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Participation in electoral
politics, and therefore an
electoral strategy, are essential if
communists are going to gain
public legitimacy as a serious
political force. Election cycles
are of course endlessly
nauseating, particularly this
years in the USA with the
obnoxious Trump vs. the neo-
liberal imperialist Clinton. It is
indeed sad that the majority of
the public only seems somewhat
politically active once every 4
years. Dominated by bourgeois
parties that are neither
democratic nor republican in the
true meaning of those words, !
electoral politics becomes more
and more cynical and corrupt.
Yet it would be mistaken to !

believe that if a communist party
simply played the field it would
catch this disease.

At one point it was
essentially leftist common sense
that socialists would take on the
electoral realm (excepting
anarchists). For the Marxist left,
the general view on elections
differed little from his classic
1850 Address to the Communist
League:

!
“Even when there is no
prospect whatsoever of their
being elected, the workers
must put up their own
candidates in order to
preserve their independence,
to count their forces, and to
bring before the public their
revolutionary attitude and
party standpoint. In this
connection they must not
allow themselves to be
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seduced by such arguments
of the democrats as, for
example, that by so doing
they are splitting the
democratic party and making
it possible for the
reactionaries to win. The
ultimate intention of all such
phrases is to dupe the
proletariat. The advance
which the proletarian party is
bound to make by such
independent action is
indefinitely more important
than the disadvantage that
might be incurred by the
presence of a few
reactionaries in the
representative body.”

After the fracture of
Social-Democracy in 1914 and
then the October Revolution in
Russia this would change.
Theorists such as Anton
Pannekoek (associated with the
German KAPD) and Otto Ruhle
(also associated with the KAPD)
would take the betrayal of social
democracy as a sign that it was
necessary to abandon parliament
and even the party form itself.
Amadeo Bordiga, though forced
to reconcile his view to remain
within the Comintern, would
argue for a stance of abstention
toward all bourgeois elections.
The early Communist Party in
the USA also had a majority that
rejected elections and argued for
illegal work. While Lenin would
chastise these political
tendencies as infantile and a
regression in marxist strategy,
the New Left would rediscover
these along with anarchist

critiques of electoralism to argue
for a left purely based on direct
action that held no stance toward
the electoral sphere. To this day
these arguments influence large
sections of the left. Yet these
arguments have appeal for a
reason; the bourgeois state
presents itself as a leviathan of
sorts, and anything that touches
it is therefore doomed.

The ‘leviathan’ nature of
the state is due to its level of
subsumption to the needs of
capital accumulation. While
having pre-capitalist roots in
class society itself, the state must
be outfitted to meet the needs of
a capitalist class, and thus will
act in the end to assure the
reproduction of a society based
on class domination. While it
may balance the needs of various
classes, the state is the protection
racket of the ruling class because
it is committed to the rule of law,
the rule of property, and
therefore the rule of the
propertied. It is clear that the
bourgeois state must be crushed,
its armies and police disbanded
and new systems of governance
established that allow for the rule
of the proletariat.

Yet the question of
whether we must smash the state
and whether we participate in
elections are two different
questions. The bourgeois state
can be smashed, yet we can still
participate within its institutions
with the purpose of
propagandizing and politically
training the working class.

Election campaigns, even when
lost, serve the purpose of forcing
Communists to engage the public
at large and argue their positions.
However what if Communists
actually win elections? Would
we not just be managing the
bourgeois state?

The first clarification to
make is that we would not come
to power unless we had the
mandate to operate our full
minimum program and
essentially smash the bourgeois
state and create the dictatorship
of the proletariat. The party
would be a party in opposition
and would not form coalition
governments with bourgeois
parties. Unlike other
organizations like Syriza, who
act as if they cannot accomplish
anything until they are in power,
a properly Marxist party would
remain in opposition and not
form a government until
conditions for revolution are
ripe.

Another clarification is
that we are not going to aim for
executive powers we can’t
realistically win. The extent to
which communists are
responsible for managing the
state is the extent to which they
will be forced to make
compromises with bourgeois
legality. Rather than running for
offices like governor or
president, we should aim for
offices in the legislative branch
such as the federal House
Representatives, but also state
Houses and Assemblies. In these
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positions we can vote for and
against legislation (as well as
abstain) and establish our party
as a “tribune of the people” that
uses its seat of power to
propagandize against the
bourgeois state and capitalism.
By voting against reactionary
laws, even if we are
outnumbered by the Democrats
and Republicans, we can
demonstrate that our party stands
firmly against the interests of the
bourgeois state and develop mass
legitimacy for radical positions.

Many would object to
even this level of participation.
One argument is the idea is that
party representatives will
develop interests independent
from the working class. There of
course is merit to this criticism,
the German Social-Democrats
voting for war credits in WWI
being the most infamous
example. The issue of why the
SPD went social-chauvinist is
another question, one I plan to
address in depth elsewhere.
However the phenomenon that
electoral representatives will
tend to develop class interests
antagonistic to the proletariat can
be addressed without having to
abstain from electoral activities.
For example, electoral reps can
be required to donate a certain
percentage of their salary to the
party and be subject to recall by
a popular vote. Electoral reps can
also be given party-imposed term
limits more strident that those
enforced by the bourgeois state.

Another argument
against electoral participation as

such is that it’s a waste of time
and diverts from the real type of
struggle; direct action, which is
what supposedly really makes
history. Usually what this
translates to is that energy is
better spent engaging in the labor
movement — that we should be
building our capacity to wage
mass strikes for example. This
argument makes a false
distinction between direct action
and voting, the ballot or the
bullet. A mass party will have to
engage large amounts of workers
through “extra-parliamentary”
means before it will even stand a
chance winning in an electoral
campaign. Building class unions,
solidarity networks, unemployed
councils, mutual aid societies,
gun clubs, sports teams, etc. is
not to be rejected in favor of
electoral action. A critique one
could make of Bebel and
Kautsky is that they did focus on
the parliamentary movement to
exclusion of mass actions and
strikes.

Gains in the electoral
sphere can also translate to “on
the ground” victories through a
feedback loop of sorts. Getting
anti-worker and anti-democratic
laws revoked can help the mass
movement in the streets organize
more effectively. It puts elected
representatives in a position
where they may be forced to
defend the extra-legal and
sometimes violent mass actions
of the proletariat, thereby
exposing to a mass audience
revolutionary arguments.

