‘lesser evil’ for whom, at the very least, liberals and leftists should vote, to
whom, at a higher level, they should contribute money, and in which, for
the most committed, they should be active. For if the Democratic Party
won every election, all posts on all levels - local, state, and federal- (which
is, after all, the de facto goal of people who consider the Democrats to be
the ‘lesser evil’), the results would be:
1. The country’s economy would stagnate, as it did in the 1970s.

2. Because of this, federally-managed and funded social programs
would not be affordable and would not be adequately funded; they
would therefore shrink and possibly collapse altogether.

3. A mass far-right, fascist, and Nazi movement would emerge outside
of the Republican Party, able to appeal to, and organize, the huge
numbers of people in the country who are alienated from and deeply
hostile to the Democratic Party and the (hegemonic liberal (greedy,
arrogant and hypocritical) faction of the elite that it represents.

Consequently, liberals and leftists, who hate the Republican Party and see
it as a fascist organization, really ought to be thankful for it, since it, in
tandem with the Democratic Party, actually works to prevent the
emergence of a mass fascist movement in the country.
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As a result, all those who wish to transcend our existing economic, social,
and political arrangements ought to oppose both the Democratic and the
Republican parties, to work to expose what they really stand for and how,
together, they manage the system that oppresses the vast majority of
people in the country. Both parties are equally committed to and essential
parts of contemporary American capitalism, the leader and linchpin of the
global imperialist system.

But, of course, all this is silly. Just as there is no international revolutionary
proletariat on the horizon today there is also no sign of a drive toward a
spiritual revolution on the part of any significant section of the world’s
population. We do see a striving for freedom in various countries in the
world - in Ukraine, in Iran, in China - but the conception of freedom in the
minds of the majority of people in these countries does not reach beyond
bourgeois democracy. That is certainly better than what they currently
have, but it is not the vision I hope and yearn for. That vision, at least for
now, remains the delusion of a silly, and ultimately ridiculous, old man,
one who continues to passionately believe in the dream of his youth.
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Discussion

Thoughts Evoked by the Current
Conjuncture (by Ron Tabor)

December 20
All,

About 10 days ago, Ron posted a statement of his 'current political view." 1
found the statement provocative in the sense that it was a
thoroughgoing rejection of many, many common assumptions of the left
(including, in some respects, those of our own historic political tendency).
At the same time, I think the statement was consistent with a rejection of
Marxism (and its implications) and the embrace of a revolutionary
libertarian anarchist point of view. To date, there has been no discussion
of the statement, despite its prima facie controversial essence. This is an
attempt to initiate such discussion and clarification.

1. Ron states that his political goal at the moment is to advance a 'maximal
libertarian vision of a free society.' I share the view that a tiny group of
people who have (as close as is possible) no influence over day-to-day
events in the political arena should have as its number one priority the
articulation of a maximal vision. Does this imply that one should not (if one
wishes) be involved in/support day-to-day struggles? Not in my mind.
However, it does suggest to me that the former should not be sacrificed
for the latter. Thoughts?

2. Ron defines his goal as 'the creation of a cooperative, egalitarian, and
democratic - that is, a truly free, just, and self-managed - society on a
global scale; no rich, no poor, no state, just people trying to live together
democratically, fairly, and cooperatively." I share this goal--and it is my
hope that all people in this discussion group share it as well. Do we?

3. Ron states: 'Such a society can be created only through a revolution,
the destruction of the current economic system and the creation of a new,
totally different, one.... As a corollary of this, such a revolution cannot be
achieved by working through the existing political structures, a strategy
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that leaves our current socio-economic arrangements intact. This means
the firm rejection of any support to (or participation in) either the
Democratic or the Republican parties, or, in fact, to political parties of any
kind. 1 share the view that our current society, with its powerful and biased
economic and political structures, cannot be reformed, piece-meal into a
cooperative, egalitarian, and democratic society. Certainly, it cannot be
reformed through its existing political channels and institutions. But what
is the relationship between the leap in consciousness (Ron's description
is "...the more or less simultaneous decisions and actions of the
overwhelming majority of people in the world) and a revolution? Ron
comments on what such a revolution should not be: violent, the imposition
of the will of a minority or technical majority, the coercive actions of the
state. He argues, and I agree, that absent a “virtual consensus among
human beings in a relatively short period of time, any revolution that takes
place will merely result in the re-establishment of our current form of
society, or something worse." But that said, what in this contextis a
revolution? Ron offers as examples or models the fundamentally
majoritarian, largely non-violent movements/revolutions that overthrew
Communism in Eastern Europe in 1989. This is a start, but I think further
examination of what the nature might be of a revolution that is rooted in a
sudden (or nearly so) transformational attitude shift would be useful. That
said, an argument can be made that such discussion is fruitless, much like
a discussion of what a post-capitalist (more accurately post-the-present-
reality) society might look like is fruitless because what it will look like can
only (must only) be determined by the people shaping it.

4. Ron states that "truly democratic, egalitarian, cooperative, and above
all, caring societies.... would require the evolution of the human species to
a higher moral and ethical level than it has attained so far.” This statement
flies in the face of any theory or philosophical outlook (first and foremost,
given its tremendous sway, Marxism) that locates the path to the society
we envision in an alteration of property forms, or the impulsion of a given
class toward a given end, or the falling rate of profit, or cyclical crises,
or.... I think the notion that the path to our vision lies in the "evolution of
the species to a higher moral and ethical level" is heretical. I also agree
with it. Likewise, Ron's statement that "a conception of a revolutionary
libertarian transformation of society requires the firm rejection, and
ultimately, the complete transcendence of the contemporary left" is also
heretical. Surely, there are people in this discussion group, in
particular those who have been part of our historic tendency, who
have thoughts, questions, doubts or disagreements about this
challenge to the core beliefs of Marxism, Leninism, Trotskyism and
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much of anarchism. I would love to see some discussion of these, if they
exist.

Rod

February 9
Everyone,

Ron's piece contains a number of ideas essential to any attempts at
reconstructing a liberatory revolutionary project. A decided move away
from the wreckage and theoretical/moral bankruptcy gripping the full range
of tendencies constituting the international Left. In conjunction with a
public post, hopefully, we can get it together to begin to discuss its
propositions amongst ourselves. Failure to even hesitantly begin to do so
only cements our irrelevance as a serious affinity, faction, tendency or
mere discussion list/group.

Here is a reaction to just one aspect of what Ron has written:

To me it is self-evident that the spirit in which activity is conducted is the
prime determinant of an anti-authoritarian thrust to forms of organization
adopted. Experience demonstrates he authoritarian Communist mindset
occurs with twists across the full range of Left projects. Strong aspects of
authoritarianism and elitism are alive, well and dominant in the practices
and strategies of not only overt Stalinists but among Trotskyist, Democratic
Socialist and Anarchist formations as well. This applies to BLM/Critical Race
Theory driven militants and currents as well. Any serious look at the
history, connections and practices of the latter exposes their version of
combative cultural Marxist (Marcusian) assumptions. The Gramscian idea
of counter hegemony fused with Maoist notions of cultural revolution and
a "Long March" through institutions (with a focus on the educational)
informs their cancel culture practices and drive to reshape thought and
language. We are not witnessing a proliferation of simple ‘anti- racist and
anti-fascist’ groups, initiatives etc.

Looking at things from another angle no organizational form inherently
militates against bureaucratic, reformist or other negative outcomes. The
history of the soviet/worker council forms contains not only plentiful
examples of failure to realize their stated goals but cases of these bodies’
employment in bureaucratic counter-revolution. What rules out a
dictatorship of ‘revolutionary’ committees’ as well as a that of a Party?
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Much of what attempts to pass as anarchism seems to impart magical
libertarian qualities to either committee, counter union or informal
‘insurrectionary’ abstractions.

Does an organization with revolutionary intentions in its united front
approach to other popular bodies/movements conduct its approach in a
spirit of cooperation or in maneuver and biding time in a spirit of conquest,
reformation and the imposition of ‘correct’ thinking? Outward forms
guarantee nothing, and labels are just that labels.

I will continue posts on a humber of Ron's other important observations.

Mike

February 11
Mike, Ron, and All,
I very much appreciate Mike's comments on Ron's statement.

Mike states: "Ron's piece contains a number of ideas essential to any
attempts at reconstructing a liberatory revolutionary project." Mike goes
on to write: "In conjunction with a public post, hopefully, we can get it
together to begin to discuss its propositions amongst ourselves. Failure to
even hesitantly begin to do so only cements our irrelevance as a serious
affinity, faction, tendency or mere discussion list/group.” I agree with both
these comments. In my December 20 post, I wrote: "Surely, there are
people in this discussion group, in particular those who have been part of
our historic tendency, who have questions, doubts or disagreements about
this challenge (Ron's statement—RM) to the core beliefs of Marxism,
Leninism, Trotskyism and much of anarchism. I would love to see some
discussion of these, if they exist." (Given the time that has gone by, I am
reposting below my 12/20 comments in their entirety in the hopes that
these, along with Mike's recent post, will stimulate discussion.)

