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			Introduction

			The Twenty-First Century “Woke” Social Justice Popular Delusion

			We find that whole communities suddenly fix their minds upon one object, and go mad in its pursuit; that millions of people become simultaneously impressed with one delusion and run after it, till their attention is caught by some new folly more captivating than the first.

			—Charles Mackay, Extraordinary Popular Delusions 
and the Madness of Crowds, 18521

			Marx recognized that Hegel’s dialectic does not advance cultures under its sway but rather nihilizes them. Marx envisioned a critical philosophy to tear down Western culture and a proletariat of middle-class nihilists to do so. From Marx to Alinsky, a dark, destructive nihilist strain that runs through the Left as characterized by numerous homages to Satan, et al.

			—Stephen Coughlin and Richard Higgins, Re-Remembering the Mis-Remembered Left: The Left’s Strategy and Tactics to Transform America, 2019.2

			A dark, evil ideology has descended over America.

			Universities across the country have indoctrinated a generation of young adults with the idea that America is a racist nation founded by slaveholders who perpetuate social injustice. This dangerous neo-Marxist generation, the first ever to rise in this land, is rapidly gaining power, pervading the federal bureaucracy, politicizing our institutions of justice, dominating our military, setting out to control the Supreme Court, and willing to steal the presidency if necessary. Trained in the techniques of critical theory, these young revolutionaries are in the process of imposing a totalitarian standard of their truths on all who dare oppose them.

			Admiring the techniques of Mao Tse-tung’s Cultural Revolution, this rising generation of revolutionaries is determined to impose their totalitarian standard of political correctness on public communications in this country. Versed in Mao’s Long March tactics, these young revolutionaries have extended their control over the nation’s corporations. Determined to negate all that is good about America, this new generation of radicals has already captured public education down to the kindergarten level, aiming to extend their reach into all subsequent generations. Applying lessons from Antonio Gramsci’s “march through the institutions,”3 these young adults have captured control over crucial social networking websites as well as the mainstream broadcast and print media. Pushing to achieve their utopian dreams, this new generation of cultural Maoist devotees aim to destroy the Judeo-Christian tradition our Founding Fathers correctly believed was required to perpetuate the liberties they bestowed upon us.

			I am writing this second volume of my Great Awakening Trilogy in the hope and prayer that by exposing the demonic political philosophy that gave birth to this “woke” generation, we may yet save the world from plunging into the apocalyptic abyss. We should understand that World War III has already begun with Russia invading Ukraine, much as Hitler invaded Poland in 1939. With the Joe Biden administration giving the green light to Iran to develop nuclear weapons, we are on the verge of a historic attempt to wipe Israel from the map. With the development of hypersonic nuclear weapons by Russia, China, and now the United States, the logic of mutually assured destruction that has prevented a nuclear holocaust is shifting. Despite the midnight darkness of the current hour, I have persisted in completing this second volume. I remain with the certainty that, in the end, God always wins. Yet I fear how horrible “in the end” may be for us to experience unless we act now to proclaim truth to cast a needed beam of light into this dark and evil night of this disinformation age.

			In the first volume, The Truth about Energy, Global Warming, and Climate Change: Exposing Climate Lies in an Age of Disinformation,4 published in August 2022, I explained the false philosophical premises and the twisted science this revolutionary “woke” movement has used to make humans fear that industrial progress has polluted even the air we breathe. The “save the planet” hysteria is a repeat and perhaps the final chapter in the popular delusions and the madness of crowds that have always plagued human existence. This second volume explains the anarchy the social justice theories have already caused to become pervasive in America, presaging the Maximilien Robespierre Reign of Terror, which the neo-Marxists/cultural Maoists are planning to unleash in America to force the country into submission.

			Standing in the wings, waiting to be the new evil masters, are the godless globalists. Convinced that their technological advances have placed them on the throne of God, these globalists, once in power, will quickly eliminate the neo-Marxist/cultural Maoists who have destroyed America to pave the road for their New World Order. As in the prelude to World War II, the socialist Nazis are ready to send to the concentration death camps the woke rabble-rousers who brought them to power.

			Fronted by the World Economic Forum, these New World Order globalist mobsters and their multinational corporate accomplices are preparing to be the ultimate masters of the world. In a wave of transgender transhumanism, the globalist demons believe they have the technology to create the final Nietzschean Übermensch to rule over an enslaved, vastly diminished, worldwide population of subservient mortals willing to obey just to receive their daily bread. At the end of their Reign of Terror, the woke generation may finally realize they have birthed their demise—a realization they will not experience until they are herded off to the gulag or walk up the steps with their hands bound behind their backs to face the guillotine.

			This second volume in the Great Awakening Trilogy explains how the woke ideology was crafted, beginning with Immanuel Kant and Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, continuing through Antonio Gramsci, the Frankfurt School, and concluding with postmodern thinkers like Jean Baudrillard. Unless we understand how the woke social justice phenomenology and political philosophy evolved away from biblical principles of natural law and natural rights, we will never be able to turn back this evil. Thus, the first volume on energy, global warming, and climate change demonstrates that the “woke” ideology depends upon scientific lies that are credible only in this age of disinformation. This second volume on neo-Marxism, cultural Maoism, and anarchy explains “why” these woke totalitarians lie. This second volume demonstrates that political philosophers starting with Kant and Hegel, progressing through Marx and Mao, to the Frankfurt School and Herbert Marcuse, as refined by postmodernist theory, have created a subjective, schizophrenic phenomenology that forces the woke generation to live in a value-relative world that is foreign and hostile to a natural law worldview.

			Thus, Volume 1 of the Great Awakening Trilogy, The Truth about Energy, Global Warming, and Climate Change: Exposing Climate Lies in an Age of Disinformation, demonstrated that climate-change/global-warming hysteria is nothing but a political ideology. That book documented the proven lies the neo-Marxist radical Left has told to demonize carbon dioxide, a molecule we exhale. Volume 1 further documented that the climate-change/global-warming ideology is not legitimate environmentalism. Depopulationists like Harrison Brown and Paul Ehrlich co-opted the environmental movement at the end of World War II. In Volume 1, I explained how neo-Marxists in recent years have further co-opted the depopulation movement to focus on our use of hydrocarbon fuels, claiming that our use of hydrocarbon fuels constitutes an existential threat to human survival. The neo-Marxists chose to demonize carbon dioxide because hydrocarbon fuels emit carbon dioxide. Without hydrocarbon fuels, capitalism and the modern industrial state cannot support the billions of lives globally that have thrived in this global interglacial warming period we are experiencing on Earth.

			Volume 2 explains the development in phenomenology and political philosophy that has led to today’s woke social justice ideology. Properly understood, woke social justice philosophy is an advanced form of the Hegelian dialectic aimed at negating capitalism, destroying the United States as a global superpower, and instituting a bureaucratically controlled totalitarian state intolerant of any dissent. While Volume 1 necessarily included discussion of mathematical and scientific concepts, Volume 2 necessarily includes an extensive discussion of phenomenology and political philosophy. What should be clear to readers of Volume 2 is that the neo-Marxists, cultural Maoists, and anarchists live in a fundamentally different view of reality. Moreover, they operate with a set of values that redefines truth to be subjective.

			The radical Left today intends to negate America by deconstructing the Enlightenment understanding of how we perceive reality and value life. The reconstructed “woke” phenomenology and ethics involve a worldview dictated by a vaguely articulated utopia that the radical Left believes involves a reengineered human being. With Volume 2, we are forced to consider reality as a language construct, as articulated by philosophers like Ludwig Wittgenstein and postmodernists like Jean Baudrillard. Unfortunately, Volume 2, like Volume 1, is complex. But understanding, and hopefully defeating, critical theory and social justice ideology leaves us no other choice.