Elections as a tactic have
benefits, as does direct action.
Today the left acts as if one must
pick and choose between the
two, yet this was not the case for
Marx, Engels, Luxemburg, and
Lenin. All saw the need for both
the ballot and the bullet to win
power. Yet at the same time no
true Marxist would think one
could abolish waged labor
through passing a law. No one
would deny that a social
revolution involving the
participation of mass of
proletarians reorganizing the
fabric of social life is required to
transcend the capitalist system
and achieve communism. Civil
War will have to be waged
against the forces of reaction in
some instances. To deny these

things is to be either deceptive or
foolish.

While it is true aspects
of 2nd International Marxism
incorrectly comprehended the
capitalist state and perhaps
overemphasized the importance
of electoral action, one could say
the opposite plagues the current
left which mostly fetishizes
direct action. It is only “action in
the streets” that vitalizes and
gives consciousness to the
working class; when it
participates in electoral
campaigns it is inert and doesn’t
recognize the sham nature of the
elections. When the left does
break with this, it is in
presidential election cycles. Most
far leftists either don’t vote, vote
for the most left-wing candidate
on the ballot (Greens?) or vote
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for their sect’s marginal
candidate. Worse, some talk a
radical game but end up
succumbing to the pragmatic
lesser-evilism of the Democrats.
The truth is that until we can
build a mass party that has a
successful electoral strategy,
bourgeois politics will dominate
the political discourse. This fact
is not some “inevitable logic of
capital” but a product of the
general weakness of the left and
the working class. Without a
mass working class party,
politics will remain the business
of the two bourgeois cartels,
each selling its brand of ‘rule-of-
law’ constitutionalism. This
weakens the direct action-
oriented left as well, as the
general level of militancy the
masses is determined by how
legitimate they see the state’s
authority. A powerful communist
party undermining business as
usual within the state not only
challenges the authority of the
state but it expands what the
public overall think is politically
possible.

In order to take power
and enact the full minimum
program without launching a
coup or delusional military
adventure, the party needs to
have enough of the politically
active working class on their side
as possible. If there is not
adequate support, the regime will
either be overthrown or suppress
revolutionary democracy to stay
in power. Bourgeois elections are
of course not a reliable means of
determining legitimacy, but they

can give the party an idea of
where and how much it garners
popular support. So elections can
not only serve as way to win
support, but also to measure it.
For Engels, measuring support
alone was enough to utilize the
benefits of suffrage:

“And if universal suffrage
had offered no other
advantage than that it
allowed us to count our
numbers every three years;
that by the regularly
established, unexpectedly
rapid rise in the number of
votes it increased in equal
measure the workers’
certainty of victory and the
dismay of their opponents,
and so became our best
means of propaganda; that it
accurately informed us
concerning our own strength
and that of all hostile parties,
and thereby provided us with
a measure of proportion for
our actions second to none,
safeguarding us from
untimely timidity as much as
from untimely foolhardiness
—if this had been the only
advantage we gained from
the suffrage, then it would
still have been more than
enough. But it has done
much more than this. In
election agitation it provided
us with a means, second to
none, of getting in touch
with the mass of the people,
where they still stand aloof
from us; of forcing all parties
to defend their views and
actions against our attacks

before all the people; and,
further, it opened to our
representatives in the
Reichstag a platform from
which they could speak to
their opponents in
Parliament and to the masses
without, with quite other
authority and freedom than
in the press or at meetings.
Of what avail to the
government and the
bourgeoisie was their Anti-
Socialist Law when election
agitation and socialist
speeches in the Reichstag
continually broke through
it?” (1895 introduction to the
Class Struggle in France)

So what do we make of
these conclusions? First of all,
CLT won’t be running any
candidates anytime soon, as we
are a small sect with little
support and limited resources.
Our energy right now is being
put into making ourselves a more
effective organization and
helping get a General
Membership Branch of the IWW
started. We are obviously not
saying communists should just
run for office hoping it will
kickstart a revolutionary
movement. But in the long-term,
if we are committed to building a
world-wide party of the
proletariat, the question of
electoral strategy must be taken
seriously. If we abstain from
elections, it should be done on
the basis of what is tactically
best for the situation, not on the
basis of anti-electoralism as an
eternal principle.”
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Without Masters or Slaves!!

Red Party Central Committee

As the Black Lives Matter movement
continues to prove its durability - a momentum

propelled in large part by violence committed by
agents of the state reword - the more forward-
thinking section of the ruling class is stepping up its
efforts to neuter the cause it represents. In order to
understand Black Lives Matter, both its strengths
and the ‘pressure points’ that allow the ruling class
an opening to influence its development, it’s
necessary to take a step backward and look at the
movement’s internal contradictions as well as
historical efforts to win Black liberation.

When this paper writes about Black Lives
Matter, we tend to speak of the “movement” rather
than a particular organization bearing the name - and
this is intentional. There is only in the most technical
sense an organization named “Black Lives Matter”,
one practically amounting to a clearing house and
source for the bourgeois media to solicit comment
from. This is the formation initiated by Alicia Garza,
Opal Tometi and Patrisse Cullors. In that sense,
referring to a singular Black Lives Matter is only
slightly less incorrect than referring to a singular
“anti-war movement” body. BLM encompasses a
large network, whether formally or ideologically tied
(such as through use of the hashtag and adoption of
the central slogan), within which exist groups like

the Organization for Black Struggle, Dream
Defenders and local networks or individuals. Then
there are coalitions, such as the Movement for Black
Lives (MBL), which includes both of the former
groups. Prominent activist Deray McKesson’s line
of demarcation is “all who publicly declare that
Black lives matter and devote their time and energy
accordingly.”