In a private conversation with Ron, I said that I thought his statement did
not make sufficiently clear that the longer-range views he articulated did
not reject in any way support for/participation in immediate struggles that
advance people's interests and organization, even partially. I added that
I thought his comments regarding our support for Ukraine implied this;
Ron confirmed that indeed he did support such immediate struggles, and
also that he saw his Ukraine reference as an indication of this. While I
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would still like to see this stance made clearer if the statement (in whatever
form) were to be voted on, I am glad to see that Mike has assumed such
support and has gone on to address the character of such engagement. I
share Mike's view that authoritarian and elitist dynamics are present in the
entire spectrum of the left, including anarchism. (At the risk of stating the
obvious, these dynamics exists on the right as well, and, in fact, consistent
with Ron’s statement, are prevalent in human society generally.) Mike's
statement that "no organizational form inherently militates against
bureaucratic, reformist or other negative outcomes” is both true and
central to this discussion. Dialectics notwithstanding, aggressive,
hierarchical, manipulative behavior as a strategic outlook (means) does not
result in kind, egalitarian, democratic and loving behavior as an end. It
does not do so any more than elite, hierarchical, centralized ‘vanguards’
transform themselves into democratic, bottom-up institutions of
governance (cooperation), as Mike argues, or that powerful, centralized
state abolish themselves ‘later’ as Ron has argued.

I recognize that it may be difficult to give up the view that there are certain
‘laws’ contained in history generally, and in capitalism specifically, that
‘impel’ certain categories of people toward taking certain actions that lead
in certain directions, specifically the overthrow of certain ‘forms’ and their
replacement with ‘new forms.” The view can make the seemingly
impossible, seem possible. However, I believe that it is precisely this view,
and it’s practical, theoretical and philosophical underpinnings, that has led,
in its more radical forms, to monstrous societies, and in its less radical
forms to a perpetuation of the fundamentals of traditional capitalism with
‘window dressing.” These outcomes are not the result of mistakes,
objective conditions or accidents of history—rather, the results flow directly
from the underlying assumptions that guided them. Ron has articulated
this in depth in his book, ‘The Tyranny of Theory—An Anarchist Critique of
Marxism; I see Ron’s current statement as an extension of these views,
moving beyond the boundaries of a critique of Marxism.

Rod

February 14
All,
Before proceeding to further remarks on Ron's statement, I'd like to thank

Rod for his comments. Given the list's rather thin amount of discussion I
would like to second Rod's guess that folks probably have some objections
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or at least questions about some of the propositions Ron raises. It would
be good to hear any such and without them how can we have an
informative give and take.

As a tendency this list's participants have shared over the long-haul varying
degrees of anti-bureaucratic and increasingly anti-statist politics. Our
evolving anti-elitist practices and vision has never spared the Left from
critique and condemnation. I see no reason to soften or mute our criticism
and adapt to one degree or another to the " anti- rightist “essentially
shared political perspectives and stances of the current Liberal/Left
movement.

I find Ron's piece to be a reaffirmation of the course we have maintained
for years. It is a small but solid starting point for elaborating a viewpoint
that remains revolutionary, anarchist and working class. How much can
we leave of the approach that has animated us before we pass from the
scene? It will undoubtedly be small but a series of real discussions and
elaborations building on what Ron has written could leave a point/points of
reference that are less so.

I fully identify with the statement's open rejection of the 50% plus 1
approach to social struggle. This winner-take all attitude increasingly
dominates the elite democratic contestation between the Democratic and
Republican political classes. This attitude infuses the entire Left as well as
the new ‘social’ formations, BLM etc. The spirit of direct action largely is
practiced as a tool for imposing one group's will upon the ‘unenlightened.’
Think of activists trained in this method/outlook gaining power in
institutions or the state. These types have some significant sway in today's
movements. Concerns about the narrowness and sub-culture nature of an
array of anti-racist, anti-fascist activist currents and outbreaks are sneered
at, dismissed and often denounced by the sanctimonious and
experientially impoverished. Language and thought are political.
‘Intersectionality,” understood in the narrowest identarian-hierarchical
sense renders activists crippled and close minded in terms of every day
popular shaping of demands and outreach. While there may be anger at
the failings of leading liberal figures resulting in trashing and parodies of
insurrection the masked militants cannot transcend liberalism. The liberals
just don't fight resolutely enough for them.

Usually when I raise these criticisms, I am told I am overstating the

problem and perhaps succumbing to right wing propaganda. Yes, I follow
right-wing developments and commentary closely. I likewise just as

33



thoroughly follow developments on the left and 'autonomous " trends as
well. Furthermore, going back years I have been active in numerous
projects with ensuing generations of activists and watched and have come
to experience what I am critiquing firsthand.

I agree with Ron we need to stress the negative and authoritarian
outcomes to revolutions of a violent character. I am not a pacifist nor is
Ron (F-16s to Ukraine), but history underlines this fact and we should
stress this and combat the flippant attitudes towards violence and the
central role many of today's and yesterday's radicals and revolutionaries
assign to it.

Furthermore, I am not a Democrat but an Anarchist (Avanti! Errico). While
democratic forms and functioning have an important place in resistance
movements, I hold to the idea of anarchy that arbitrary rule of majorities
over minorities is not our operating principle. Development through
cooperation and dialogue is.

More to follow,

Mike

February 23
Everyone,

First, an apology for this belated contribution to what can be a very fruitful
conversation. Ron brings up a number of perspectives that are worth wide
discussion. I hope that others will add their views.

I'll begin my contribution by stating that I'm in full agreement with Ron’s
vision in paragraph 2, and in particular, his rejection of support to any
political party. Also, I found enlightening the stance that freedom is a
possibility—as opposed to an existing entity—in the universe; and as a
corollary, at least to me, that people have a free choice (will?) to accept
this possibility and the cooperative and caring attitudes that go with it.

This position is 180° opposed to Marxism and any other deterministic or
rationalistic ideology. These immediately pose the questions of: (1) who or
what is to be the interpreter of the historical ‘Laws of Motion’ or rationality?
Central committees? Planners? Or nowadays, non-profit foundations? (2)
do the ends—'socialism/communism’, or ‘rational planning’—justify the
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means to get there, which necessarily involve the suppression of
individual thoughts and aspirations.

Second, I'm very much in agreement with the idea that a mass spiritual
revolution must go hand-in-hand with a revolutionary overturn of
capitalism and the state; again, as opposed both to Marxist determinism
and a top-down planned ‘rational’ society. And that as advocates of this
view, we need to look beyond the arena of the traditional left (narrowly,
workers and oppressed people) to include small owners, farmers, artisans,
and religious people.

Third, I agree with the complete rejection of Identity Politics. IP starts off
by dividing people into different ‘identities’ (as opposed to, say, ‘human
being’). While it may not have been the intention of those who began it, IP
today is used by those in power to divide and conquer different ‘identities’
in the same way that the racial classification system was set up by the 17th
century ruling class.

IP is reinforced by intersectionality. The rather obvious observation that
people may be oppressed in different ways by different economic, political
and cultural systems—intersectionality—has has been turned into a poison,
glorified in academia, and used to divide people by defining hierarchies of
oppressions.

Unfortunately, most of the current anarchist movement (or ‘scene’)
supports the Democrats in one way or another. This is true even for those
who are formally anti-electoral. Under the banner of ‘organizing’, building
‘assemblies’ or even ‘dual power’, they leave the political space open to
parties whose aim is either to take the rough edges off the existing state
or to build a new, even more authoritarian one.

For example, Black Rose, used to (and most likely still does) advocate
‘building power’, or ‘counter-power’, or even ‘dual power’ (as if dual power
can be’ built” by a collection of anarchists, not to mention its implicit
acceptance of capitalism and the state). Flowing from this was a program
of ‘organizing’ for a multitude of reformist proposals, or just plain
‘organizing’. The word ‘revolution’ seldom was mentioned except as a
distant goal.

Anarcho-statism hasn’t been confined to Black Rose. Prior to its founding

NEFAC (North-East Federation of Anarcho-Communists in the U.S. and
eastern Canada) included a tendency called Barricada which, as the name

35



would imply, admired statist Latin American revolutions. And after
Barricada fell apart, the U.S.-based remainder took up the anarcho-social
democratic practice later replicated in Black Rose. The Canadians really
were no different politically, just more militant.

The black bloc folks repeat the tendency only with rocks, bottles, bear
spray and occasionally, guns. As has been observed by others, they set
themselves up as shock troops for the liberals.

While I agree that the best, truly liberatory revolution necessarily must be
non-violent and requires a mass spiritual revolution, things likely won't
work out that way. A revolution may not have the vast majority of
supporters but significant (and violent) opposition, and/or the needed
spiritual revolution may not be as deep and wide as necessary. This brings
up two questions: first, would it be just as well for this partial revolutionary
scenario to fail? Second and similarly, what if a largely non-violent
revolution in one area doesn’t spread quickly and is surrounded by hostile
and violent forces? These are abstract issues now, but they present slippery
slopes.

Finally, since there doesn’t seem to be even the remote possibility of a
either a spiritual revolution of a minimally violent popular revolution at this
time, it would appear our best hope is that for somewhere, somehow in
the future younger folks will pick up and act on our tendency’s ideas.

Bill

P.S. Arianism is appealing.

February 24
Bill,

Thanks for your thoughtful comments on Identity Politics and also Black
Rose's reformist /non -revolutionary notions of 'building power/ dual
power and its de facto capitulation to the Dems. Also, second your other
lead in comments on aspects of Ron's piece and its importance. Note the
guestions you raise in your next to last paragraph. Would appreciate
posts of any questions/possible differences with Ros document from
others on the list.

Mike
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March 21

Thoughts on Revolution
Wayne Price

Introduction

The following thoughts on anarchism and revolution are in response to a
statement by Ron Tabor, ‘Thoughts on the Current Conjuncture’ (posted
2/7/2023). I was associated with him and his co-thinkers for many years,
as he played a leading role in several far-left organizations. We met in the
International Socialists (forerunner of the I.S.0. and of Solidarity) and
associated in the split-off, Revolutionary Socialist League (RSL), followed
by the Love and Rage Anarchist Federation, and finally by The Utopian; A
Journal of Anarchism and Libertarian Socialism (now a virtual journal;
many of those still around it regard themselves as the ‘Utopian
Tendency’).