			Volume 1 demonstrated that climate change and global warming true believers do not necessarily believe their arguments are true (in an Enlightenment sense), but they believe they are necessary (in a utopian sense). Volume 2 demonstrates that the worldview (in German, the Weltanschauung) in which the woke live is schizophrenic, necessarily self-constructed, and intolerant of discussion, debate, or disagreement. While the journey is complex, those who persist to read both books entirely will understand that the neo-Marxists, cultural Maoists, and anarchists we are experiencing today live in a bizarre, twisted metaverse that attempts to create a synthetic reality in which they expect future generations will live. In this woke metaverse all truth is fiction, all values are relative, and all reality is an illusion.

			This Volume 2 explains the ideology the neo-Marxists have constructed to self-justify their lying. Volume 3 will explain where the neo-Marxists are headed if they are permitted to succeed. Volume 3 will show that the future these maniacs plan will be one of marvelous machines designed to allow an unnamed global elite to be in total control of our every thought, emotion, and action. Our cell phones and iPads create a marvelously seductive metaverse in which we live. But what happens when behind the scenes the anonymous masters pull the cord and unplug the electricity? Thus, Volume 3 will cover themes of transhumanism, transgenderism, artificial intelligence, mass surveillance, and totalitarian control. Volume 3 will expose the New World Order globalists and their twisted view that a small, elite minority together with the willing assistance of multinational corporations can create a utopia with their machines. Volume 3 explains the ultimate goal toward which these mad Malthusian utopians are aiming.

			The “heaven on earth” these globalist oligarchs seek to create will be “hell on earth” for the rest of us. The question we face as a civilized society is whether we turn over the asylum to the management of these neo-Marxist, cultural Maoist, anarchistic lunatics. The reality of human existence here is that we did not create this world or set the rules. The dialectic certainty proclaimed at the heart of this woke madness is that Hegel, Marx, and Mao would die long before their godless utopia on earth had been realized. Life here has remained the same since Homo sapiens first walked upon this planet. God rules here, and living the moral code God established is possibly the only eternal or utopian experience we humans can ever expect to encounter.

			But trying to explain this to the intolerant woke generation is pointless. How do you explain true reality to those who think there is no truth and there is no reality? The woke have already been seduced and brainwashed to live in a metaverse constructed to give them the illusion that their personal metaverse is all that exists. The evil masters who created this nightmare are nihilists who believe our experience is illusionary and will not have happened once all is gone. The devils behind these evil masters know better. The genius demons acknowledge God exists because they exist not to deny God but to hate Him. The woke reality is evil because its metaverse is demon-devised. The woke believe social justice critical theory will liberate us, without understanding the evil monsters who created this ideology did so to enslave us.

			The reader should approach the three volumes of the Great Awakening Trilogy much as one would listen to a symphony. The themes introduced in each book will resonate and be developed in all three books, much like musical themes weave through a classical opus. Volume 3 will cover themes of transhumanism, transgenderism, artificial intelligence, and perpetual life extension as we explore the dystopian nature of the neo-Marxist utopia that the globalist New World Order plans as our future. In summary, Volume 1 explained that the neo-Marxists lie.

			I pray America will awaken, to reject being woke. America must return to God if we are to have any hope of preventing these Satanic maniacs from actualizing the totalitarian future their ideology dictates. Yet, all is not lost. Ultimately, the God of Genesis who willed “Let there be light” may stop the malicious Four Horsemen of the book of Revelation from riding the world to destruction. God can and will pull the plug on this world when and if God so chooses. As Eve came sorrowfully to realize, biting the fruit containing the knowledge of good and evil was partaking not of divine wisdom but the serpent’s great lie rooted in hatred of God.

			I am writing this book in the hope that it is not too late to beg God’s forgiveness. We should have protested in the 1940s when the Supreme Court began taking God out of the schools. But in the spirit of 2 Chronicles 7:14, we are assured victory if we get on our knees and beg God for forgiveness for our sins. As I have said repeatedly, in the end God always wins! In writing this book, the only fear I have is to contemplate just what “in the end” might mean if we fail to turn from these wicked ways. What is at stake is the end of a God-inspired morality and the loss of the freedoms bequeathed to us by our Founding Fathers.

			
			
		

	
		
			Chapter 1

			Neo-Marxist Political Warfare

			National policy has come under the influence of constructed narratives that mainstream and conservative leaders neither understand nor control.

			—Stephen Coughlin and Richard Higgins, Re-Remembering the Mis-Remembered Left, 20195

			The ordinary acceptation of words in their relation to things was changed as men thought fit.

			—Thucydides, History of the Peloponnesian War, Book III, Chapter LXXXII, 46

			The abuse of political power is fundamentally connected with the sophistic abuse of the word, indeed, finds in it the fertile soil in which to hide and grow and get ready, so much so that the latent potential of the totalitarian poison can be ascertained, as it were, by observing the symptom of public abuse of language. The degradation, too, of man through man, alarmingly evident in the acts of physical violence committed by all tyrannies, has its beginning, certainly much less alarmingly, at that almost imperceptible moment when the word loses its dignity.

			—Josef Pieper, Abuse of Language—Abuse of Power, 19747

			Communists long ago realized that it’s difficult to achieve the social disintegration needed to ready a country for communist revolution by promoting class division alone. Class is amorphous; it can change within a generation. In a free society, an ambitious individual can rise from beggar to billionaire in a lifetime. Class is an unreliable wedge for revolutionaries, especially in Western free-market societies. Ethnic, religious, and especially racial differences are more stable. The divisions are deeper; the differences, more obvious; and their histories, more imbued with bitterness and hatred. Few people care that their grandparents were poor, but many might care that they were slaves or dispossessed of their ancestral lands by a rival racial or ethnic group. Such resentments can last for generations. Therefore, modern Marxists-Leninists have consistently, even scientifically, exploited ethnic and racial divisions to achieve revolutionary ends.

			—Trevor Loudon, “Communists and Race,” 20198

			In this second decade of the twenty-first century, America has never been at greater risk of losing the individual freedoms defined by a broad embrace of classical liberalism that has prevailed in this country since the Continental Congress adopted the Declaration of Independence on July 4, 1776. The radical Left elite running our nation’s elite educational institution has now indoctrinated two generations of Americans—first the millennials and now the Gen Z “Zoomers.” These are the first two generations to reach adulthood and enter power in this country trained to “hate America.” At the core of this hate-America sentiment is the accusation the United States is and has always been a racist country.

			Those desiring to use race to divide America trace the accusation of racism back to our Founding Fathers and the Constitutional Convention in Philadelphia in 1787. Unable to convince the southern states to renounce slavery, our Founding Fathers chose to create the union that in 1787 they could create. However, a close reading of the words written makes clear the language of the Constitution does not mention the institution of slavery or the designation of race specifically. Nor does the Constitution repudiate the Declaration of Independence.9 Still, a radical Left remains determined to declare the Constitutional Convention’s failure to abolish the institution of slavery as the “fatal flaw” in the founding of this nation that branded America once and for all as a racist state.