This organizational looseness, where even
the most militant activists of the movement are
basically isolated from co-thinkers elsewhere in the
country and where democratic accountability is
shrugged off in the name of ‘diversity of tactics’, is
an ideal staging ground for agents of the ruling class
to exert their influence. The most blatant example of
this is the Ford Foundation, which has partnered up
with a number of enterprises (including Google!) to
launch the Black-Led Movement Fund (BLMF).
Those of us who have concerns about the Ford
Foundation’s influence on the movement can rest
easy, as explained in its announcement: *“...leaders
have kept donors’ good intentions in check with
candid reminders of how philanthropy can hurt a
movement, as well as how it can help. Listening and
learning is central to Ford’s approach, as we strive
to be a thoughtful, effective social justice funder at
this critical time.”!
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Good intentions or not, it’s impossible to
fight independently for the interests of oppressed
people - for example, an end to mass incarceration
and for reparations, both of which are planks in
MBL’s platform - when ruling class institutions
control the purse-strings and these reforms go
against their interests. Even the invocation of
‘philanthropy’ itself is a top-down concept, one
focused on a wealthy few’s benevolent charity rather
than the conscious self-emancipation of the majority.
The Black middle class imprints itself on the
movement in various ways, whether through
financial control via the non-profit industry,
promotion of Black capitalism as the path to
liberation (“buy Black!”), or the ‘official’ civil rights
leaders like Congressman John Lewis who want
Black Lives Matter to function as a Democratic
Party pressure group. From whatever angle, these
approaches have more in common with Booker T.
Washington than they do with the liberation politics
of Martin Luther King, Malcolm X or Huey P.
Newton.

Another Side

But there is another side of Black Lives
Matter - one being demonstrated very recently in the
Charlotte uprising as protesters courageously
endured harsh repression in the name of fighting
against yet another instance of state violence. The
movement has its right wing, but it’s also brought
tens of thousands into active politics, forged links
with movements abroad fighting the same
imperialist system that oppresses at home, and
articulated demands which go beyond ‘just’ the end
of systemic police violence.?

The fact that the movement has made steps
toward organization beyond local groups and
spontaneous protests is a positive thing, as local
groups will always be limited in their capabilities
and it’s impossible to maintain street mobilization
indefinitely. The bravest BLM activists - some of the
most conscious, most revolutionary fighters against
exploitation and oppression - have been created in
trials by fire through the revolts in Ferguson,
Baltimore, Charlotte et cetera, but at the same time

we should not valorize the elemental revolt as the
highest form of class struggle. Instead, what’s
needed is democratic, united organization around a
program for radical change. Fortunately, the BLM
left is already taking steps to do just this. In
Charlotte, for example, protesters are moving toward
organizing a regional assembly in the South too
coordinate the many local wings of the movement.?
Then there are organizations like the Black Youth
Project 100 (BYP100), a membership organization
functioning through democratic decision-making - a
welcome contrast to opaque ‘campaigns’ and
‘networks’ headed by this or that NGO or autocratic
clique of activists.

While there is no precise blueprint from the
past which can be copied in the struggle today, from
the Black freedom struggle’s historical experience
we can see that the most successful advances have
always been tied up with the class struggle and
socialism. This is because the liberation of all
oppressed people is impossible without the end of
capitalism, and the socialist revolution is impossible
without the active support of the majority of the
multi-racial working class.

Many activists of color see Marxism as a
Eurocentric ideology, one whose political practice
has more to say about the °‘classic’ proletarian
(conjuring an image of a burly male factory worker
somewhere in Minnesota) than anything else.
Unfortunately, for some sections of our movement
this has been true. The pre-WWI Socialist Party, for
example, was a force to be reckoned with but at the
same time inherently limited because, at best, it saw
the ‘Negro question’ as one of capitalist exploitation
pure and simple... or, at worst, was an active
proponent of white supremacy.*

Compare this to the flowering of organized
Black struggle after 1919, where American workers
- inspired by the example set by the Russian
Revolution and its conscious efforts to end national
oppression in the former Russian Empire -
recognized racial oppression’s key role in the class
struggle. The new Communist Party consciously
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worked to recruit African American workers.
Organizations launched on its initiative, like the
National Negro Congress, worked tirelessly to fight
discrimination and work for integration in the
‘official’ labor movement, campaign against state
and para-state terror in the South, and provide legal
defense in cases like the Scottsboro Boys’ trial.

Later the Communists would initiate the
Alabama Sharecroppers Union, a sustained effort to
raise up living standards for agricultural workers
whose conditions scarcely differed from pre-1865
slave agriculture. Nor should Baltimore’s
outstanding example be forgotten - the powerful
“Baltimore Soviet”, only possible because of a
militant and integrated working class, which
controlled hiring and firing in the city’s
economically strategic port and provided direct
relief to the unemployed.’

What these events all had in common is that
they were permanent organizations, with a political
party standing behind them holding a general
revolutionary strategy (however flawed it may have
been) to tie together its immediate demands and the
overall revolutionary goal. It’s impossible to simply

will mass organizations into being, to declare them
by fiat. Crucially we are missing anything
resembling a party that unites the most conscious
sections of the workers and oppressed. But our work
today should be guided toward this destination:
unitary, democratic organization merging Black
struggle with independent working class politics,
bridging immediate needs with the vision of a world
without masters or slaves.

Notes

1. http://www.fordfoundation.org/ideas/equals-change-

blog/posts/why-black-lives-matter-to-philanthropy/
2. Such as these demands circulated in Charlotte -

http://imgur.com/iKDrbDy

3. http://workersassemble.com/2016/09/25/
charlotteuprising-21st-century-battle-black-
liberation/

4. Victor Berger, one of the Socialists’ most prominent

leaders, explained that “...the negroes and mulattoes
constitute an inferior race,” warning against the
dangers of interracial “free contact.” An editorial
response in Appeal to Reason to a letter from a Black
worker explained “...Socialism will separate the
races.” (Socialist Party of America: A History, David
A. Shannon.)
5.  http://red-party.com/after-baltimore-what/ !

Oil, Sovereignty and the American Indian
Nation"

by David Smithers

As a white person, the
notion that there is such a thing
as an American Indian or Native

. Th"lf_\' with Cherokees at “--]1"&:1'. November 28, 1785 (7 Stat. 18, vol, 2. 8). 2
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what does “American Indian” or
“Native American” mean to, say,

INDIAN TREATIES CONSTRUED BY SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES.

Treaty with Delawares, Soptember 17, 1778 (7 Stat, 13, vol. 2,3), 5 Pet 1;6 Pet 51
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117 U. S, 288
Treaty with Cherokees, June 26, 1794 (7 Stat. 43, vel. 2, 33), 5 Pet. 1: 6 Pet. 515
Treaty with the Six Nations, November 11, 1794 (7 Stat. 44, vol. 2, 34

366;5 Wall. 560: 162 U, S, 283:271 UU. S 65
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a Lakota living in the modern
Dakotas?