In the beginning, Ron saw himself as a revolutionary Marxist. Unlike most
revolutionary Marxists of the sixties, he and his tendency interpreted Marx,
Lenin, and Trotsky in the most libertarian, radically democratic, and
humanistic possible fashion. We focused on Marx’s writings on the Paris
Commune, Lenin’s State and Revolution, and Trotsky’s Transitional
Program. By the end of the period, as mass movements died down, Ron
and others of the RSL turned toward revolutionary anarchism. (Unusually,
I had been an anarchist-pacifist before I became an unorthodox
Trotskyist.)

Many radicals became demoralized by the political quiescence which
followed the sixties and seventies. In his paper, Ron writes, “Today, the
notion of transcending our current society -- overthrowing it and replacing
it with @ more democratic and more just one -- appears to have completely
dropped out of political discourse. Even socialists and communists no
longer talk about, let alone publicly advocate, revolution.”

A great many former leftists turned in a right-ward direction, many became
liberals and others became neoconservatives. Former New Leftists came
to admire the history of the Communist Party in the thirties and forties,
when it was mostly reformist in practice. Others turned from the left
altogether out of disgust with its totalitarian history and the collapse of the
Soviet Union.
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Ron also turned toward the right, in his own eccentric way. Considering
himself as a revolutionary and an anarchist, he came to reject “socialism”
and ‘the left,” claiming to be opposed to both the left and the right. (How
this new general orientation changed his opinions on specific topics will not
be covered here.) He disagreed with the classical anarchists, such as
Bakunin, Kropotkin, and Malatesta. They had regarded themselves as
‘libertarian socialists’—or ‘anarchist-communists’—as opposed to the ‘state
socialists’ or ‘authoritarian socialists.” They saw themselves as the ‘left of
the left.’

Ron came to reject all aspects of Marxism, even the most libertarian or
humanistic aspects. (See Tabor 2013; also my review of that work, Price
2013.) While rejecting Marxism’s statist politics, many anarchists had
valued parts of Marxism, such as its political economy—Bakunin has been
called ‘the first of the anarcho-Marxists.” (My own anarchism is still
influenced by what I have learned from libertarian— ‘ultra-left'—Marxism
and unorthodox-dissident Trotskyism. See Price 2022.)

In fact, a great many anarchists came to somewhat similar conclusions as
Ron. For example, this is easily seen in the Comments sections
of anarchistnews.org. They reject ‘socialism;’ they denounce the left;’
they reject learning anything from Marxism (no matter how
unorthodox). They generally are individualist-anarchists, Stirnerites,
‘post-leftists’ and ‘post-anarchists,’ nihilists, anti-civilizationists, and neo-
primitivists. They are explicitly anti-working class and against the idea of
revolution. Ron does not identify with these trends, but he has much in
common with them.

Ron’s ‘Thoughts on the Current Conjecture’ covers a wide range of topics,
such as free will and the existence of God. I agree with some of what it
says, including rejecting a rigid determinism, opposition to the Democratic
Party as well as the Republicans, and especially Ron’s support for the
Ukrainian people’s war against Russian state aggression. Rather than go
through all these subjects, I will only focus on Ron’s important discussion
about revolution. In my opinion, it is a final abandonment of working-class
revolutionary politics.

What Causes a Revolution?
“Prudence, indeed, will dictate that Governments long established should

not be changed for light and transient causes; and accordingly, all
experience hath shewn that mankind are more disposed to suffer, while
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evils are sufferable than to right themselves by abolishing the forms to
which they are accustomed. But when a long train of abuses and
usurpations, pursuing invariably the same Object evinces a design to
reduce them under absolute Despotism, it is their right, it is their duty, to
throw off such Government....” (Thomas Jefferson, The U.S. Declaration of
Independence)

As Jefferson implied, revolutions are rare, but revolutions have
happened. Sometimes they lost but sometimes they won—such as the
U.S. Revolution. Some have expanded human freedom for a time, even if
none has (yet) led to a fully “cooperative, egalitarian, and democratic -
that is, a truly free, just, and self-managed - society on a global scale; no
rich, no poor, no state, just people trying to live together democratically,
fairly, and cooperatively,” in Ron’s words.

What makes a people or a class willing to stop suffering from “the forms to
which they are accustomed,” in Jefferson’s phrase? The central factor is a
change in their experience. Objective changes in society (caused
ultimately by developments in the productive forces) shake up people, so
that what they expect of the world and what they normally believe no
longer seems tenable. They become open to new thoughts and
experiences, new activities and directions—which interact with the
objective changes. Minorities become ‘radicalized,’ looking for new ways
of thinking—on the left or the right or some mishmash of the two. In turn
they influence ever broader sections of society.

Ron Tabor has his own interpretation—or re-interpretation—of ‘revolution.’
Objective changes and new experiences have little to do with it. Yet he
starts with a classical description. The good society “can be created only
through a revolution, the destruction of the current socio-economic system
and the creation of a new, totally different, one.... such a transformation
cannot be achieved by working through the existing political structures, a
strategy that leaves our current social and economic arrangements
intact.” So far, so good, from the standpoint of revolutionary anti-
authoritarian socialism.

But he rejects the goal of a different kind of society, one that is
democratically cooperative, without a market or law of value. "“The
revolutionary conception I advocate does not mandate specific economic,
social, or political institutions.... A community of small business people and
other individual property-owners..might be either competitive or
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cooperative... It all depends on the attitude, the feelings, of the people
involved.”

Similarly, Ron wants “to include small and medium-sized property owners
- entrepreneurs, factory owners, shopkeepers, restaurant owners, farmers,
artisans, and artists - in our vision.” He is asserting that class-struggle
anarchists or Marxists have (mistakenly) excluded non-working class
sectors from their revolutionary strategy. While true of some wooden
workerists, it is not true in general. They have generally tried to reach out
to non-proletarian people (especially—but not only—peasants/small
farmers, white-collar workers, and oppressed people such as African-
Americans, immigrants, women, LGBTQ people, and oppressed nations).
But they have seen modern wage workers as central agents of a possible
revolution—due to the workers’ strategic role in capitalist production and
the political economy.

This is what is central to Ron’s current view of ‘revolution.” While aware
that objective factors (poverty, inequality, exploitation, unemployment,
insecurity, racism and discrimination, ecological catastrophes, wars, etc.)
have effects, he puts the most important influence on moral and conscious
factors— “a spiritual revolution on a global scale.” He states, “Universal
concern, universal care, sadly, is rare. But it is what we need.... This would
require the evolution of the human species to a higher moral and ethical
level than it has attained so far. "

There is nothing new in these views. The basic moral standards raised by
the great spiritual teachers of humanity, down through the ages, have been
for cooperation, mercy, love, forgiveness, concern for others: Do as you
would be done by (the Golden Rule). “What does the Lord require of thee
but to do justice and love mercy.” Why haven’t these values—which
dominate the ideologies of all societies—led to the social transformation we
desire? Apparently moral values are not enough.

Ron asserts, “...The revolution I envision cannot be a violent one, certainly
not like the majority of the revolutions that have occurred throughout
history....” Yet the issue is not ‘violence’ but force (coercion). Society is
polarized—divided by two essential classes. One of which—the minority—
exploits the other, squeezing extra labor out of the majority. This is what
a revolution (turnover) challenges, where the bottom part of society
overturns the upper, taking away its wealth and power and reorganizing
the system. Inevitably, the elite does not want its wealth and power to be
taken away! No matter how peaceful and democratic the revolution, the
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rich will regard it as unfair domination. They will resist it as best as they
can. They will organize their hangers-on and put up a fight. They must be
coerced to give up their rule and riches.

Must a revolution be violent and bloody? Or rather, how much violence
and bloodshed must be part of any particular revolution? It depends. Ron
refers to several upheavals in Eastern Europe which were mostly
nonviolent. Even the Russian Revolution was minimally violent at the
beginning (until foreign forces invaded and subsidized counterrevolutionary
armies).

An anarchist-socialist U.S. revolution might be fairly nonviolent (I won't
say ‘peaceful’) if the ruling class is demoralized (perhaps similar revolutions
have already succeeded in other countries), and if the working class is
united and resolute. On the other hand, if the reactionary forces in the
U.S. have won a broad base, if the workers and oppressed are divided, and
if the ruling class is ready to live up to its bloody history, then the revolution
might be desperate and violent. Right now, we are too far from such an
event (if a revolution ever does happen) that it is impossible to predict. But
an abstract desire for a revolution to be as nonviolent as possible is not
much help.

In brief, Ron now has redefined ‘revolution’ to mean a nonviolent classless
spiritual awakening. He no longer sees it as provoked by objective material
crises in industrial capitalist society. What he would like to see is a
spontaneous moral mass movement, generated by the positive aspects of
human nature with no particular basis in the contradictions of industrial
capitalism.

Having abandoned revolution (in any meaningful sense) and the central
role of the working class, as well as socialism and the left, Ron’s perspective
is a despairing one. He would like freedom-loving consciousness to
continue and even grow but has little confidence that it will. “There is no
guarantee that revolutionary libertarian conceptions will live on past
ourselves.” I agree that there is ‘no guarantee.” Among the people, there
is a great deal of authoritarianism, competitiveness, racism, nativism,
misogyny, ignorance, and general hatred and self-hatred. What can give
hope of a potential revival of ‘revolutionary libertarian conceptions?’ What
might lead to a ‘spiritual’ awakening? It is the actual experience of
struggle, the effort to defend ourselves, our class, our oppressed group,
and humanity itself—appearing as the values and ideas of a revolutionary
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minority but then spreading as people experience standing up for
themselves.