			On November 19, 1863, President Abraham Lincoln delivered the Gettysburg Address. Speaking on that great battlefield of the Civil War, Lincoln said 272 words that “remade America,” as Garry Wills, an emeritus professor of history at Northwestern University and a prolific author, wrote in his 1992 book Lincoln at Gettysburg.10 Like the Constitution, Wills noted that Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address does not mention slavery. Wills wrote:

			The Gettysburg Address does not mention Gettysburg. Nor slavery. Nor—more surprising—the Union. (Certainly not the South.) The other major message of 1863, the Emancipation Proclamation, is not mentioned, much less defended or vindicated. The “great task” mentioned in the Address is not emancipation but the preservation of self-government. We assume, today, that self-government includes self-rule by blacks as well as whites; but at the time of his appearance at Gettysburg Lincoln was not advocating, even eventually, the suffrage for African Americans. The Gettysburg Address, for all its artistry and eloquence, does not directly address the prickliest issues of its historic moment.11

			Yet, as Wills noted, Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address was transcendental in its impact. Wills made that point as follows:

			The Gettysburg Address has become an authoritative expression of the American spirit—as authoritative as the Declaration itself, and perhaps even more influential, since it determines how we read the Declaration. For most people now, the Declaration means what Lincoln told us it means, as a way of correcting the Constitution itself without overthrowing it. It is this correction of the spirit, this intellectual revolution, that makes attempts to go back beyond Lincoln to some earlier version so feckless. The proponents of states’ rights may have arguments, but they have lost their force, in courts as well as in the popular mind. By accepting the Gettysburg Address, its concept of a single people dedicated to a proposition, we have been changed. Because of it, we live in a different America.12

			Wills’s point is that with the Gettysburg Address, Lincoln wrote the proposition that “all men are created equal” into our founding principles. By declaring that five words, “all men are created equal,” were the proposition to which this nation was dedicated, Lincoln subtly advanced the Declaration of Independence take precedence over the Constitution in defining what, since that day on the Gettysburg battlefield, Americans understand to be the true meaning of “conceived in liberty.” The principle that Lincoln declared to the nation on November 19, 1863, was direct. Regardless of race or the tragedy of slavery, all human beings are created by God to have equal human rights. Despite the many differences we all have at birth, including race, we all exist equally in the eyes of God. Lincoln established, by implication, the principle that equal status as human beings applied equally to all as what Thomas Jefferson meant in 1776 when penning the relevant sentence into the Declaration of Independence. That God created all human beings equal in rights, Lincoln declared, was the founding principle upon which our Founding Fathers brought forth this “new nation” upon the face of the earth.

			With the Gettysburg Address, Lincoln clarified the uniqueness in the founding of America. Throughout history, no other nation had ever articulated its founding principle as equal rights for all, regardless of our differences, including race. Wills’s book Lincoln at Gettysburg received the 1993 Pulitzer Prize for General Nonfiction. Today, Wills may well have experienced difficulty getting his analysis into print, let alone winning a Pulitzer Prize.

			Today, the millennials and the Gen Z “Zoomers” are coming of age. At the same time, the “Greatest Generation” that fought to defeat Benito Mussolini’s fascism in Italy, Adolf Hitler’s fascism in Germany, and the imperial ambitions of near-feudal, emperor-ruled Japan are rapidly passing from the face of the earth. Indoctrinated by educational institutions and a popular culture dominated by the radical Left, the millennials and Gen Z “Zoomers” are the first generations of Americans to reach adulthood harboring a neo-Marxist brand of cultural Maoism-shaped hate-America values. Today, these “hate-America” youthful leaders are taking over the institutions of this nation with a frightful ignorance of all things, including American history. Their inability to understand or appreciate Western civilization’s traditions or understand American exceptionalism creates an intellectual vacuum sadly filled by an ideological fervor to dismantle our constitutional freedoms and destroy capitalism once and for all. Today, the neo-Marxist, cultural Maoist radical Left considers rights equal only for the woke.

			The Political Warfare Battlefield

			Stephen Coughlin and Richard Higgins are two former intelligence officers who understand we are in an ideological war with the neo-Marxist Left. Experienced in military counterinsurgency tactics, Coughlin and Higgins apply a political warfare analysis “to reframe the political environment in order to provide timely anticipatory situation awareness in support of decision-making” in a last-ditch attempt to preserve this country as a beacon of freedom for ourselves and all peoples of the world. Let’s expand the quotation from Coughlin and Higgins’s remarkable 2019 book Re-Remembering the Mis-Remembered Left. The full excerpt reads as follows:

			National policy has come under the influence of constructed narratives that mainstream and conservative leaders neither understand nor control. Lacking situational awareness to recognize the operational nature of information campaigns directed against national policy, responses tend to be tactically limited and predictably reactive along scripted action-reaction cycles built into the operational sequencing of information campaigns controlled by the Left. These powerful but misunderstood narratives drive policy. At their core, these narratives are not American. Rather, they are dialectically driven Neo-Marxist memes that infuse mass line efforts operating at the cultural level intent on powering down into the political space. This furthers the Left’s political warfare effort to impose conformance resulting in the non-enforcement of laws by those tasked with their oversight and enforcement. As these narratives transition into prevailing cultural memes, non-enforcement becomes institutionalized and enforced by an opposition that increasingly comes under the control of those narratives.13

			One of the key strategies in the neo-Marxist campaign to destroy the United States is to rewrite American history. The neo-Marxist goal is to change the cultural understanding of our founding principles. Traditionally, American history has been taught from the perspective that our Founding Fathers created a form of limited government, a republic, not a democracy. Principles such as separation of powers—i.e., the division of ruling authority between coequal executive, legislative, and judicial branches of government—aimed to prevent the emergence of a dictatorship. Finally, as the Declaration of Independence articulated, preserving God-bestowed individual rights and liberties was the central purpose of the new government the Constitutional Convention created in 1787. The neo-Marxist rewrite portrays our Founding Fathers not as defenders of freedom but as racists who devised a system of white privilege that institutionalized slavery. Neo-Marxists condemn the United States beyond redemption based on the argument that our Founding Fathers were determined to create a system of government that bestowed God-endowed individual rights only to white men owning property.

			President Lincoln’s 1862 message to Congress expressed the urgency the Civil War had created to remedy the fundamental flaw in the nation’s creation that the Constitutional Convention had failed to fix. In that message, Lincoln said: “In giving freedom to the slave, we assure freedom to the free—honorable alike in what we give, and what we preserve. We shall nobly save, or meanly lose, the last best hope of earth.”14 Lincoln fought the Civil War not to free the slaves but to preserve the Union, renouncing the legitimacy of the states’ rights argument used by the Southern states to justify succession. But by January 1, 1863, the date he issued the Emancipation Proclamation, Lincoln knew that freeing the slaves had become an unavoidable issue that the Civil War had to resolve if the nation, as articulated by the Declaration of Independence, was to survive. On January 31, 1865, the U.S. Congress passed the Thirteenth Amendment when the House of Representatives, in a second vote, narrowly passed the measure that abolished slavery approximately two months before General Robert E. Lee surrendered to General Ulysses S. Grant at Appomattox Court House on April 9, 1865. Watching Steven Spielberg’s 2012 movie Lincoln, virtually nothing is said to clarify that Lincoln was a Republican and the opposition to the Thirteenth Amendment came mainly from Southern Democrats.