Kevin Costner's Dances
with Wolves in 1990 started
changing my world view of the
American Indian, as did 500
Nations and reading about the
American Indian Movement in
the 1970s. The Lakota is
probably the iconic image of
Native Americans to most Euro-
Americans, of the horse,
movement with the buffalo herds
that provide their sustenance, and
the grassland settings of the
Dakotas. And, of course, one of
my dime summer movie treats,
during childhood was a movie
about the Little Bighorn Battle
in Montana, June 25-26 1876,
known to most Euro-Americans
as Custer’s Last Stand, and to the
Lakota and their allies, the
Northern Cheyenne and Arapaho
tribes, as the Battle of the Greasy
Grass.

Dances With Wolves
actor Kevin Costner produced a
1995 TV series in April 1995,
500 Nations, in which Gregory
Harrison narrates an account of
American Indian history before
and during the arrival of the
Europeans.

As someone who came
into adulthood in the early
1970s, I was one of many Euro-
Americans who became aware of
the protests organized by the
American Indian Movement
(AIM.) The first protest I was
aware of was the occupation of
the former island federal

penitentiary Alcatraz in 1969-71.
There was a march in
Washington, D.C. on the eve of
Richard Nixon's 1972
presidential re-election
campaign. The group's aim was
enforcement of treaty rights
promised but long neglected by
the United States, and against
anti-Indian vigilantes.

AIM fought police
brutality and discrimination, not
much different from today's
struggles, and loss of land
sovereignty under the Indian
Termination policies originating
in the 1930s. The movement was
associated with African
American and liberal leaders of
the era, including Martin Luther
King Jr., Black Panther and
Rainbow Coalition's Fred
Hampton, and Robert F.
Kennedy during his ill-fated
presidential campaign of 1968.

The notable testament to
dialogue between Native
Americans and Marxist activists
I am aware of is the book edited
by Ward Churchill, "Marxism
and Native Americans,” 1983.
Notable contributors included
Russell Means, born on Pine
Ridge reservation in South
Dakota, in 1939, an actor,
activist, and libertarian, and
Winona LaDuke, Ralph Nader’s
running mate on the Green Party
ticket in 2000. LaDuke, born in
Los Angeles, is of the White
Earth Nation in Minnesota,
known as a leader of the fight for
water rights versus oil and
pipeline infrastructure threats in

the Midwest. These two
represent reservation and urban
Indian, and are iconic encounters
of tribal peoples with modern
alienations in North America.

"On February 27, 1973, a
team of 200 Oglala Lakota
(Sioux) activists and
members of the American
Indian Movement (AIM)
seized control of a tiny town
with a loaded history --
Wounded Knee, South
Dakota. They arrived in
town at night, in a caravan of
cars and trucks, took the
town's residents hostage, and
demanded that the U.S.
government make good on
treaties from the 19th and
early 20th centuries. Within
hours, police had surrounded
Wounded Knee, forming a
cordon to prevent protesters
from exiting and
sympathizers from entering.
This marked the beginning
of a 71-day siege and armed
conflict."!

So my education about
the concept has evolved parallel
with, but, certainly under vastly
different circumstances than that
of Native Americans. Perhaps the
notion of a distinct American
Indian identity came about after
most tribes had been obliterated
physically and culturally and
confined to reservations,
geographic places that Lakota
activist Russell Means reminded
us were concentration camps.
Has there or is there becoming a
common political and ideational
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concept, that there are now
American Indians or Native
Americans who look at
themselves in that way?

These cultural artifacts
of my life gives me clues that
how Native Americans see
themselves is complicated by the
fact that term “American Indian”
is not the first term any member
of any of the tribal nations would
assign themselves, even after the
period when children were
stripped from their parents and
sent to distant Indian schools run
by abusive church groups and
social activists intent on
transforming a generation of
tribal peoples into a subservient
form of white person, and even
after many American Indians left
reservations to live as urban
Indians, perhaps living as white
people, as much as they could or
wanted to. An American Indian
is a member of a nation, with
both a native terminology and a
Euro-American one.

So, the dawning of a
notion of American Indian is not
a natural thing for indigenous
people in North America. It is a
term, first, one assumed by the
tribal person as one assigned by
Euro-Americans and the Euro-
American culture, even one often
of abject poverty and
estrangement, that is still the
modern condition. So is there
now, a recent historical
phenomenon, an American
Indian people or nation.

Stone Mountain is the
latest of movements about the
condition of tribal peoples in
North America. It arises from a
familiar threat to water and life.

Mining and the invasion
by non-native workers is an
existential threat to the
inhabitants of the Lakota
reservations in North and South
Dakota. The environmental and
cultural threat is illustrated by
the 2013 documentary Red Cry.?
In the documentary concerns
about uranium mine
contamination mix with concerns
about control exercised by
Burecau of Indian Affairs’

influence over tribal government.

In a previous article’ 1
mentioned the sexual and
physical abuse threat to young
tribal people in their encounters
with non-tribal workers,
specifically in context of the
Lakota. Also, I have discussed
environmental and socio-
economic sovereign disputes
between corporate and capitalist
interests against tribal peoples
around the world, particularly in
Brazil, Malaysia, and India.

The most recent and
recognized iteration of the
themes of lost culture and
sovereignty, environmental
threats, and encounters with
mining and mining infrastructure
is the anti-oil pipeline protest at
Standing Rock, North Dakota. It
is supported by many other tribes
in the USA, and from elsewhere.
It has attracted support from

Black Lives Matter and
community environmentalists.

"It started small.Back in
April, a few Standing Rock
tribal members set up camp
in a small valley where the
Cannonball River flows into
Lake Oahe. They were
protesting a pipeline
designed to carry oil 1,200
miles from the Bakken oil
fields to a distribution center
in Illinois.

Fueled by social media, the
protest caught fire, and the
camp is now larger than
most small towns in North
Dakota.

Standing Rock Tribal Chair
Dave Archambault said he's
been overwhelmed by the
response to a carefully
considered decision to fight
the Dakota Access
pipeline.”