“Both for the production on a mass scale of this communist consciousness,
and for the success of the cause itself, the alteration of men [sic] on a mass
scale is necessary, an alteration which can only take place in a practical
movement, a revolution; the revolution is necessary, therefore, not only
because the ruling class cannot be overthrown in any other way, but also
because the class overthrowing it can only in a revolution succeed in
ridding itself of all the muck of ages and become fitted to found society
anew.” (Marx & Engels; p, 60)

Will this happen? Will the struggles of the working class and the oppressed
around the world free themselves from “the muck of ages?” I have no
crystal ball. I make no absolute predictions based on ‘science.” We are living
in a time of upheaval and contradiction. There is a frightening rise of the
far-right, even if there is an increase in socialists and anarchists on the
left. How this plays out will depend on many factors including a
commitment to freedom and cooperation.
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March 25
All,

I would like to thank Wayne for providing his ‘Thoughts on Revolution’ in
response to Ron’s ‘Thoughts on the Current Conjuncture.” As I have said
previously, I think a rich and rewarding discussion is possible here,
particularly if those who have differences with Ron ‘s statement choose to
engage over these differences. In this post, I would like to briefly take up
two of Wayne's initial points: his assessment of the RSL and his opening
argument that Ron has 'turned to the right.’

1. Wayne describes the RSL (positively, in his view) as having “interpreted
Marx, Lenin, and Trotsky in the most libertarian, radically democratic, and
humanistic possible fashion.” Wayne supports this assessment by referring
to the RSL's “focus on Marx’s writings on the Paris Commune, Lenin’s State
and Revolution, and Trotsky’s Transitional Program.” 1 wouldn’t choose
these texts to highlight the RSL's ‘radically democratic and libertarian
outlook,' nor do I think this was ‘our focus’. Whatever we thought at the
time, State and Revolution was left cover for the Lenin’s actual program of
authoritarian state capitalism; Trotsky’s Transitional Program (originally
titled The Death Agony of Capitalism and the Tasks of the Fourth
International) is one of the clearest expressions of Trotsky’s mechanistic
infatuation  with  ‘forms,’ perhaps most clearly articulated in
the 'degenerated workers’ state' theory' of the USSR under Stalin (Vit's
property forms, comrades, can’t you see?’) as advanced in The Revolution
Betrayed. As for Marx’s call (in The Civil War in France and other
writings on the Commune) for the 'smashing' of the machinery of the
capitalist state, it is important to remember that, regardless of how
revolutionary this call was (particularly in contrast to the reformist social
democracy that would soon become dominant in Europe and elsewhere),
Marx did not change his view that this 'smashing' would immediately be
followed by...the dictatorship of a new state, a 'proletarian state.' My
purpose at the moment is not to debate Marxism or these specific writings
of Lenin and Trotsky; rather, I want to emphasize that these texts do not
in my mind come remotely close to representing the heart and soul of the
revolutionary commitment to a free society based on a democratic and
egalitarian ethos and spirit that I think the RSL represented. I would
emphasize the championing of gay liberation, the opposition to state-
imposed busing, the taking on of integrationism (as a strategy that was
counterposed to Black nationalism in practice, and denies space for self-
determination in theory), and, most importantly, the refusal to see--as
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virtually every strand on the left did--the Soviet Union, Communist China,
North Korea, Vietnam or Cuba as any form whatsoever of workers' or
people's led and managed societies, and, equally important,
to consistently counterpose our view that these were authoritarian
capitalist societies to every 'progressive' and left tendency that claimed
otherwise. For me, these are the foremost things I think of when I reflect
on the 'radically democratic and libertarian outlook' of the RSL. I think
Wayne's focus on three works by Marx, Lenin and Trotsky is a very
conservative and misleading interpretation of the RSL's revolutionary
libertarian thrust.

2. Wayne writes: "Ron...turned toward the right, in his own eccentric
way.” He continues: "Considering himself as a revolutionary and an
anarchist, he came to reject 'socialism” and 'the left,' claiming to be
opposed to both the left and the right." To back up the assertion that the
rejection of these terms represents a 'turn to the right,' Wayne again turns
to texts--in this case, the writings of the prominent anarchists, Bakunin,
Kropotkin and Malatesta. Wayne writes that these anarchists "regarded
themselves as 'libertarian socialists'—or 'anarchist-communists'—as
opposed to the 'state socialists' or 'authoritarian socialists." They saw
themselves as the 'left of the left,' Hence, according to Wayne, the
abandonment of these reference points must be a betrayal of some
orthodoxy, and therefore a turn to the right. Wayne seems to give no
consideration to the fact that Bakunin (1814-1876), Kropotkin (1842-
1921) and Malatesta (1853-1932) were (for the most part) political
theorists of the 19th century. During the overwhelming portion of their
politically active time, the meaning--the soul--of the terms socialism,
communism and the left was still being vitally contested. (BTW, and as
Wayne knows, Bakunin and his supporters were expelled from the First
International in 1872--four years before Bakunin died--for combating
Marx's authoritarian statism. Not only was Bakunin’s expulsion engineered
by Marx and Engels, but it took place just one year after the publication
of The Civil War in France.) While Kropotkin and Malatesta did gain the
briefest glimpse of the Bolshevik state-in-formation, none of the three
witnessed the 20th/21st century that saw socialism, communism and the
left become overwhelmingly associated with some of the most brutal,
totalitarian societies the world has ever witnessed (and, elsewhere, a
socialism and left that became emblematic of societies that were/are as
elitist, exploitative and statist as any traditional capitalist society. No one
can know what Bakunin, Kropotkin or Malatesta might have made of
this reality, but it seems reasonable to suggest that it might have led to
some reconsideration. They, of course, are dead; we are living (even if
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some of us might say, only barely). It seems prudent not to stay frozen in
time.

Rod

March 26
Comrades and Friends,

I believe that in discussing the RSL's relationship to Marx, Engels, Lenin,
and Trotsky, Wayne is basically correct. My memory is of our pointing to
the more liberatory moments in the writings of the aforementioned.
Certainly, The State and Revolution was quite important to us and Marx's
writings on the Paris Commune. I think the Transitional Program became
less important to us over time. We saw Trotsky's opposition to Stalin as
pointing to a more genuinely liberatory and revolutionary path, but over
time we critiqued more and more of his ideas, programs, and actions.

Rod forgets that we were an organization that stood with the most
oppressed in our vision of human liberation. This was reflected in our
inclusive approach to the gay and lesbian rights movement at the time--
supporting the rights of transvestites, transexuals, gay and lesbian youth,
and gay, lesbian, transexual, and transvestite people of color. And arguing
for ‘gay liberation through socialist revolution.” This was reflected in our
prisoner correspondence and prisoner/defense work, and that anti-racist,
anti-bigotry defense work ran through our work in industry as well. This
was also reflected in our anti-Nazi/anti-KKK campaigns, our anti-apartheid
work, and our approach to just about everything we did, from our response
to the takeover of NYC by financial, insurance, and real estate sector and
the people's response during the 1977 Blackout to our support for national
liberation struggles around the world.

I think Rod has forgotten a lot of this work because his memory of what
the RSL has now changed to conform with a right-libertarian
development of the politics of the Utopian Tendency. Ron and Rod have
come a long way from the politics of the RSL. Ron's written in opposition
to Critical Race Theory, seemingly unworried that the movement against
'‘CRT’ was a deliberate invention of Christopher Rufo and the Manhattan
Institute to garner support for right-wing candidates and far right-wing
candidates, to ban books, intimidate teachers, oppress LGBT students,
indoctrinate students in fake whitewashed US history, destroy public
education (this being yet one more instance in a campaign that began in
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response to Brown vs the Board of Ed), and to pass laws and use whatever
power of the state to accomplish these things. Rod has stated he would be
with the small business owners protecting their property against the angry
people who respond to police murders. I am not suggesting we blindly
support riots, but I am saying we oppose police murder, and we stand with
the people opposing police murders, and that Rod's pro-militia stance and
Ron's Moynihanian critique of the Black community is when you know it's
time that they need to admit they've moved pretty goddamn far to the
right. And these are only a couple examples.

As for Marx and Engels engineering Bakunin's expulsion, I do agree that's
not comradely behavior.

Frank

March 27

Rod's non-response to my comments on Ron Tabor's comments illustrate
why it is so difficult to have a ‘rich and rewarding discussion’ at this time. I
wrote a small piece on Ron's ‘Thoughts on the Current Conjuncture.” I
noted that Ron covers a large number of topics but that my commentary
was based on his current re-interpretation of ‘revolution,” which is
reformist and philosophically idealist. That is what my paper was about.

Rod could have responded that I misunderstood what Ron was saying. Or
that Ron's new view was correct, or that Ron may have gone overboard
but it was correct to consider morality, values, and consciousness as well
as objective material factors.

Yet he chose to say nothing on my topic. Nothing on revolution
whatsoever. Instead, he goes on to consider other matters. Since I do
not doubt my old friend's sincerity, I cannot speculate on why he had such
a reaction. Does he agree with Ron? Does he also think that "medium-
sized property owners [including] entrepreneurs [and] factory owners"
should be included "'n our vision?’ I don't know. Until he discusses this
topic, there is no point to me making a response.

Wayne
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March 27
Wayne and All,

Thanks for these comments on my comments. I indicated that I was writing
in ‘installments,” so I took ‘first things first’ (meaning the order in which
you presented your points). I apologize for any confusion that created.