			Yet, in its stubborn insistence, the neo-Marxist Left ignores Lincoln’s determination to extend the Declaration of Independence’s statement of equal rights to all Americans, including the slaves. The historian Howard Zinn, an admitted anarchist and socialist who preferred to call himself a democratic socialist,15 made this point abundantly clear in his 1980 college textbook A People’s History of the United States.16 “There is not a country in the world in which racism has been more important, for so long a time, as the United States,” Zinn wrote in chapter 2, “Drawing the Color Line.”17 Zinn argued that even Thomas Jefferson, in the drafting of the Declaration of Independence, was a racist. Zinn explained as follows:

			Thomas Jefferson had written a paragraph of the Declaration accusing the King of transporting slaves from Africa to the colonies and “suppressing every legislative attempt to prohibit or to restrain this execrable commerce.” This seemed to express moral indignation against slavery and the slave trade (Jefferson’s personal distaste for slavery must be put alongside the fact that he owned hundreds of slaves to the day he died). Behind it was the growing fear among Virginians and some other southerners about the growing number of black slaves in the colonies (20 percent of the total population) and the threat of slave revolts as the number of slaves increased. Jefferson’s paragraph was removed by the Continental Congress, because slaveholders themselves disagreed about the desirability of ending the slave trade. So even that gesture toward the black slave was omitted in the great manifesto of freedom of the American Revolution.18

			Zinn begged the reader to understand that his intent is not to put “impossible moral burdens on that time [i.e., 1776]” but “to try to understand the way in which the Declaration functioned to mobilize certain groups of Americans, ignoring others.”19 In the language of today’s critical race theory, Zinn’s point is that Thomas Jefferson’s declaration that “all men are created equal” was, in reality, a statement affirming “white male privilege.”20 Not willing to excuse Jefferson from a charge of racism, Zinn repeated his accusation in a subsequent chapter. In chapter 5, “A Kind of Revolution,” Zinn wrote:

			Jefferson tried his best, as an enlightened, thoughtful individual might. But the structure of American society, the power of the cotton plantation, the slave trade, the politics of unity between northern and southern elites, and the long culture of race prejudice in the colonies, as well as his own weaknesses—that combination of practical need and ideological fixation—kept Jefferson a slaveowner throughout his life.21

			Historian David Greenberg, a professor of journalism and media studies at Rutgers University, wrote a highly critical 2013 analysis of Zinn’s scholarship, entitled “Agit-Prof: Howard Zinn’s Influential Mutilations of American History.” Greenberg noted that since its 1980 publication, Zinn’s textbook had sold over two million copies. He also commented that “as a faculty brat” in the 1980s, he was “enamored” with Zinn’s history, thrilled by Zinn’s “now-famous victims’-eye panorama of the American experience.”22 But Greenberg also noted that the radical Left’s debunking of American history gained widespread academic acceptance in the 1970s amid the race riots that began in the mid-1960s and the anti-war protests that intensified in the 1970s. Greenberg pointed to Jonathan Wiener, a professor of history at the University of California, Irvine. Wiener, in 1989, published an academic article explaining how radical history strongly influenced by Marxism became institutionalized as the norm among academic historians.23 Beginning in the late-1960s, in short order, curriculums in major universities across America began featuring courses in “African American History,” “Woman’s History,” and “Hispanic History.” These courses universally described the United States as a capitalist nation with a history of racism, sexism, and antagonism to immigrants that resulted in social and economic discrimination.

			Coughlin and Higgins point out that those of us who believe in God and cherish the Constitution’s extension of equal rights to all Americans, regardless of race, religion, or sex, are losing today’s battle to preserve the nation Lincoln conceived and brought forth. Why? Because we fail to understand how the neo-Marxist Left dominates the Democratic Party today and uses techniques derived from the Hegelian dialectic to construct and drive the dominant narratives of our time: “Political correctness is the enforcement mechanism of the multicultural narrative that implements neo-Marxist objectives.”24

			Political warfare is fought on a battlefield that does not require guns and tanks. In combating neo-Marxist political warfare, we need to understand that the radical Left’s battlefield is made of ideas, the tactics are dialectical, and the weapons are pseudoreality narratives. The revolution the radical Left is planning today does not require a foreign army attacking our shores. Today’s enemy is an enemy fighting traditional values, and the revolution is a spiritual coup d’état, a Maoist cultural insurgency directed by the neo-Marxists who now control the Democratic Party. The crux of Coughlin and Higgins’s political warfare analysis is that the radical Left in America today influences national public policy through carefully constructed neo-Marxist narratives “that mainstream and conservative leaders neither understand nor control.”25

			Language Perversion Techniques and Subjective Reality

			The neo-Marxist narratives involve a perversion of language that the ancient Greek historians and philosophers understood. Let’s now expand the passage quoted at the beginning of this chapter from Thucydides:

			The ordinary acceptation of words in their relation to things was changed as men thought fit. Reckless audacity came to be regarded as courageous loyalty to party, prudent hesitation as specious cowardice, moderation as a cloak for unmanly weakness, and to be clever in everything was to do naught in anything. Frantic impulsiveness was accounted a true man’s part, but caution in deliberation a specious pretext for shirking. The hot-headed man was always trusted, his opponent suspected. He who succeeded in a plot was clever, and he who had detected one was still shrewder; on the other hand, he who made it his aim to have no need of such things was a disrupter of party and scared of his opponents. In a word, both he that got ahead of another who intended to do something evil and he that prompted to evil one who had never thought of it were alike commended.26

			In this passage, Thucydides described a phenomenon that occurred during the Peloponnesian War (431–404 BC), in which the whole Hellenic world convulsed. In both Athens and Sparta, leaders of democratic factions were uniquely able to oppose ruling oligarchs. Because of the ongoing war, democratic factions in Athens desiring a revolution could bring in outside allies favorable to Sparta and vice versa. The same risk prevailed in Sparta. As both Athens and Sparta fell into revolution, the dire necessities of war pushed people to extreme measures. In one of the most widely quoted passages by modern sociologists, political scientists, philosophers, and ancient historians, Thucydides described how language became perverted as emotionally charged. Thucydides commented the severe hardships of war drove the factions to “still more extravagant lengths” with “the invention of new devices, both by the extreme ingenuity of their attacks and the monstrousness of their revenges.”27 Violent hostilities not typically experienced in peacetime led the revolutionaries to bend language to justify what we can imagine was anarchy.

			As Thucydides scholar John Wilson pointed out, the Thucydides passage is typically rendered incorrectly as meaning the following: “They changed the usual meanings of words.”28 Translators and commentators typically compare what this passage describes to disinformation campaigns, political propaganda, and works of fiction like George Orwell’s 1984. The passage quoted above from book 3, 82, 4 of the History of the Peloponnesian War involves the internal dynamics of revolutions. Wilson correctly insists that what changes in factional political turmoil is not the meaning of words. Political parties gain a moral advantage by modifying the “use of the available descriptions”29 to justify or otherwise make acceptable their extreme actions. By abandoning the pejorative connotation typically bestowed on immoral or otherwise outrageous acts, political actors substitute new morally positive designations “to make different value-judgments about the phenomenon described.”30 Wilson explained the phenomenon as follows:

			As Thucydides knew well, politicians and other wicked men are greatly assisted, not by enforced and arbitrary changes in the meanings of words (something no one would be persuaded by), but by more or less plausible redescriptions of phenomena within the existing vocabulary. We might write of the USSR “Political dissidents were considered mentally ill”; or of some liberal societies “To cause disorder and hurt people in the streets was regarded as a justifiable protest in the name of Liberty.”31

			For instance, the radical Left’s goal in America today is not to change the meaning of anarchical violence. Instead, the radical Left aims to recharacterize Antifa’s anarchical violence as morally justified. The goal is to trick an unthinking public into accepting the movement’s extreme violence as justified. The language game tricks us into perceiving that destructive violence as just because their goal is just. Because Antifa wants to establish “social justice,” we are supposed to understand that they must first destroy the evil capitalist, imperialist, colonial, and white-dominated society in which we live. Because they aim to destroy an evil fascist social structure, Antifa urban terrorists operate on a higher moral plane where their obvious anarchical violence is necessary, hence just and not deserving of criminal punishment. The point of this perversion of language is not to deny that Antifa’s tactics call for extreme violence against perceived opponents but to portray their outrageous behavior as worthy of praise. The radical Left’s destructive behavior typically outmaneuvers mainstream and conservative thinkers in an “information space” that traditionalists barely perceive exists. As Coughlin and Higgins pointed out: “The political rhetoric driving American politics runs along well-trodden paths sustaining a political framework from a by-gone era incapable of coming to terms with the political movements threatening our constitutional system today.”32

			Contemporary politics demonstrate that we are already far down the path to losing our constitutionally protected rights. In June 2020, during the presidential election cycle, the FBI in Washington, DC, “took a knee” and raised their fists to demonstrate their solidarity with these Black Lives Matter Maoist revolutionaries marching through the streets of the capital.33 The FBI stood by and watched while BLM occupied a street across from the White House, renamed the street “Black Lives Matter Plaza,” and proceeded to vandalize one of the most sacred Christian churches in America, St. John’s Church on Lafayette Square.34 Since James Madison, every sitting U.S. president has attended services since that church opened in 1816.