Protests and community
actions against the Bakken
pipeline project have occurred
along its diagonal route through
Iowa, too. Eminent domain
usage as corporate economic
favoritism over local community
property rights are reflective of
the sovereignty conflict and
defeated nation situation faced
by the Lakota and other tribal
groups in Minnesota, Wisconsin,
and elsewhere in the Midwest.
(Winona LaDuke heads a water
rights group on the White Earth
reservation in Minnesota, for
example.) The protest in lowa
has attracted support from
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organizations such as Catholic
Workers, Citizens for
Community Improvement, and a
former Democrat state legislator
and gubernatorial candidate.

A significant portion of
organized labor supports the
pipeline project as part of
redressing the trillions of dollars
infrastructure maintenance
shortfall and as an important
source of union benefit jobs and
union dues maintenance for labor
bureaucrats. The lowa Building
and Construction Trades Council
has even been doing the ruling
class’s work for them, by
defaming DAP protesters on
social media! But labor unions
and their members do show
support, such as that from
National Nurses United.’

The oil from the Bakken
oilfield in western North Dakota
and Montana is a thick bitumen,
tar-like oil, much like the surface
mined oil sands of Alberta,
Canada, and it is not like the
image of oil gushing from a well
most of us are familiar with from
media. The pressure to flow up
and out is not there. It is
certainly not the very cheaply
had oil from Saudi Arabia, which
fairly recently could be
profitably drilled and sold at
profit for as low as ten dollars
per barrel.

The oil and gas industry
in the United States is now
nearly 100% involving fracking
and its collateral technology of
horizontal drilling. The drilling
from one vertical drill with

horizontal offshoots uses sand,
carbon dioxide, much water, and
chemicals such as benzene, to
force open fractures in shale and
sandstone to release natural gas
or oil. While the use of fresh
water, now contaminated, and
release of methane (associated
with natural gas), a potent
greenhouse gas, and threat of
secondary earthquakes are
serious concerns, it is the
upwelling of long buried brine
water that is a most copious
threat to the local environment.
There have been suggestions to
allow use of the brine for winter
road snow-and-ice treatment and
transport of the brine to the Gulf
of Mexico.°

Moreover, mining of the
sand, necessary for hydraulic
fracturing for oil and gas, is done
in scenic and fragile
topographical regions such as the
driftless area of northeast lowa
and nearby Minnesota,
Wisconsin, and Illinois. Sand
mining has its own problems and
safety issues. While providing
promise of - though subject to
market demand - local jobs, the
mining, with attendant truck
traffic stresses rural neighbors
and local fragile roads.

If the frack oil, which
must be heated during transit and
is thus highly flammable, is not
to be transported to refinery by
pipeline, a comparatively more
dangerous alternative has been
by rail. Explosions of such bomb
trains have been in the news
during the past few years.”

And, finally, frack oil
and natural gas has not
insignificantly tipped the
dependence of foreign oil
importation to the USA. The
United States, itself a top
provider of oil and gas, depended
at one point for about 55%
imports. Now it is more like
45%. In fact, fracking and the
Canadian oil sands present the
opportunity to export oil and gas
from North America to the World
market.

Moreover, natural gas, a
cleaner burning fuel compared to
coal, is sought to be an electricity
generating source to back-up
solar and wind energy systems
with the added benefit of having
something that can be easily
turned off and on (unlike, say,
nuclear energy). Natural gas, a
compound of hydrogen and
nitrogen, does produce
greenhouse nitrous oxides, but
that category of greenhouse gas
persists for a much shorter time
than carbon dioxide, derived by
burning hydrocarbon fuels such
as oil, coal, or wood.

The trade-offs between
another national source of fuel
and the environment and human
costs is not easy. Jobs and $2 per
gallon gasoline are attractive to
most Americans. And fracking is
attracting interest and
controversy in other nations.

But, back to the issue of
American Indians. What does the
newest protest, and the
popularity of Standing Rock to
fellow American Indians and
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allies mean? The prime question
of how conscious this makes
tribal peoples from different
tribal nations in North America,
and from around the world of
their identity, and their place in
the capitalist world.

The formula of raising
worker consciousness gained
from association on a common
factory floor to a proletarian
socialist anti-class movement
resonates from workplace
uprisings in the industrial United
States, Europe, and now the
world factory of China. How
does it go with regard to the less
class defined situation of tribal
nations - in this case, with regard
to tribal nations in the United
States and Canada?

I believe that it is a
combined national and oppressed
common consciousness that has
been steadily defining what
“American Indian” or ‘“Native
American” means to descendants

of the 500 nations that post-
Columbian Europeans and
Africans have encountered. What
a Native American person is,
whether such a person is of a
newly defined and relevant
nation or people, and even what
such a concept is to North
Americans, in general, who
support or oppose, is what the
real news is from Standing Rock,
and all that has come before, and
will come, in the future.

Is Standing Rock more
than a symbol of environmental
protest? Is it about the rising of
the American Indian nation? Is it
a core around which a multi-
racial movement can be and is
being built? The less than
hopeful American presidential
campaign season has heard much
from the Black Lives Matter
movement and, at least, the
environmental aspects of the
Native American protests over
pipelines. It has a possibility of
growing into a multi-racial

peoples’ movement for
community control, socialism,
and the end of class rule.
Becoming a people and being
recognized as a people is one
possible positive element of a
much wider common struggle.

Notes
1. http://www.theatlantic.com/
63998/

2.  https://youtu.be/VivAqCHpXgA

3.  http://red-party.com/mean-lives-or-
mean-state/

4. https://www.mprnews.org/story/
2016/09/14/standing-rock-protest-
camp-becomes-movement

5. http://inthesetimes.com/working/
entry /19475 /afl-
it_prov

6. http://e360.yale.edu/feature/
as_fracking booms_growing conc

erns_about wastewater/2740/

7.  http://www.nationalobserver.com/
2016/07/04/news/flirting-disaster-
scary-truth-about-bomb-trains-
moving-through-your-town"

Elections and the Catch-22"

by C. Derick Varn

Donald Parkinson’s
recent polemic and call for an
electoral strategy for communist
politics strikes a delicate balance
in the abstentionism and social
democracy debates, but still
leaves many questions for those !
of us agnostic on the historical
value of electoralism in its
congressional or parliamentary
modes somewhat unsatisfied. In
my response to Parkinson’s call, !

I wish to highlight some points
of concern, skepticism, and
differing historical interpretation
that should be addressed by
anyone seeking a mass party and !
a minimum program for such a
party.