My next post (which I have begun to write) is on the very question you
ask: Does he (Ron) also think that "medium-sized property owners
[including] entrepreneurs [and] factory owners" should be included in our
vision?”

In comments that I posted several weeks ago I indicated that I am in
overall agreement with Ron’s statement and provided reasons why.

Rod

March 27

Rod explains that his comments were not meant as a whole response to
my little paper. Therefore, I will make a couple of responses to what I still
think of as his very limited response.

(1) As I wrote, the old Revolutionary Socialist League looked to
Marx’s Class Struggle in France, Lenin’s State & Revolution, and
Trotsky’s Transitional Program. My point was not to imply that such
works proved we were correct to be Marxists (of a sort). We used such
works to justify to ourselves being Marxists, even though most far-left
Marxists were totalitarians. While there were libertarian-democratic
aspects of Marxism (shown in such works), we were right to eventually
abandon Marxism as a whole for anarchism, or so I believe (leaving aside
the usefulness of Marx'’s critique of political economy). We were interested
in investigating morality, values, and consciousness, in interaction with
objective and material forces which might lead to a revolution—but we
never sought to abandon an analysis of objective and productive factors
in favor of only focusing on moral issues.

In any case, what is important about comparing the RSL with Ron’s and
Rod’s views today is that it was socialist, and it was revolutionary.
Socialist in the sense of advocating a libertarian-democratic collectivism,
and revolutionary in the traditional sense of advocating the overturn
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from below of the state and the capitalist class by the working class and
oppressed. Whatever the errors of the RSL, as we look back on it, it was
absolutely right on these two points. I am proud to have been a member,
because of this. Today Ron and the Utopian Tendency have rejected
these central views of the RSL.

(2) Referring to the classical anarchists Bakunin, Kropotkin, and Malatesta,
Rod argues that they might have ceased to identify with ‘socialism’ had
they lived to see “socialism, communism and the left become
overwhelmingly associated with some of the most brutal, totalitarian
societies the world has ever witnessed.”

This misses the key point that the early anarchists predicted that state
socialism in general and Marxism in particular would result in ‘some of the
most brutal totalitarian societies.” Well before either the social democrats
capitulated to Western imperialism or Marxism-Leninism produced state-
capitalist authoritarianism, the anarchists said that these would
happen! Rather than being surprised by what ‘authoritarian socialism’
would do, they warned about it.

From Bakunin to the anarchist-syndicalists and anarchist-communists, the
mainstream of class-struggle anarchism regarded itself as ‘socialist’ (or
‘communist’). But more to the point of my paper—they regarded
themselves as revolutionaries. They were for the overthrow of the
capitalist ruling class, the capitalist system, the state, and all other
institutions of oppression and exploitation. In this too, Ron and the
Utopian Tendency has betrayed the tradition of revolutionary
anarchism.

There are other schools of anarchism, identified with Proudhon, Tolstoy,
Goodman, and other anarchist-pacifists and reformist anarchists. Like Ron,
these radicals believed in a peaceful and moral road to anarchy. They made
contributions in theory and practice. But the mainstream of revolutionary
anarchist-socialism remains the center of the historical movement.

Wayne
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April 23
Thoughts on Ron Tabor’s *Current Thoughts’

A more democratic state—in this country at least and maybe in most—
wouldn’t necessarily be a more just or egalitarian society. If by more
democratic is meant direct democracy, one person one vote etc., given,
for example, the attitudes and beliefs prevailing in the Bible Belt/MAGA
Land. I would not want to put my life and the living of it in the hands of
such people.

“such a society can be created only through a revolution, the destruction
of the current socio-economic system, and the creation of a new, totally
different, one”

I think a revolution is unlikely, but the destruction of the current reality
may well happen as a result of environmental degradation and the
attendant breakdown of civil society and nation-state governments. And
that wholesale die-off will plant the seeds for a just society. So perhaps
time spent envisioning such a society may prove useful eventually. Books
(or the equivalent) in protected places/containers...

I think what Ron envisions are idealized tribal societies, anarchist
societies, which in my opinion must be limited in number to be achieved,
and if there were many of those—a large enough population to require
many, many tribes, then the role for government would become the role
of a United Nations, to keep the peace among the many tribes and to
regulate justly trade etc., etc. The tribes could come together yearly—as
in fact happened in the days before agrarian society took over from
hunting/gathering society. And of course, agrarian society itself gave way
to industrial etc. etc.

[recommended book: Small is Beautiful]

“If a truly free society is to be possible, freedom must be ontological, that
is, it must already exist, somewhere, somehow, in the universe.”

Really? Why?

“"We do not know (and in my opinion, cannot know) whether freedom
exists as a fundamental feature of the cosmos. We therefore do not (and
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cannot) know whether human beings are, or can be, free.”

I don’t agree. This seems to me to be anthropomorphism taken to an
extreme. Or the universe reduced to something we humans can somehow
relate to because it resembles us? How on earth (ha ha) can the ability of
humanity to conceive of and therefore reach freedom be dependent upon
freedom—as somehow chosen to be defined—in the world of quantum
physics? I don’t understand the reasoning here. Are probabilities and
freedom here being confused? Or freedom and chaos? Is entropy to be
seen as freedom, and order as oppression?

In any event, the reference to freedom in the cosmos seems a digression
without any real bearing on what a just society would be and how such a
society might come into being.

“As a result, evolution is not determined. Despite this, science, at its
present stage of development, does not offer a firm verdict one way or
another on the existence of freedom in the universe and, therefore,
among human beings.”

But I do see the appeal of seeing quantum oddness and its effects in the
perceivable world as a mysteriously wonderful expression of freedom as
humans conceive freedom.

“take the philosophical (and existential) leap to the notion that freedom
does exist in the cosmos as a whole and, therefore, for human beings.”

Again, I don't see human freedom being dependent upon the existence of
freedom in the cosmos. If all is determined in the cosmos, then there is
no such thing as freedom, and therefore nor can humanity conceive of,
struggle for, nor attain freedom?

[Recommended book: Doris Lessing, Canopus in Argos. Concept of
“Harmony"]

It seems to me a deeply conservative view that believes something
cannot exist in humans if it can’t be identified by science to exist already
in the cosmos somewhere...

What am I missing?

“Habermas conceived of such a society as arising through the gradual
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emergence of a process of honest and respectful communication among
distinct groups of people under capitalism.”

Those people would have to be psychologically sound and have emotional
intelligence—a big lift... but I like the idea.

And as I mentioned above, it might be neither silly nor ridiculous to leave
behind us notes that might be useful in building a just society.

Robin

June 12

All,

This is a follow-up to my initial reply (3/25/23) to Wayne's 'Thoughts on
Revolution' (which in turn was a response to Ron's 'Thoughts on the
Current Conjuncture’). My apologies for the tardiness of this post.

Wayne writes: "...he (Ron) rejects the goal of a different kind of society,
one that is democratically cooperative, without a market or law of value."
Ron does not reject “a different kind of society, one that is democratically
cooperative...”; quite the contrary, he is passionately in favor of such a
society. (I won't provide citations to demonstrate this; the sentiment runs
through the heart of Ron's statement.) So, what Wayne really means is
that Ron rejects, as an a priori goal, a society “without a market law of
value.” Ron puts it this way: “"The revolutionary conception I advocate does
not mandate specific economic, social, or political institutions...A
community of small businesspeople and other individual property-
owners...might be either competitive or cooperative... It all depends on the
attitude, the feelings, of the people involved.” Wayne can speak for
himself, but I interpret him as believing that a revolutionary 'force' (some
form of governing body) would, as one of its immediate and most important
steps, ban any form of competitive or cooperative market. In other words,
it would expropriate or ban the trades of a significant segment of the
population, in the name of freedom. Several points here: 1) Wayne seems
to have concluded that a state-run economy that eliminates
entrepreneurism and a competitive market is a good thing. All evidence
points to such economies being stagnant, at best (even the Chinese
Communist Party understands this). 2) Wayne seems to believe that this
is not a decision that people themselves can make; rather, abolition of a
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market (and a 'law of value') is an imperative for Wayne, that is, it will be
imposed, because it is 'necessary.' 3) Wayne writes that Ron wants to
include "small and medium-sized property owners - entrepreneurs, factory
owners, shopkeepers, restaurant owners, farmers, artisans, and artists -
in our vision." Wayne does not disagree outright with this view--in fact, he
says that only 'wooden workerists,' but not 'class-struggle anarchists or
Marxists’, would exclude non-working class sectors from their revolutionary
strategy. What Wayne fails to mention is that his 'inclusion' is dependent
on these people ceasing to exist as who they are/were, given the
'imperative' of the abolition of a market. Some inclusion!