			Then, in Portland, Oregon, the FBI refused to investigate Antifa urban terrorists who looted, burned, and rioted night after night in the city’s downtown streets during the 2020 presidential election cycle. In further disrespect for the rule of law, state and local prosecutors and judges in Portland, many of whom George Soros funded, allowed those few Antifa anarchists who were apprehended and arrested by law enforcement to be released back onto the streets without bail. In August 2020, Multnomah County District Attorney Mike Schmidt announced that he would not prosecute most of the approximately 550 rioters arrested in Portland, Oregon, since May 29.35 Why not? Because Schmidt said the Antifa rioters were “deeply frustrated with what they perceive to be structural inequalities in our basic social fabric”36—causes that had political favor in a town dominated politically by the radical Left. As neo-Marxist insurgents, BLM and Antifa radical Left activists understand how to use “cultural level narratives to power down into the political space where fidelity to the narrative will result in non-enforcement of law that, over time, becomes institutionalized.”37 The image of federal, state, and local law enforcement authorities standing by and allowing Antifa and BLM criminal arsonists and looters to destroy American cities is reminiscent of German police standing by and watching as mobs of Nazi thugs destroyed Jewish property, burned synagogues, ransacked and looted Jewish homes, and beat helpless Jews in cities throughout Nazi Germany on Kristallnacht (Night of Broken Glass) on November 9–10, 1938.

			In sharp contrast, the FBI characterized the protest at the Capitol on January 6, 2020, as an insurrection. The FBI argued that Donald Trump supporters stormed Congress to prevent then-Vice President Mike Pence from presiding over a bicameral session of Congress to follow the constitutional procedures of counting electoral college votes to certify the presidential election. Characterizing the January 6 protest as a move to overthrow the government, the FBI has hunted down, arrested, and indicted Trump supporters with breaching the Capitol while refusing to investigate seriously whether voter fraud cheated Trump of reelection.38 The MSM (mainstream media) consistently maintained the narrative that President Trump “falsely claimed” that he, and not Joe Biden, won the presidential election held on November 3, 2020.39

			Again, Coughlin and Higgins noted that what “is popularly called ‘fake news’ and the ‘deep-state’ are better understood as propaganda and the counter-state.”40 They explained the point as follows:

			Transitioning to a political warfare analysis, one begins to discern methods, processes, and directionality that terms like “fake news” and “deep-state” do not capture. By their nature, media terms like “fake news” and “deep-state” ensure that analysis always remains on the surface of events. Our national aversion to recognizing threats beyond the strictly military, especially ideological threats in the political warfare arena, has long been recognized by America’s foes as an exploitable strategic level vulnerability.41

			Coughlin and Higgins continued as follows:

			The Left uses dialectically determined political warfare concepts to drive a core set of narratives that inter-operate at the tactical level, while integrating at the strategic. Narratives are associated with the pseudorealities (or second realities) they seek to establish and enforce. They are called narratives because they are stories—fictions—that seek to supplant the real with the unreal. These narratives are directional, they have velocity, and are always oriented on a target.42

			At the beginning of this chapter, the quotation from German philosopher Josef Pieper emphasizes an aspect of language perversion subtly distinct from Thucydides. Pieper, a prominent Catholic theologian who understood the importance of Thomas Aquinas in advancing principles of natural law, appreciated from his personal experience of living through the Nazi rule that the abuse of language was required to advance intolerant totalitarian political purposes. In his short but precisely argued book, Abuse of Language—Abuse of Power, Pieper returned to Plato to explain the following:

			Plato’s literary activity extended over fifty years, and time and again he asked himself anew: What is it that makes the sophists so dangerous? Toward the end he wrote one more dialogue, the Sophist, in which he added a new element to his answer: “The sophists,” he [Plato] says, “fabricate a fictitious reality.” That the existential realm of man could be taken over by pseudorealities whose fictitious nature threatens to become indiscernible is truly a depressing thought. And yet this Platonic nightmare, I hold, possesses an alarming contemporary relevance. For the general public is being reduced to a state where people not only are unable to find out about the truth but also become unable even to search for the truth because they are satisfied with deception and trickery that have determined their convictions, satisfied with a fictitious reality created by design through the abuse of language. This, says Plato, is the worst thing that the sophists are capable of wreaking upon mankind by their corruption of the word.43

			As understood by Pieper, what we are experiencing today as the radical Left’s neo-Marxist narratives is that revolutionaries create pseudorealities to reframe our perception of reality so they can gain power. To destroy America, neo-Marxist revolutionaries rewrite American history to vilify the prevalent political culture in which we live. Coughlin and Higgins described the neo-Marxist narrative tactics as follows:

			At their core, these narratives are not American. Rather, they are dialectically driven neo-Marxist memes that infuse mass line efforts operating at the cultural level intent on powering down into the political space.

			This furthers the Left’s political warfare effort to impose conformance resulting in the non-enforcement of laws by those tasked with their oversight and enforcement. As these narratives transition into prevailing cultural memes, non-enforcement becomes institutionalized and enforced by an opposition that increasingly comes under the control of these narratives.44

			Political warfare then functions as “a Maoist insurgency concept that recognizes the role narratives play in overwhelming rule of law societies.”45 The neo-Marxist Left constructs narratives “so that it is easier for people to comply than to not.”46 They characterize its politics as liberal or progressive for tactical reasons. As Coughlin and Higgins explained, a principal objective of the Left “is to keep its agenda camouflaged in the old lexicon while escalating radicalized agendas that find cover under ‘politics as usual’ memes.”47 Neo-Marxist “mass line” narratives amplified by the leftist mainstream media augments these neo-Marxist pseudoreality narratives to create a dialectical paradox in which “the highly ideological thrust of the Left’s ambitions are made to sound normal while mainstream defenses of America sound shrill, rigid, and even ideological.”48

			Neo-Marxist Critical Theory

			The ideological roots of today’s revolutionary Left derive from neo-Marxist critical theory as advanced by various modern political thinkers ranging from Antonio Gramsci to Herbert Marcuse. Subsequent chapters will analyze the ideological evolution of today’s neo-Marxism. For our purposes here, we reference Helen Pluckrose and James Lindsay’s 2020 book Cynical Theories: How Activist Scholarship Made Everything about Race, Gender, and Identity—and Why This Harms Everybody. Pluckrose and Lindsay expanded on Pieper’s concern by explaining that the radical Left’s embrace of language manipulation results from a postmodern conviction that objective reality does not exist. Consider, for instance, the following excerpt:

			Cultural constructivism is not the belief that reality is literally created by cultural beliefs—it doesn’t argue, for instance, that when we erroneously believed the Sun went around the Earth, our beliefs had any influence over the solar system and its dynamics. Instead, it is the position that humans are so tied into their cultural frameworks that all truth or knowledge claims are merely representations of those frameworks—we have decided that “it is true” or “it is known” that the Earth goes round the Sun because of the way we establish truth in our current culture. That is, although reality doesn’t change in accordance with our beliefs, what does change is what we are able to regard as true (or false—or “crazy”) about reality. If we belonged to a culture that produced and legitimated knowledge differently, within that cultural paradigm it might be “true” that, say, the Sun goes round the Earth. Those who would be regarded as “crazy” to disagree would change accordingly.49

			The neo-Marxist Left rejects the proposition that there are “real truths about an objective reality ‘out there’ and that we can come to know them.”50 Pluckrose and Lindsay correctly understand that this neo-Marxist cultural confusion about reality necessitates the radical Left’s rejection of Enlightenment thinking so central to Judeo-Christian ethics. Instead, the belief that all reality results from subjective personal experience shaped by cultural beliefs put identity politics at the center of the radical Left’s rejection of traditional American values. Once the “mass line” narrative is established in the space of mass media, political correctness takes over as an enforcement mechanism to implant neo-Marxist objectives into the popular political culture. Republican Party politicians today tend to “shrink from Constitutional principles for fear of being accused of racism, sexism, homophobia, etc.”51—a tactic the radical Left utilizes to marginalize supporters of traditional American values. By subordinating traditional American values to the public policy outcomes that neo-Marxist narratives are designed to propagate, Republican leaders end up “subordinating those principles to neo-Marxist narratives.”52 Coughlin and Higgins continued, explaining how political correctness operates to turn GOP politicians into pawns of the neo-Marxist political warfare strategy:

			By submitting to these narratives, establishment Republicans first become pliant, and then obedient to the Left, accommodating it through “words that work” that create the illusion of opposition while signaling surrender in the information battle space. In that role, regardless of the mandates that got them elected, establishment Republicans will defend the issues that got them elected in deliberately under-inclusive manners that conditions those issues for dialectical negation while demoralizing their base. What Republicans demoralize, the Left then disenfranchises. In this role, establishment Republicans become the defeat mechanism of the Left.53

			Coughlin and Higgins stressed that a strategic understanding of the neo-Marxist Left demands recognizing that it is dialectically driven. The neo-Marxist Left executes tactics of negation through a rewriting of American history that involves demonizing traditional American political values along a Hegelian arc. The goal of the Hegelian dialectic is to negate traditional American values so as to perpetuate the type of “hope and change” themes Barack Obama used as his 2008 campaign themes. In propagating those themes, Obama masked the reality that “hope and change” were neo-Marxist revolutionary codewords for ending capitalism and destroying the United States.

			Now, let’s return to the subject of “social justice” and neo-Marxist critical theory. “The obsession with language is at the heart of postmodern thinking and key to its methods,” Pluckrose and Lindsay correctly observed.54 The cultural relativism of the neo-Marxist Left rejects “the commonsense idea that words refer straightforwardly to things in the real world.”55 Instead, words are subjective, given a “commonsense” or consensus meaning only within the context of culture. Since the neo-Marxist Left views modern American culture as inherently corrupt, personal meanings attributed to words have greater power in expressing and defining personal realities. Pluckrose and Lindsay explained as follows:

			In this understanding, language operates hierarchically through binaries, always placing one element above another to make meaning. For example, “man” is defined in opposition to “woman” and taken to be superior.56

			Thus, “critical theory” becomes a code word for viewing and “deconstructing” reality from the perspective of this neo-Marxist subjective truth. “White privilege” becomes a key concern because critical theory begins by accusing the dominant cultural identity of America as being “white, male, wealthy, and Western.” This benefits white people unjustly because “society was already set up for their benefit.”57 From this follows the “social justice theory” aims to elevate the cultural importance of the subjective reality of oppressed minorities. “If knowledge is a construct of power, which functions through ways of talking about things, knowledge can be changed and power structures toppled by changing the way we talk about things,” Pluckrose and Lindsay wrote. “Thus, applied postmodernism focuses on controlling discourses, especially by problematizing language and imagery it deems Theoretically harmful. This means that it looks for and then highlights ways in which the oppressed problems they assume exist in society manifest themselves, sometimes quite subtly, in order to ‘make oppression visible.’”58

			Coughlin and Higgins stressed that radical Left narratives embody socially enforceable speech codes by design. They explained the following:

			“You can’t say this” until one day, you cannot even say you exist. This is neither latent nor theoretical. In a complete negation of a biological fact, you cannot declare yourself to be a man (if you are a man) or a woman (if you are a woman) because that is genderism.

			The fact of being born an American, living in America, you cannot say you are American because that is racism. You cannot defend the Constitution on college campuses because that is white privilege.59

			Coughlin and Higgins stressed that the “very way we have come to speak of these issues renders them incomprehensible because that is what narratives are designed to do.”60 Today, the average American is bewildered because we fail to comprehend Mao Tse-tung’s perspective in 1949. Mao viewed the rise of Marxism worldwide as a historical necessity whose inevitability was sure, not a subject open for debate or revision by reactionary thinking. Mao felt he was giving birth to a new reality of social justice in a world without class or race divisions. He saw his mission as “working hard and creating conditions for the natural elimination of classes, state authority, and political parties so that mankind will enter the era of universal fraternity.”61 Pluckrose and Lindsay observed that “the intense scrutiny of language and development of ever stricter rules for terminology pertaining to identity often known as political correctness came to a head in the 1990s and has again become pertinent since the mid-2010s.”62

			“Social Democrats” and the Neo-Marxist Stealth Plan

			In 2013, New Zealander Trevor Loudon published a comprehensive new 689-page volume entitled The Enemies Within: Communists, Socialists and Progressives in the U.S. Congress63 to accompany his 668-page 2011 book, Barack Obama and the Enemies Within.64 In both volumes, Loudon proved himself to be among the foremost experts in the world investigating and reporting upon the penetration of neo-Marxists masquerading as democratic socialists or progressives in the U.S. Congress. Loudon made clear these congressional neo-Marxists portray themselves as liberals to mask their actual radical attachment to the dialectic view of revolutionary historical inevitability aimed at destroying the Constitution.

			Loudon documented how the Democratic Socialists of America (DSA) formed a coalition of former Trotskyite, new-Left activists; Socialist Party; and Communist Party members in 1983. “Democratic Socialists of America is now the U.S.’s largest Marxist organization and its moderate name has allowed it to infiltrate other parties, including the New Party, the Working Families Party, the Greens, and the Democratic Party,” Loudon noted.65

			In 1996, when Barack Obama first ran for office, running for the Illinois State Senate as the Democratic Party candidate, the Chicago Democratic Socialists of America and the New Party endorsed him. The New Party, formed by the Democratic Socialists of America and the Association of Community Organizations for Reform Now (ACORN), was the U.S.’s largest radical organization. Before attending Harvard Law School, Obama worked with ACORN as a community organizer.66 Loudon made clear the Democratic Socialists of America played a significant role with Senator Bernie Sanders in forming the Congressional Progressive Caucus (CPC) in 1991. At that time, the openly socialist Sanders served in Congress as an Independent senator from Vermont. In his 2013 book, Loudon detailed the neo-Marxist backgrounds of the more than seventy members of the U.S. House of Representatives who were members of the CPC.67 Loudon stressed that the legislative agenda of the Democratic Socialists of America is identical to that of the Communist Party USA (CPUSA), “but the word ‘Democratic’ in the DSA’s name enables it to penetrate organizations that wouldn’t accept more open communists.”68

			Louden detailed congressional profiles of members of Congress in 2013, providing extensive evidence of radical leftist ties in the backgrounds of top Democratic Party U.S. senators Barbara Boxer (CA), Dick Durbin (IL), Tom Harkin (IA), Barbara Mikulski (MD), Elizabeth Warren (MA), Ed Markey (MA), Debbie Stabenow (MI), Al Franken (MN), Sherrod Brown (OH), Ron Wyden (OR), Jeff Merkley (OR), Patty Murray (WA), and Tammy Baldwin (WI). In the House of Representatives, Loudon profiled the radical Left background of Democratic Party representatives Nancy Pelosi (CA), Louis Gutierrez (IL), John Conyers, Jr. (MI), Charles Rangel (NY), Marcy Kaptur (OH), Peter DeFazio (OR), Sheila Jackson Lee (TX), Jim McDermott (WA), and dozens more. What makes Loudon’s profiles of the radical associations of Democratic Party members of Congress impressive is his extensive research. Loudon’s documentation for each identified member of Congress included footnoted discussions, news clips, website screen captures, and quotations from published sources that leave no doubt about the authenticity and accuracy of his allegations.