!

While Parkinson is
entirely correct his highlighting
that Marx did fully support the
tactical participation in elections
in 1850 and his provisional !

support of Erfurt program as late
as 1891 indicates that Marx
never supported abstentions from
elections. However, it should be
noted that the tone of Marx’s
writings on parliamentary
participation seems to have
moderated between 1850°’s
address to the Communist
League and his (originally
unpublished) writings in the
Critique of the Gotha Program
in 1875. This seems particularly
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evident in Section IV of the
Critique:

“It is by no means the
aim of the workers, who have got
rid of the narrow mentality of
humble subjects, to set the state
free. In the German Empire, the
‘state’ is almost as "free" as in
Russia. Freedom consists in
converting the state from an
organ superimposed upon society
into one completely subordinate
to it; and today, too, the forms of
state are more free or less free to
the extent that they restrict the
‘freedom of  the state’.”

The German Workers'
party — at least if it adopts the
program — shows that its
socialist ideas are not even skin-
deep; in that, instead of treating
existing society (and this holds
good for any future one) as the
basis of the existing state (or of
the future state in the case of
future society), it treats the state
rather as an independent entity
that possesses its own
intellectual, ethical, and
libertarian bases.

And what of the riotous
misuse which the program makes
of the words “present-day state”,
"present-day society”, and of the
still more riotous misconception
it creates in regard to the state to
which it addresses its demands?

"Present-day society" is
capitalist society, which exists in
all civilized countries, more or
less free from medieval
admixture, more or less modified

by the particular historical
development of each country,
more or less developed. On the
other hand, the "present-day
state" changes with a country's
frontier. It is different in the
Prusso-German Empire f r o m
what it is in Switzerland, and
different in England from what it
is in the United States. The
"present-day state" is therefore a
fiction.

Nevertheless, the
different states of the different
civilized countries, in spite or
their motley diversity of form, all
have this in common: that they
are based on modern bourgeois
society, only one more or less
capitalistically developed. They
have, therefore, also certain
essential characteristics in
common. In this sense, it is
possible to speak of the "present-
day state" in contrast with the
future, in which its present root,
bourgeois society, will have died
off.

While by no means
advocating the abstentionism one
often sees in both “anti-
Revisionist” and Left-communist
polemics, particularly after the
World Wars, there is a skepticism
about the scope and limitations
of such ones participation in
myriad bourgeois democracies
would actually encourage. In
many ways, it seems clear that
Marx sees the democratic
republic as a pre-condition but
not an answer to the issue of
dictatorship of the proletariat:

Its political demands
contain nothing beyond
the old democratic
litany familiar to all:
universal suffrage,
direct legislation,
popular rights, a
people's militia, etc.
They are a mere echo of
the bourgeois People's
Party, of the League of
Peace and Freedom.
They are all demands
which, insofar as they
are not exaggerated in
fantastic presentation,
have already been
realized. Only the state
to which they belong
does not lie within the
borders of the German
Empire, but in
Switzerland, the United
States, etc. This sort of
"state of the future" is a
present-day state,
although existing
outside the "framework"
of the German Empire.

But one thing has been
forgotten. Since the
German Workers' party
expressly declares that
it acts within "the
present-day national
state", hence within its
own state, the Prusso-
German Empire — its
demands would indeed
be otherwise largely
meaningless, since one
only demands what one
has not got — it should
not have forgotten the
chief thing, namely, that
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all those pretty little
gewgaws rest on the
recognition of the so-
called sovereignty of
the people and hence
are appropriate only in a
democratic republic.

Since one has not the
courage — and wisely
SO, for the
circumstances demand
caution — to demand
the democratic republic,
as the French workers'
programs under Louis
Philippe and under
Louis Napoleon did,
one should not have
resorted, either, to the
subterfuge, neither
"honest" nor decent, of
demanding things which
have meaning only in a
democratic republic
from a state which is
nothing but a police-
guarded military
despotism, embellished
with parliamentary
forms, alloyed with a
feudal admixture,
already influenced by
the bourgeoisie, and
bureaucratically
carpentered, and then to
assure this state into the
bargain that one
imagines one will be
able to force such things

upon it "by legal
means”.

Even vulgar democracy,
which sees the
millennium in the

democratic republic,
and has no suspicion
that it is precisely in this
last form of state of
bourgeois society that
the class struggle has to
be fought out to a
conclusion — even it
towers mountains above
this kind of
democratism, which
keeps within the limits
of what is permitted by
the police and not
permitted by logic.

Marx’s suspicion of

vulgar democracy remains clear
even if the exact nature of his
tone and critique appear slightly
ambivalent to the modern reader.
It is clear that democracy is not
the goal of the Marxist struggle,
but would such participation in
elections would be the basis for
it.
However, it is also clear, while
Marx pragmatically understands
the dangers of calling for a
properly democratic republic
would be, and that this cannot be
the limit of a communist vision.

This is to say that Marx
seems to be moderating his tone
towards electoralism from 1850.
Furthermore, even before such
an address, Marx seemed to
express similar skepticism about
the nature of participation in
bourgeois state. In 1843, in his
Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of
Right, he asserts:

As we have seen, the
state exists merely as

political state. The
totality of the political
state is the legislature.
To participate in the
legislature is thus to
participate in the
political state and to
prove and actualise
one's existence as
member of the political
state, as member of the
state. That all as
individuals want to
participate integrally in
the legislature is
nothing but the will of
all to be actual (active)
members of the state, or
to give themselves a
political existence, or to

prove their
existence as political
and to effect it as such.
We have further seen
that the Estates are civil
society as legislature,
that they are its political
existence.

The fact, therefore, that
civil society invades the
sphere of legislative
power en masse, and
where possible totally,
that actual civil society
wishes to substitute
itself for the fictional
civil society of the
legislature, is nothing
but the drive of civil
society to give itself
political existence, or to
make political existence
its actual existence. The
drive of civil society to
transform itself into
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political society, or to
make political society
into the actual society,
shows itself as the drive
for the most fully
possible universal
participation in
legislative power.