2. Wayne focuses the rest of his differences with Ron on his assessment of
Ron's view of 'revolution." Wayne criticizes Ron for "locating the most
important influence in moral and conscious factors—'a spiritual revolution
on a global scale'." While Wayne concedes that Ron recognizes "the effects
of 'objective factors' (which he lists as poverty, inequality, exploitation,
unemployment, insecurity, racism and discrimination), he dismisses this,
arguing that it is the "objective material crises in industrial capitalist
society" that will provoke the working class into making a revolution (in
fact, Wayne believes that capitalism is in its 'terminal crisis'). What's going
on here? Is there really a difference between the 'objective factors' that
Wayne acknowledges Ron recognizes and the 'objective material crises in
industrial capitalist society' that Wayne views as determinative? If we were
discussing factors that can have a (varying) impact on both struggle and
consciousness, there would be no meaningful difference here. But hiding
behind Wayne's declaration that he "makes no absolute predictions, based
on 'science'," is his core Marxist outlook--a free, democratic and
cooperative society will emanate from categories, forms, and historical
imperatives, not from choice, consciousness and will. This is the meaning
of Wayne's stress on the 'objective material crises in industrial capitalist
society.” Wayne condemns moral and conscious factors as a hopeless wish
for a better society, but Wayne takes this stance because he believes that
something other than choice and consciousness will give birth to freedom.
And what can this be other than the 'objective laws of history?' Note the
quote from Marx and Engels that Wayne offers to support his
argument. One aspect of what Marx and Engels write here (the aspect that
I believe Wayne intends) is the idea that a revolution is not only necessary
to overthrow the ruling class but is also necessary to produce a sea change
in consciousness. But look at the quote more broadly: it is Marxism as its
best (i.e., most revealing)--everything is presented as a historically
defined imperative: such as such ‘can only take place,' the ruling class
'‘cannot be overthrown in any other way,' 'only in a revolution can’ the

52



working class ‘rid itself of its past.' etc. (Here's the passage: “Both for the
production on a mass scale of this communist consciousness, and for the
success of the cause itself, the alteration of men [sic] on a mass scale is
necessary, an alteration which can only take place in a practical movement,
a revolution; the revolution is necessary, therefore, not only because
the ruling class cannot be overthrown in any other way, but also because
the class overthrowing it can only in a revolution succeed in ridding itself
of all the muck of ages and become fitted to found society anew.”) It might
be benign to lean on processes, categories, forms and imperatives, all
supposedly immanent in history, as the road to revolution ('the only road,’
of course!) were it not for the known history that has preceded us. The
most monstrous societies in modern history (rivaled only, though not
equaled in overall scope and reach, by Nazi Germany) are the societies
that have come into being via the ideology that Wayne advances (lipstick
notwithstanding): the Soviet Union, China, North Korea, Cambodia, and a
host of other countries that may have a smaller body count but are/were
totalitarian prison camps. The thoughts that Ron offers for consideration
are, in my mind, an attempt to fully break with the monstrous ideology
that has led to these monstrous societies without giving up on the hope for
and dream of a better world. I would a thousand times rather pursue a
dream of freedom than pave the way for its opposite.

Rod

June 12
Further Thoughts on Revolution by Wayne Price

This is a reply to comments by Rod Mehling (6/12/2023), which were in
response to my critigue of Ron Tabor's ‘Thoughts on the Current
Conjuncture.’ I did not analyze the whole of Ron’s essay but focused on
what I regarded as his central message.

Rod does not dispute my analysis of Ron’s views on revolution and an
alternate society to capitalism. Instead, he defends Ron’s opinions. He
criticizes what he takes to be my views, some of which he makes up.

I had quoted Ron as abandoning a collectivist, democratically- cooperative,
economy as a goal. Instead, he raised the possibility of "a community of
small business people and other individual property-owners...” This might
include “medium-sized property owners - entrepreneurs [and] factory
owners...” among others. This is the abandonment of ‘socialism’ in content
and not only in name. It contradicts the goal of Marx’s communism and
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also, need I remind you, of the anarchist-communism of Kropotkin and the
mainstream of class struggle anarchist-socialism.

I expressed this as a goal or ‘vision.” Rod imagines that I am advocating
some sort of anarchist dictatorship which would forcibly expropriate small
businesses and little farmers. He adds, "Wayne seems to have concluded
that a state-run economy that eliminates entrepreneurism and a
competitive market is a good thing.” Where does he get this? Nothing in
what I wrote indicated a desire for a ‘state-run economy.” He confuses an
anarchist cooperative community of communities with a statified economy.
And he confuses the goal of a completely cooperative economy with the
demand to immediately and forcibly create one, against the wishes of little
businesspeople.

Obviously, the immediate goal of a revolution is to expropriate the big
capitalists and to socialize the main industrial and financial parts of the
economy (by workers’ self-management, communal assemblies, or
whatever sort of federated system). Over time the people will experiment
with various forms of self-organization.

I had noted that anarchists (and Marxists) had always aimed to include all
oppressed and exploited people along with modern workers in socialist
revolutions. But this Is not the same as including ‘medium-sized
entrepreneurs and factory owners’ as Ron and Rod propose! How about
cops and mid-level millionaires?

Ron accepts the effects of objective factors in leading to a revolution. While
this is true, Rod does not face up to Ron’s primary focus on moral and
spiritual factors. “The revolutionary conception I advocate does not
mandate specific economic, social, or political institutions...It all depends
on the attitude, the feelings, of the people involved.” We need “a spiritual
revolution on a global scale.” Ron states, “Universal concern, universal
care, sadly, is rare. But it is what we need....This would require the
evolution of the human species to a higher moral and ethical level than it
has attained so far.” And, “...The revolution I envision cannot be a violent
one....”

Rod does not defend this philosophically Idealist redefinition of ‘revolution’
against the charge that these moral values have existed from time
immemorial, without creating a good society. Instead, he slanders my
views. “Wayne condemns moral and conscious factors as a hopeless wish
for a better society, ..he believes that something other than choice and
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consciousness will give birth to freedom...the 'objective laws of
history’.” Rod virtually calls me a Stalinist: “the societies that have come
into being via the ideology that Wayne advances (lipstick notwithstanding):
the Soviet Union, China, North Korea, Cambodia, etc.”

Actually, I believe in the interaction of objective factors and consciousness,
in the dialectic of struggle and praxis. Neither by itself s
enough. Whatever his faults, this was an insight we once learned from Hal
Draper. “How does a people or a class become fit to rule in their own
name? Only by fighting to do so....Only by fighting for democratic power
do they educate themselves and raise themselves up to the level of being
able to wield that power. There has never been any other way for any
class.” (The Two Souls of Socialism; 1992)

Draper was a kind of Marxist. But consider the views of Zoe Baker, in her
excellent new book on anarchism:

“"The central argument of this book is that the reasons anarchists gave for
supporting or opposing particular strategies were grounded in a theoretical
framework—the theory of practice—which maintained that, as people
engage in activity, they simultaneously change the world and
themselves...the foundation for the anarchist commitment to the unity of
means and ends....” (Means & Ends: The Revolutionary Practice of
Anarchism in Europe & the United States; 2023; my emphasis)

The world will not be changed by a nonviolent spiritual awakening
(misidentified as ‘revolution’). It may not be successfully changed at
all. But if it /s to be changed, people need to respond to the material
pressures of systems in crisis by "“engag[ing] in activity [which]
simultaneously change[s] the world and themselves.”

June 14

MY REACTIONS TO RON'’S PIECE
M. Ermler

I find Ron’s ‘Thoughts Evoked by the Current Conjuncture’ on target. For
me it provides a good starting point for discussing the need to in fact and
practice place freedom, cooperation and morality at the center of the
revolutionary project. I believe the entire thrust and particulars of Ron’s
document speaks to the need to have a movement whose daily practice,
tactics and strategy are erected in the spirit of freedom and cooperation.
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These are not some noble words pertaining to some down the road ethereal
goal. They are not idealist eccentricities used to mask a turn to the right
as Wayne more than suggests. They embody what Malatesta called the
method of freedom.

1. Opposition to coercion, centralized power and statism are not the only
expressions of freedom. Ron engages in an examination of the negatives
and dangers of determinism, catastrophism and Marxism on one’s
thinking and acting. In our political decision making are we making
decisions free of mistaken socialist even liberal assumptions, dogma etc.

2. Ron states the revolutionary conception he advocates doesn’t mandate
specific forms or institutions. He points to our attitude toward specific
bodies/projects being determined by whether they're respectful and
cooperative. I posted on this back in February so have little else to say
other than I found Ron’s remarks compatible with my long standing
‘anarchist without adjectives’ position. I do not take Ron as advocating
we are only for co-ops or small businesses.

3. In his subsection entitled ‘Embracing Humanity’ Ron makes the point
that we must make an effort to involve various small and medium
property owners in striving to assemble a majority in support of
transforming society. Ron nowhere calls for abandoning the labor and
the poor. In the second paragraph of his piece Ron makes clear his
commitment to “the creation of cooperative, egalitarian... and self-
managed society...”. He is also clear on this not being achievable through
participation “in the existing political structures,” but only through
revolution. Wayne, unable to handle departure from the Marxist
template, claims Ron and any who entertain like thoughts can only be
opposed to a cooperative society. The cry of betrayal replaces discussion
and debate over whether any alternative to an abstract and at root
Marxist schema is feasible. Rod is correct to point out that it appears
Wayne’s reaction leaves him no option other than the imposition of
socialism on the sizable intermediate strata. Wayne denies any coercive
intent but seems to leave it to magic to deal with this social reality. Here
I wish to give two recent examples that demonstrate the downsides of
ignoring or exhibiting hostility to these intermediate social classes. First
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as the spread of Covid crisis began in Michigan the state’s Democratic
administration instituted draconian measures that shut down major
portions of the economy especially the small business sectors. Reflecting
the Democrats' concerns for its trade union and poor voting
constituencies, aid pre-existed or quickly found its way to these sectors.
True to its role as a capitalist party however the state, the auto bosses
and the UAW leadership forced auto production to continue in the face
of several wildcat walkouts. State-wide large sections of the self-
employed now prohibited to engage in their livelihoods found
themselves for the better part of three months without any support and
in desperation ended up fodder for rightist populism. The unions,
primarily the UAW, the IBEW and UFCW in loyal lockstep with the
Democrats, abdicated any potential independent role in the politics of
the epidemic. The left largely program-less vis a vis the unions only
found their voices and echoed the progressive Dems when hurling the
charge of fascism at the populist mobilizations. The field of anti-system
political combat was entirely ceded to the political right. The second
negative example manifested itself during the months of anti-police/
anti-racist mobilizations. Initial near total sympathy for the protests
lessened as significant numbers of demonstrators settled into a routine
and widespread attack on and destruction of small businesses. Many of
these smallholders due to the impact of Covid had failed to meet their
insurance payments and lost coverages prior to and amidst this wanton
destruction. To their discredit ‘revolutionary’ leftists (antifa, anarchist
and communist) not only played a role in trying to prolong these actions
but also churned out tracts, manifestos and even books claiming looting
and burning as central to mobilizing a ‘new young proletariat’ in anti-
capitalist struggle. The real capitalist class remains untouched and anti-
capitalism stands a bit discredited and perceived as infantile and
irresponsible. Contrary to all of this the Ukrainian resistance provides a
positive example as to the capabilities of these artisans, entrepreneurs
and small to medium business types. From the informal volunteer
mobilizations of 2014 to the present war against the Russians they have
played more than critical and innovative roles in all aspects of the fight.
On the internal political front representatives of this layer have been in
the forefront of anti-oligarchical and anti-corruption initiatives. By the
way Wayne, I do not believe anywhere does Ron raise, according to you,
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the concept of quote/unquote a ‘community of small businesspeople and
other individual property owners.’