			Loudon’s painstaking research affirmed an important point Coughlin and Higgins make:

			Analysis of the Left that fails to account for the narrative impact of terms like Democratic Socialism will fail because they are under-inclusive to the activities and events that these terms bring into play, not the least because so few are aware of the hard association of “Democratic Socialism” with Marxist-Leninism.

			At the same time, well-worn terms with American political pedigrees like “liberal” serve as foils that mask socialist agendas through narratives that limit political analysis to what an anachronistic political lexicon permits.69

			As we noted earlier, Coughlin and Higgins stressed that a principal objective of the radical Left is to hide its revolutionary purposes in the old lexicon of liberal or progressive politics while escalating radicalized agendas that find cover under politics as usual.

			Representative Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez has self-identified as a “democrat socialist,” though the Democrat Socialists of America website brags that “Bronx Congresswoman Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez, best known as AOC, is DSA’s foremost socialist superstar.”70 The DSA website continued: “Today—with over 12 million Twitter followers, her picture on the December cover of Vanity Fair, and mass cultural appeal to the teens and the not-yet political—she continues to use her unasked-for celebrity to build support for a democrat socialist agenda.”71 Yet, in interviews, AOC downplays her neo-Marxist agenda by likening her view of democratic socialism to Scandinavian social democracy. “So when millennials talk about concepts like democratic socialism, we’re not talking about these kinds of ‘Red Scare’ boogeyman,” AOC explained in a 2019 interview with Business Insider. “We’re talking about countries and systems that already exist that have already been proven to be successful in the modern world.” She insisted her view of democratic socialism was exhibited by her support of a single-payer health care system that covers all forms of health care. “We’re talking about single-payer health care that has already been successful in many different models, from Finland to Canada to the UK,” she said. She emphasized that her platform includes guaranteeing Americans a living wage that maintains “basic levels of dignity so that no person in America is too poor to live,” Ocasio-Cortez said. “That’s what democratic socialism means in 2018, and not this kind of McCarthyism Red Scare of a past era.”72

			The DSA takes pains to distinguish the organization from a political party. The DSA does not register with the Federal Elections Commission. Instead, the DSA is a nonprofit registered as a 501(c)4 organization. Rather than admit the DSA’s goal is to eradicate capitalism, DSA proclaims the need to “democratize” capitalism. “Socialism is about democratizing the family to get rid of patriarchal relations; democratizing the political sphere to get genuine participatory democracy; democratizing the schools by challenging the hierarchical relationship between the teachers of the school and the students of the school,” insisted Jared Abbott, a member of DSA’s national steering committee. “Socialism is the democratization of all areas of life, included but not limited to the economy.”73 Few remember that the Russian Social-Democratic Workers’ Party, formed in Minsk in 1898, a party to which Vladimir Lenin belonged, was the predecessor to the Communist Party of the Soviet Union.74

			A Communist Warns America

			In June 1953, Bella Dodd, a card-carrying CPUSA member in the 1930s and 1940s, testified to the House Un-American Activities Committee (HUAC), explaining why she left the Communist Party.75 Her testimony was particularly significant for her revelations describing how the CPUSA “masked its Marxist agenda in language that made it acceptable to Americans.”76 Dodd was a Communist in her twenties during the Great Depression through her middle age in the post–World War II era. Dodd eventually rose to become a high-level member of the CPUSA. She understood how Communism worked as a revolutionary methodology in practice. She also knew from the inside how deviously the CPUSA disguised its message to make Communism acceptable to Americans. In the 1920s, the general American public rejected Marxism despite the appeal of the Russian Revolution to a generation of American liberal intellectuals of that era. By the 1940s, Dodd understood that the strategy of the CPUSA had come to concurring from within America, mainly by advancing American socialism under “social justice” themes and by taking over the Democratic Party. Her warnings bear remembering once again today.

			Marxism: A Secular Religion

			Dodd testified that she had been a member of the national committee of the CPUSA from 1944 to 1948. She explained to the committee that “communism is a way of life.”77 She testified the following:

			It [Communism] is a whole philosophy of being. If you believe in communism, then everything you do, you do with this philosophy. If once you lose that philosophy, you have to rethink your every single act and every statement you make.78

			Indoctrination into the CPUSA for Dodd was a quasi-religious process. She explained:

			Communism is like a religion. President Eisenhower said that the other day, but it is a religion without a God. If you believe strongly in communism, it is your duty to bring it into every phase of your life. If you are a member of the American Association of University Professors, if you are a member of the association of your specialty such as a member of the mathematical association, it is your duty to bring the party line into those organizations. If you are a member of a fraternity, you are supposed to bring it into the fraternity, into any group where there is the privilege of discussion. If you are a teacher, you are supposed to live by the principles of Marxism and Leninism.79

			Dodd told HUAC outright that the United States “is being prepared for revolution.” She elaborated that the “strategy” of the Communist Party was “world revolution.”80 Communists in the United States, even in the 1930s and 1940s, pursued these goals with zeal, intolerant of any disagreement.

			“There is only one academic freedom to them [the Communists], that is loyalty to the Communist Party,” she said. “There is no room for a difference of opinion.”81 She insisted Communists attacked those who opposed them with “high-sounding words” that were in reality “general smear words” and “emotional words,” such that in the 1940s, the Communists called their enemies “fascists” and in the 1950s, “McCarthyites.” She detailed that these “are words which have no definition, and first you create a sense of fear and hatred and then you apply this word to everyone against you.”82 Dodd understood how important taking control of language was to the success of Communism. She pointed out that “they [the Communists] took the anti-Fascist slogan and made themselves the protagonists of antifascism. They did the same thing with the word ‘democracy.’ It became very difficult to oppose them because they posed everything in terms of the word ‘democracy.’”83

			The Attack on God and the Constitution

			She expressed alarm that “if you go through the catalogs of various colleges of America, you find from the period of 1925 to about 1948 or 1949 that most of the colleges, for instance, have dropped all their courses on ethics and religion; you will find most of the colleges dropped their courses—even the law schools dropped their courses—on constitutional law.”84 She asked, “If your law schools drop their courses on constitutional law, how much more do the liberal arts colleges do it?”85 A few moments later in her testimony, she returned to the point: “You will be interested in noting the catalogs about ethics, courses on religion, courses on the Bible; they have practically been dropped out of the college curricula. It is a method of despiritualizing the American people.”86

			She acknowledged that “the first enemy of the Communist is a belief in the fact that you are created by a Divine Creator.” She insisted that Communists “have to get rid” of God “before anything else.” Why? “If they [Communists] can wipe that out [belief in God], then it is easy, because if you don’t believe in a God, all you believe in is better material advancement, and the Communists promise greater material advancement for all.”87 She explained how Communist indoctrination begins by eliminating God in the nursery schools:

			In the nursery schools, you begin by affecting the children by emphasizing material values. You eliminate, for instance, from the nursery school rhymes and anything that has to do with religion. At Christmas you deal with Christmas as a pagan holiday. You choose the rhymes, choose the activities, and you follow the educational philosophy that says the child is just a blank page. He learns only by doing. You adopt that philosophy and implement it.88

			The Important Role Teachers Play Indoctrinating American Youth

			She received a doctor of jurisprudence degree from New York University in 1927 and was admitted to the New York bar in 1931. She graduated from Hunter College in New York City in 1925 and returned there to teach courses in the political science and economics departments from 1926 to 1938. In her June 1953 testimony to HUAC, she openly admitted to using her teaching position to indoctrinate students into Communism.