Parkinson not only
admits a similar ambivalence but
spells out a similar argument
about the illegitimacy of
contemporary politics. However,
Parkinson’s answers still do not
engage entirely on what this
would mean:

The first clarification to
make is that we would
not come to power
unless we had the
mandate to operate our
full minimum program
and essentially smash
the bourgeois state and
create the dictatorship
of the proletariat. The
party would be a party
inopposition a n d
would not form
coalition governments
with bourgeois parties.
Unlike other
organizations like
Syriza, who act as if
they cannot accomplish
anything until they are
in power, a properly
Marxist party would
remain in opposition
and not form a
government until
conditions for
revolution are ripe.

In short, Parkinson
advocates for participation in
liberal, i.e bourgeois, democracy
tactically, but always in
opposition and as a pre-cursor
for preparing the conditions for
revolution. Yet, it remains
unclear what any of this entitles
beyond rhetoric echoing Marx’s
assertions and skepticism but not
entirely updating them
historically. This greatly
complicates many of Parkinson’s
key points:!

“A mass party will have
to engage large amounts
of workers through
“extra parliamentary”
means before it will
even stand a chance
winning in an electoral
campaign. Building
class unions, solidarity
networks, unemployed
councils, mutual aid
societies, gun clubs,
sports teams, etc. is not
to be rejected in favor
of electoral action.”

Yet many of these
activities require changes in law
not to be the kind of adventurism
that Parkinson is warning us
against. This also, honestly, does
not deal with the limitations on
class unions, mutual aid societies
and the credential and regulatory
limitations on creating them
within a legal space nor how
such illegalism could be
reconciled with the necessary
requirements to build a mass

party through electoral means.
None of these preconditions and
social institutions of dual power
currently exist, and so seeming
working towards a electoral
strategy to create them seems, at
minimum, highly premature but
also leads a myriad of
contradictions that did not exist
for either pre-1914 social
Democrats or Bolsheviks. They
actually did operate in an illegal
framework but also when the
notion of a political party was
massively different from what
has ever existed in the United
States or in Anglosphere in
general. There is little history
for such political parties, and
thus new meanings for what
would do would require massive
education and institutional pull
on the electorate.

This catch-22 means that
the mass party in an electoral
system would need mass support
before it could tactically use
elections to get mass support. Is
abstentionism really such a
tactical mistake in such a stage?
The discussion of Marx above
hardly makes that clear. If one
does accept this: means of
preventing careerism, executive
focus, and shallow political
engagement as encouraged by
Anglosphere’s notion of the
party system where parties are
primarily voter sorting
mechanism without much other
function than raising money for
that purpose, such mechanisms
much be more clearly laid out
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before a communist election
strategy could begin in earnest.

When Parkinson asserts. ..

While it is true aspects
of 2nd international Marxism
incorrectly comprehended the
capitalist state and perhaps
overemphasized the importance
of electoral action, one could
say the opposite plagues the
current left which mostly
fetishizes direct action. It is only
“action in the streets” that
vitalizes and gives consciousness
to the working class; when it
participates in electoral
campaigns it is inert and doesn’t
recognize the sham nature of the
elections.

I remain skeptical here,
but I will admit most forms of
direct action over-fetishized and
even habitual. Protesting can be
shows of mass force to build a
fighting force more than asking
politicians to be moral. Small
scale vandalism was much more
disruptive to capital in the past
when it sabotaged production,
but most massive production is
out of the reach of average
anarchist. These are all true, it
remains to be seen if these
options are the primary ones.
The binary Parkinson posits is
seemingly contradicted by the
emphasis on building para-state
class institutions prior to
engaging in democracy and
organizational building. In short,
I certainly agree with Parkinson
that: “Elections as a tactic have
benefits, as does direct action.
Today the left acts as if one must

pick and choose between the
two, yet this was not the case for
Marx, Engels, Luxemburg, and
Lenin. All saw the need for both
the ballot and the bullet to win
power.” However, this seems to
be focusing on two ends of a
progress, neither of which the
mass support or the institutional
work has been currently done
for. The catch-22 for such work
seems to be almost intractable
starting from either/or or both to
the question of “direct action vs.
electoralism” whereas the
question of how to build
institutions to make such a
choice even viable remains
unaddressed directly.

Furthermore when
Parkinson asserts:  “Bourgeois
elections are of course not a
reliable means of determining
legitimacy, but they can give the
party an idea of where and how
much it garners popular support.
So elections can not only serve
as way to win support, but also
to measure it.” This seems
dubious in that large swathes of
the electorate are fundamentally
depoliticized and abstentionist
now without any prompting of a
party. There are many ways to
determine legitimacy which
could be counted by participation
in the very para-state institutions
that Parkinson’s rightly sees as
been essential prior to the
creation of the electoral party.
There are other means to take
note of legitimacy and many
which show much more
investment in an actual socialist
politics. !

This is not say that cadre
creation or Facebook “Likes”
replaces or substitutes for
electoralism in taking account of
the public and working class
view, but that none of them alone
answer the problem and the
focus, again, seems oddly
particular given the current state
of the Marxian left.

Hence the focus on
electoralism seems premature
and binary against ‘“new Left”
direct action seems also to
exclude a middle that Parkinson
has already admitted was
necessary in the course of his
call for such a strategy.

Furthermore, some of
the specifics Parkinson does lay
out still seem to require much,
much more institutional
development to achieve: “For
example, electoral reps can be
required to donate a certain
percentage of their salary to the
party and be subject to recall by
a popular vote. Electoral reps can
also be given party-imposed term
limits more strident that those
enforced by the bourgeois state.”
This can only be effective if both
class interests are unified and
clear and the party itself has
internal institutional mechanism
to hold itself accountable in
imposing said will. Also direct
democracy has historically been
subject to the whims of media
reaction even within the working
class since its experiments in the
1950s with ballot propositions
and canton regulation. There is
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no reason to believe that without
significant institutional and
educational work, such appeals
to direct democracy being a limit
on a political class developing
would themselves be
representative of class will.

The ambivalence
towards electoralism seems to

have emerged particularly in the
Second International but was
clear even prior. While I agree
with Parkinson (as well as
Engels and Lenin before him)
that abstentionism and outright
illegal fetishism would probably
be counter-productive, I do not
see that any Marxist group has
begun to address the key para-

institutional concerns that would
enable us to clarify our
understandings of both political
processes and the nature of the
working class as it currently
exists. In such a position, any
talk of electoralism risks merely
tailing opposition parties willing
to form a government in a
parliamentary context. "

Letters

Cage and Culture.
|

The impact of Luke
Cage, the newest installment in
the Marvel Cinematic Universe
which debuted on Netflix
September 30th, gives us a
glimpse of the huge potential for
liberation politics in pop culture.