. I fully agree with Ron believing we should “reach out to conservatives,
including supporters and members of the Republican Party.” I fail to see
how anyone with a supposedly working-class orientation can ignore the
presence of conservative ideas or shun conservative individuals in the
workplace. Aside from the reality that many workers as individuals
embody a mix of differing political influences liberal, conservative,
socialist, libertarian, Christian, Islamic and Black nationalist to name but
some. An individual’s political stance often has no bearing whether he
or she is respected or respectful, collective in nature or self-centered,
militant or timid in the face of management. An anarchist militant has
to navigate all of this with knowledge, nuance and a respectful
demeanor and discerning ear in order to build solidarity. How many
liberals, leftists (self-professed anarchists included) hold stereotypical
views or at best limited knowledge of the spectrum of conservative
intellectual thought and political stances. There is a good bit of self-
serving, reactionary irresponsible bullshit out there branding itself as
conservative. On the other hand, there are many thoughtful
conservative projects seriously considering social issues and raising
legitimate questions. I find particularly objectionable and dangerous a
widespread liberal- left notion that conservatives in general are de facto
racists and on a slippery slope to fascism. This has often led to disrupting
conservative events and even physically attacking non fascists
perceived as enablers of fascism. Over time this has fostered unhelpful
subcultures where left and right provocative showboating personalities
feed off of each other. I thank Ron for writing his ‘Thoughts.’ It contains
many more rich subjects for discussion than the few I myself touched
on.

June 15

Mike, Wayne, All,

Mike: Thank you for your comments in support of Ron's statement. I
appreciate your articulation of the centrality of freedom, cooperation and
morality to our revolutionary outlook.
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Wayne: Thank you for your further thoughts on Ron's statement, as well
as your views regarding my comments on your ‘Thoughts on Revolution.’
You write, "Rod does not dispute my analysis of Ron’s views on revolution
and an alternate society to capitalism. Instead, he defends Ron’s opinions.
He criticizes what he takes to be my views, some of which he makes
up." Below are my further thoughts.

Wayne states that he "quoted Ron as abandoning a collectivist,
democratically- cooperative, economy as a goal." He goes on to assert
that Ron counterposes to this vision "the possibility of a community of
small businesspeople and other individual property-owners...” For starters,
this is a distortion of Ron's views. In his statement, Ron wrote: "My vision
has several key components. First, the goal is the creation of a cooperative,
egalitarian, and democratic - that is, a truly free, just, and self-managed
- society on a global scale; no rich, no poor, no state, just people trying to
live together democratically, fairly, and cooperatively." Ron reiterates this
vision numerous times, in numerous ways, throughout his statement. It
should be clear that the issue is not whether Ron holds a vision of
cooperative, egalitarian and democratic society.

What is the issue, then? Wayne has chosen to draw a line in the sand over
Ron's view that a community of small businesspeople or other individual
property owners 'might be competitive or cooperative, or some
combination of the two.” Wayne asserts that this represents
'the abandonment of socialism, in content and not only in name.' Let's
take a look at Ron's fuller views before examining Wayne's claims.

Ron wrote:

"The revolutionary conception I advocate does not mandate specific
economic, social, or political institutions. It is not a matter of establishing
nationalized, state-owned property (so-called ‘proletarian property forms,’
in the words of the Trotskyist movement), or a state-owned and run
‘planned economy’ (as socialists and communists might describe it). Nor,
in terms of the debate within the anarchist movement, is it a question of
‘communism” ‘collectivism,’ ‘communalism,’ ‘syndicalism,’ ‘mutualism,’ or
‘individualism.” The issue is fundamentally one of attitude, a desire to
cooperate and a feeling of mutual respect and affection among a group of
people. Where such an attitude does not exist, no abstract type of property
or social structure or the presence of economic planning will automatically
ensure cooperation. On the other hand, where a truly cooperative attitude
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and its associated emotions are present, the specific structures around
which society is organized are also irrelevant.”

It is at this point, and in this context, that Ron added: “To put this
colloquially, where there’s a will, there's a way. Where a truly cooperative
attitude obtains among a given group of people, they should be able to
make almost any social form, or combination of forms, work. At one
extreme, a community of small businesspeople and other individual
property-owners, such as farmers, artisans, and artists, might be either
competitive or cooperative, or some combination of the two. It all depends
on the attitude, the feelings, of the people involved."

The core issue here is whether people's outlook and attitudes--their
consciousness--lies at the center of a revolutionary transformation of
society, or whether property forms and, specific, pre-determined
structures are at the heart of such a transformation. Ron believes the
former; Wayne believes the latter...except when he doesn't. In response
to my post, Wayne chides me for suggesting that he wants to mandate
such property forms and structures. Wayne argues that I have this
mistaken view because "I confuse the goal of a completely cooperative
economy with the demand to immediately and forcibly create one,
against the wishes of little businesspeople." There is doublespeak here:
Ron has 'abandoned socialism' for suggesting that “a community of small
businesspeople and other individual property-owners, such as farmers,
artisans, and artists, might be either competitive or cooperative, or some
combination of the two. It all depends on the attitude, the feelings, of the
people involved,” while Wayne insists to me that he would not act 'against
the wishes of little businesspeople.' What is the real difference here? I think
Wayne is caught between his anarchism and his critical Marxism (assuming
he still considers himself a critical Marxist.). Thus, certain property forms
and market economies are 'imperatives' (Marxism), but people shouldn't
be 'forced' to do things (anarchism). In this vein, Wayne writes: "Rod
imagines that I am advocating some sort of anarchist dictatorship which
would forcibly expropriate small businesses and little farmers." Wayne
quotes me as follows: “Wayne seems to have concluded that a state-run
economy that eliminates entrepreneurism and a competitive market is a
good thing.” He then says, "Where does he (Rod) get this? Nothing in
what I wrote indicated a desire for a 'state-run economy'. He confuses an
anarchist cooperative community of communities with a statified
economy." I grant that Wayne believes in an 'anarchist cooperative
community of communities,’ and that I was wrong to suggest that his
explicit or state vision is that of a state-run economy. However, 1 believe
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that Wayne holds contradictory views on this issue. Not only is this
apparent in line in the sand he draws over Ron's view that a community of
small businesspeople or other individual property  owners
might be competitive or cooperative, but it is also apparent in his views on
consciousness and revolution. Wayne, at times, says that he believes in
the centrality of consciousness. He also grants that Ron recognizes "the
effects of objective factors in leading to a revolution." However, he takes
issue with what he describes as Ron’s “primary focus on moral and
spiritual factors." He quotes Hal Draper as follows: "How does a people or
a class become fit to rule in their own name? Only by fighting to do so.
Only by fighting for democratic power do they educate themselves and
raise themselves up to the level of being able to wield that power. There
has never been any other way for any class.” Wayne describes Draper as
a 'kind of a Marxist." He certainly is--the quoted passage drips with
Marxism's 'scientific' absolutism: ‘'only by this," 'only by that,' 'raise
themselves up to the level of being able to wield power,' there
'has never been any other way for any class.' There are those who hold
these truths to be self-evident. They call themselves Marxists. These
'truths' include: Capitalism is a system that cannot sustain itself; it will and
must face terminal crisis. We are therefore in the midst of that terminal
crisis today. The working class is impelled to be the revolutionary class by
its economic position in society. Its lack of property ownership gives it its
collective consciousness. It alone will lead all other classes in the
overthrow of capitalism. The dictatorship of the working class will rid
society of capitalism and establish socialism. Socialism primarily
means the abolition of private property. This dictatorship of the
proletariat will give way to a stateless, class society--communism. This is
the heart of Marxism: it is mechanistic; it relies on forms; it is certain. It
has no room for moral values or spiritual awakening. The law of value
trumps all.

Lastly, I do not think Wayne is a Stalinist (he says I “virtually call him a
Stalinist”). What I do believe is that Marxism gives birth to Stalinism (and
to other variants of statist, totalitarian societies, some equally monstrous,
some less so). This occurs, not as an accident of conditions, but as a logical
consequence of its core political theory and outlook.

Ron's statement is a thorough break with Marxism. I support it for this and
many other reasons.
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Who We Are

(Originally printed in Utopian
2001. Revised 2016. Rev. 2019.)