Like The Root and many
other publications have already
noted, Luke Cage is
“unapologetically black.” Here is
a show about a bulletproof Black
man in a hoodie, a show that
offers a majority-Black cast in a
historically Black setting without
sinking to the level of cardboard
cut-outs and stereotypes. The
characters populating this world
are rounded people; the plot
grapples with gentrification,

racism and police violence not as !
I

add-ons but organically. Most
significantly, Luke as a character
pushes past the generic narrative
of superheroes as saviors from
above. His moral need to be
accountable to the people of
Harlem - who play a real role in
the story in two of the season’s
most memorable scenes -
portrays him as a kind of one-
man workers’ militia, a force for
justice standing outside the
capitalist state without standing
above society, as Batman or Iron
Man do.

Culture matters. There’s
a possibility in pop culture of
showing the working class and
oppressed people a vision of
society, an aspiration, that’s

better than the world as it!
I

1 Response to 10 Responsés

This is a response to
Jules Gleeson’s recent listicle
“Let’s Try Communism: 10
Responses to ‘Queerness and
Precarity’”.! Let’s keep this short

and focus on the two worst parts
of' a mostly decent article.

I don’t like to use these
terms unironically but, in my

I

currently exists. No doubt there
are many leftists today whose
socialist aspirations were initially
stirred (at least in part) by Star
Trek, just as a previous
generation of radicals was
moved by Upton Sinclair’s The
Jungle. This kind of
programming will always be
limited when delivered by the
profit system. But if socialist
ideas are going to become a mass
force again, the left should
acknowledge fiction’s role in
shaping consciousness. We
should imagine a vibrant, united
movement with the resources,
along with a culture of
intellectual and artistic freedom,
to articulate that socialist vision.

- QGabriel Pierre

humble opinion, I found there to
be quite a surprising display of
ultraleftism and utopianism in
this short article. I almost
wonder if I'm missing a joke
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here when Jules calls for the
abolition of heterosexuality.
Surely you can’t be serious?
Good luck organizing around
that ‘principle’. Communists
shouldn’t be in the business of
determining the sexual
orientation of humanity. Let
people fuck the way they want as
long as they aren’t hurting others
(non-consensually). It’s
ridiculous that I even need to say
this but, then again, perhaps I’'m
missing some grander political
strategy at play here.

this
‘revolutionary créche’ idea (ah,
needless French, the sign of a
true academic), it’s absurd for
communists to propose this-or-
that structure to replace the
family (or any historically

Now onto

obsolete socio-economic
formation). Communists should
be showing the way to win
proletarian political power so
that, once free from class-based
and general oppression,
humanity can organize freely

however it wishes, créches or
not. Prescribing this-or-that
organizational form as the one
true form is wholly pointless and
totally useless to any communist
serious about organizing. None
of this is to say that communists
shouldn’t speculate about
communism, but there is a
difference between saying
“Things may be this way based
on this evidence...” and “This is
how things will definitely be.”

- Lovely Susie"

Party Update

We had 417 readers since the last issue, and
those of you who are coming back for more
(thanks!) might notice we’re making an effort to
improve our coverage of developments on the left,

including the tactical discussions our movement
needs to have if we’re going to get things right. As
always, let us know what you think - and submit
your own letters or articles to party@red-party.com”
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WHAT WE STAND FOR"

The Red Party is a U.S. political
organization that fights for
working class unity in a single
socialist party-movement. A
united organization, based on a
Marxist program, would turn
politics as we know it upside
down, injecting the labor and
social movements with a
renewed sense of confidence and
strength.

* A united workers’ party-
movement would combine
political action with economic
and social action, including
running socialist candidates for
office, protests, strikes, co-
operatives and mutual aid
societies.

* Our organization has the word
party in its name, but we
recognize that in the world-
historic sense there is no
revolutionary party in the U.S.
today. Instead we have a
fractured array of competing
sects organized on a
bureaucratic basis. Their work
is hampered by hyper-activism
with little to no long-term
strategy, lack of internal
democracy and lack of deep
roots in the working class. The
Red Party organizes day-to-
day resistance against
injustices spawned by
capitalism within the context
of strengthening working class
organization and building
support for socialism.

* Marxists operate through
democratic centralism.
Through ongoing debate we !
seek to achieve unity in action

and a common world outlook.
As long as they support agreed
actions, members have the
right to speak openly and form
factions to advance their
views.

Marxists oppose all imperialist
wars and interventions, from
Iraq to Syria, but recognize
that ending war permanently
means ending capitalism.
Marxists are internationalists.
We strive for the closest unity
of the working class and
oppressed peoples everywhere.
We oppose nationalism in all
its forms. We advocate a new
revolutionary workers’
International. Without an
International (a world party),
the struggle against Capital is
weakened. Capital organizes
across borders; so too must we.
Marxists support industrial
unions (organizing workers by
industry) rather than the more
narrow trade union structure.
We support the highest
possible level of pan-American
union coordination for
workers’ rights. Bureaucratic
leadership and class
collaboration, particularly
support for the Democratic
Party, in the unions must be
replaced with democratic
revitalization and class
independence.

Marxists are champions of the
oppressed. Women’s
oppression, racism, national
oppression and LGBT/QI !
oppression are just as much
working class questions as are

higher pay, union rights and
struggles for quality health,
housing and education.
Marxists demand self-
determination for American
Indian nations, Hawaii, Puerto
Rico and all other territories.

* World capitalism, based on

exploitation and a reckless
quest for profit, is increasingly
putting the future of humanity
at risk through war and climate
change. World capitalism must
give way to world socialism - a
society based on freedom,
solidarity and a radical
extension of democracy.

* Marxists oppose Stalinism, a

system of bureaucratic
dictatorship that rules in the
name of socialism the same
way the capitalist class claims
to rule in the name of liberty.

* Socialism itself is the first

stage of the global transition to
communism - a society where
war, exploitation, money,
classes and states exist only as
museum pieces. Communism
is the negation of class society
and provides the maximum
individual and collective
freedom.

If you agree with these
principles, join the Red Party!

red-party.com | (319) 654-4621
party(@red-party.com

facebook.com/redpartyusa
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