To look for Utopia means
providing a vision for the
future - of a world worth
living in, of a life beyond ;
what people settle for as experience clouds their hopes. It means
insisting that hope is real, counting on human potential and dreams.

Utopians do not accept “what is” as “what must be.” We see potential
for freedom even in the hardest of apparent reality. Within our
oppressive society are forces for hope, freedom, and human solidarity,
possibilities  pressing toward a  self-managed, cooperative
commonwealth. We don’t know if these forces will win out; we see them
as hopes, as moral norms by which to judge society today, as challenges
to all of us to act in such a way as to realize a fully human community.

We can describe some of these possibilities: worldwide opposition to the
imperialist domination of the global economy; struggles against
dictatorship in China, Syria, Egypt, and Venezuela; fights for national
liberation in Ukraine, Kurdistan, Palestine, and China (including those
by Uighurs and by Tibetans); cultural movements for the defense and
recovery of indigenous languages and histories; struggles throughout
the world to guarantee women full sovereignty as a right, not a
privilege, dismantling the patriarchal systems that institutionalize the
domination and devaluation of women by men; changes in society’s
acceptance of LGBTQ people and people with disabilities;
and struggles against racism, for the rights of people of color, and for
the rights of immigrants. There will — we hope — be similar utopian
phases ahead in mass movements in the U.S.

But beyond these specifics, we are talking about something familiar to
everyone, although difficult to get a handle on. In small ways, every
day, people live by cooperation, not competition. Filling in for a co-
worker, caring for an old woman upstairs, helping out at AA meetings,
donating and working for disaster relief — people know how to live
cooperatively on a small scale. What we don’t know, and what no one
has found a blueprint for, is how to live cooperatively on a national and
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international scale, or even on the scale of a mass political movement.
Nobody has described how the society we want will look, or how to get
it, though we know what it will be: a society where people are free to
be good, a society based on cooperation and peace, not dominance and
aggression.

This is a good time to be publishing a journal dedicated to Utopianism,
revolutionary socialism, and anarchism. Struggles of the red state
teachers; activism in the Black and Latino communities, and of women,
lesbian, bisexual, gay, transgender, and queer people, indigenous
people, environmentalists, and people with disabilities — these, we
think, are all harbingers of another upsurge coming.

But these are perilous times as well. Destructive effects of climate
change are already being felt. They will get far worse. They demonstrate
capitalism’s disregard for life — human and otherwise — and for the
ecosystem. It is a graphic illustration of the need to reorganize the way
in which we (human beings) relate to and organize the world around us,
as well as our relations with one another, with other species, and with
the entire ecosystem.

The collapse of the Soviet bloc and the fact that China’s Communist
political dictatorship is state-controlled capitalism (with gross inequality)
have done more than just discredit authoritarian Marxism. They have
also discredited, for many, the very idea of changing society
fundamentally. Instead, we see many turning in desperation to the
demagogues of the right, while others look to the statist reformists of
the social democratic left.

Meanwhile, the fabric of the post-World War II world system, already
fraying, is unraveling at its core, the U.S. and Europe. Rising anger at
the gross inequality and assault on living standards of the majority has
resulted in the rise of right- wing movements throughout Europe and
the U.S. Racist, anti-immigrant authoritarians have ridden this anger to
electoral victory in the U.S., Italy, Hungary, Austria, and Turkey, to
name a few.

In the U.S. and the UK, social democrats have also gained adherents
(Bernie Sanders, Elizabeth Warren, Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez in the
U.S.; Jeremy Corbyn in the UK). But these “democratic socialists” and
“progressives” think that capitalism can be reformed, its rough edges
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smoothed. Their prescription to cure the predations of neoliberal
privatization is to increase the scope and authority of the state, with
their ideal being something resembling Scandinavian "“socialism”
(contemporary Denmark; Sweden of the 1960s) and/or FDR’s New Deal.
So in the U.S. the leading demand is “single payer health care” — with
no discussion of how this would not be a top-down, bureaucratic
monstrosity, or how it would not come at the expense of another
program.

But the cure for privatization is not to increase the power and authority
of the state (be it by regulation, taxation, or nationalization) but to
dismantle the state (the standing army and the cops; the nightmare
bureaucracies) and to reorganize society, cooperatively and
democratically from the bottom up, locally based and with emphasis on
mutual aid. We are confident that new mass movements from below will
rise again, in a massive surge, as did Occupy in 2011. And we hope and
anticipate that, like Occupy (in its initial stages, at least), these
movements will reject reformism and statism.

Another highly problematic phenomenon has been the rise of
Islamist/Jihadist religious fanaticism, which exploits radical hopes for
escape from western domination to build mass support for a tyrannical,
socially regressive, and exceptionally brutal war against both non-
Muslims and the great majority of Muslims. This development is partly
a response to the collapse of secular anti-imperialism in Africa, the Arab
world, and Asia in the past fifty years, and partly to continuing
European/North American domination of these areas, now made worse
by an anti-immigrant, anti-Muslim backlash in Europe and the United
States. The road forward lies in rebuilding a democratic, radical anti-
imperialism, but how this may occur we don’t know.

Moreover, with a few exceptions, revolutionary anarchist and libertarian
socialist groups remain small and their influence limited. Various kinds
of reformism and Marxism still attract radical-minded people. Indeed,
the support for Bernie Sanders in the 2016 Democratic Party primaries
and the growth of the Democratic Socialists of America (DSA) since the
November 2016 elections show that various strains of left statism,
reformist and Marxist, still attract radically minded people. Reformism
and Marxism, and their corresponding movements, accept the state,
capital-labor relations, conventional technology, and political
authoritarianism. Nevertheless, despite the dominance of reformists and
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statists in the world of the organized left, over the past two decades the
influence of anarchists and libertarian socialists has clearly increased (as
was seen in the Seattle protests against the World Trade Organization
as well as the Occupy movement).

It is important to continue to work for freedom and to speak of utopia.
This racist, sexist, and authoritarian society has not developed any new
charms. It remains exploitative and unstable, threatening economic
collapse and environmental destruction. It wages war around the globe,
while nuclear weapons still exist and even spread. Even at its best —
most stable and peaceful — it provides a way of life that should be
intolerable: a life of often meaningless work and overwork; hatred and
oppression within the family, violence from the authorities; the
continuing risk of sudden violent death for LGBTQ people, women, and
Black people; the threat of deportation of undocumented immigrants.
The major reforms of the last period of social struggle, in the 1960s,
while changing much, left African Americans and other Black and brown
populations in the U.S. and around the world facing exclusion and daily
police (state) violence, literally without effective rights to life. The videos
we see every day (in which new technology makes visible what has
always been going on) reveal, like sheet lightning, the reality of the
system we live under. For this society, from its inception, to call itself
“democracy” is a slap in the face of language.

This paradoxical situation — a society in obvious decay but without a
mass movement to challenge it fundamentally — is, we hope, coming to
an end. As new movements develop, liberal-reform and Marxist ideas
will show new life, but so will utopian and libertarian ideas. We work
with this in mind. We have to do what was not done during the last
period of really radical social struggles in the 1960s and 1970s. Among
other things, revolutionary anarchist and libertarian socialist theory very
much needs further development, including its critique of Marxism, and
its ideas about how to relate to mass struggles, democratic and socialist
theory, and popular culture. And we need to reinvigorate the ideals of
anarchism/libertarian socialism and the threads in today’s world that
may, if we can find them and follow them, lead to a future worth dying
for and living in.

Based on all of the above, we state a few basic principles:
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We fight for reforms, but we do not believe that capitalism can be
reformed or transformed into socialism via reformism or reliance on the
state, be that reliance via nationalization, parliamentarism, a social
democratic New Deal, or any such statist scheme.

We are opposed to social democracy, electoralism, and the capitalist
parties. Consequently, we are categorically opposed to supporting
Republican or Democratic candidates (including “insurgent” Democrats
such as Sanders, Warren, and Ocasio-Cortez), and third parties.

We are not pacifists. We are internationalists who, as well, support
struggles for national liberation. We oppose neoliberal globalization, but
also oppose the virulent racism and scapegoating being directed at
immigrants, at women, at Black and brown people, at LGBTQ people, at
religious and ethnic minorities. We are for fully open borders.

We support and encourage workers to organize. Organizing may take
place outside the unions, inside the unions, or both inside and outside,
depending on current situations and future developments. And
organizing should not be limited to workplace issues, but should
embrace broader social, environmental, and community concerns as
well.

We are anarchists and libertarian socialists. We seek collaboration with
all who share our core values, including those who consider themselves
libertarian Marxists, although our view — of which we hope to convince
them — is that Marx, far from being a libertarian, was an authoritarian
centralist and statist.

This future, we state clearly, is an ideal, not a certainty. The lure of
Marxism, for many, has been its promise that a new world is objectively
determined and inevitable. This idea is not only wrong, it is elitist and
brutal. If the new society is inevitable, then those who are for it will feel
free to shoot or imprison everyone who stands in their way. That is the
key to Marxism’s development from utopia to dictatorship, which
everyone except Marxists is aware of. Nor do we believe in an inevitable
collapse of the present system — capitalism may be able to continue to
push its way from crisis to crisis at the usual cost in broken lives and
destroyed hopes.
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We fight all oppression under capitalism and urge all oppressed people
to work in a common struggle to end their own oppression and that of
their sisters and brothers.

We believe people have to make ethical choices about whether to accept
life as it is or to struggle for a new society, and then about whether the
society they are for will be democratic or authoritarian. The only key to
the future is a moral determination to get there, a dream of a world in
which those who were obscure to one another will one day walk
together. We do not know where this key may be found, but we know
the only way to find it is to search for it.

That is who we are.
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