			There is no doubt in my mind that I influenced students. I was teaching economics; I was teaching political science, history. These are subjects which are very easily influenced by a Marxist-Leninist approach. I was teaching during the period of the depression, and during that period the Communists said the reason for the depression was the breakdown in the capitalist system and the only thing which would obviate any future depressions would be elimination of the system. Change the system, and you would have no more depressions. Unfortunately, there were no other answers being given at the time. The Communist answer was the easiest answer to give. It was easy to just push the students in that direction.89

			Dodd acknowledged that when she went into the classroom, she was entirely a Communist and that it was impossible to teach objectively. She explained it was impossible for a Communist to “divide himself,” so that even when she went into the classroom, she was a Communist “primarily” because it was “impossible” for her “to divide” herself. “You can’t tear yourself apart,” she explained.90 As a teacher, she clearly understood the importance of her role in indoctrinating students. In her summation, he returned to her earlier theme:

			Well, as I said before, communism is a way of life, and it is almost like a religion. It affects your attitude toward your students, toward your government, affects your attitude toward things that are happening day by day. Most Communist college professors begin by being very much interested in their students, and if they have a Communist philosophy, they pass it on. Many of them try to influence their students to become Communists. Any number of students have become Communists because they admired a professor who was going in that direction. Then he functions within all the other organizations on campus in affecting their thinking, the question of choosing books for the library, the question of establishing curricula for the college.91

			In response to questioning from the committee, Dodd responded that teachers are desired by the Communist cause because “the Communists know that the old people living in America today are not going to make the revolution.” She stressed Communists “count on the young people, and those who control the youth are the people who control the future of this country.”92 One of Dodd’s most essential points came in this discussion of the Communist plan to take over the United States by indoctrinating the youth of America in the schools. “I certainly believe the American people have got to stop fooling around with just fighting communism in the abstract,” she insisted. “They [the American people] have got to know what the thing means, why they are against it, and how to fight it.”93

			Propaganda and the Communist Perversion of Language

			On November 16, 1953, Dodd testified again before HUAC in Philadelphia.94 While much of Dodd’s testimony in Philadelphia was a repeat of her testimony in Ohio, she added several crucial points. “I was told by Gil Green, chairman of the party in New York State, that if ever communism came to America it would…come under a label palatable to the American people,” she revealed. She asked Green to explain what he meant. “He said ‘It might be liberty or democracy or something of that kind.’” Dodd elaborated. “In other words, they will hide themselves under labels which the American people will think are their own.”95 She continued as follows:

			They [Communists] will use words with a definition which you and I do not use. For instance, they regard themselves as the most democratic. I was always told that the American form of democracy is only a limited democracy. The most perfect democracy is the democracy of the Communist movement and of the Soviet Union, so when they use the word “democracy” they are obviously not using the same terms that we are using. The word is the same but the meaning is different.96

			Later in her testimony, Dodd picked up this point again. “The Communist cause is highly geared to propaganda. They understand it even better than Dr. Goebbels did. Propaganda is the most effective weapon in the hands of the Communists in beclouding the minds of American citizens.”97

			Regarding the importance of language, Alexander Trachtenberg exerted an impactful influence over Dodd’s thinking. Born to a Russian Jewish family in Odessa in 1885, Trachtenberg served in the Russian army during the Russo-Japanese War (1904–1905). He escaped the pogroms against the Jews in 1905 and 1906 to flee via Hamburg to America later that year. In Russia, Trachtenberg was a dedicated socialist who turned Communist. In the United States, he founded International Publishers and devoted himself to publishing Marxist-Leninist texts. In the United States, he rose to hold a position as a CPUSA’s Central Control Committee member. In her 1954 book School of Darkness, Dodd recalled that “Trachtenberg once said to me that when communism came to America it would come under the label of ‘progressive democracy.’” Trachtenberg added that when it came, it would come “in labels acceptable to the American people.”98 In a lecture she gave at Fordham University in 1953, Dodd referred to Trachtenberg at greater length. She explained that Trachtenberg said the following at the 1944 Communist Party’s National Convention at Madison Square Garden, which she attended:

			When we get ready to take the United States, we will not do it under the label of Communism; we will not take it under the label of Socialism. These labels are unpleasant to the American people, and have been smeared too much. We will take the United States under the labels we have made very lovable; we will take it under liberalism, under progressivism, under democracy, but take it we will.99

			The Marxist Party Line

			Dodd stressed in her testimony that Communist propaganda had an orthodoxy imposed by the Communist International, an organization known as the “Comintern.” The Comintern, founded in 1919 in an international meeting of Communist revolutionaries, served through the early 1940s as Moscow’s directorate for controlling the world Communist movement. In her Columbus testimony before HUAC, Dodd explained that the policy directives from the Comintern shifted as Russia’s interests as a nation-state changed. She explained the following:

			There is no doubt, at first, the Third International, the Comintern, which was in existence at that time, laid down the policy for all the world Communist Parties. For instance, the seventh world congress of the Comintern laid down the policy of the united front, laying down the anti-Fascist, united-front tactic of fighting the Fascists.

			Then when the Soviet-Nazi pact was formed, we had to have a new line of approach which was, everything which would strengthen the Soviet Union was good for the working class all over the world—even unity with the Nazis.

			Of course, when the Soviet Union was attacked by the Nazis, there was the slogan of saving democracy. Then the United States, France, England, China, and the Soviet Union became the great democracies.

			When in 1945, the policy in Russia was changed—at that time the Comintern had been abolished as a concession, I think, to the United States—because the United States said, “All right, we will have co-existence, but we don’t want any Comintern directing the Communist Party in the United States.” Then in 1945, the Soviet Union changed its line, which was not announced to the entire world, but came in the form of the Duclos letter to the Communist Party of the United States. No tactics for United States Communists from 1929 on were made by the Communist Party of the United States.100

			The “Duclos letter” refers to an article Jacques Duclos, the leader of the Communist group in the French National Assembly, published in April 1945. The Duclos letter repudiated a decision made by Earl Browder, then the head of the CPUSA, to abolish the CPUSA in the spirit of the Tehran Conference at the end of World War II. Browder’s position had been that at the Tehran Conference, Joseph Stalin had agreed that communism and capitalism would coexist after the defeat of Nazi Germany. American Communists at that time took the Duclos letter as the official statement of the Soviet Union, given that the Comintern had been disbanded.101 In her testimony, Dodd expanded on the importance of the Duclos letter:

			In the spring of 1945, when the tremendous change in the party line took place because of the Duclos letter sent from France to the United States which said we American Communists had better stop playing the democracy game, stop working so closely with the liberals and democrats and get back to the job of preparing for revolution, at that time, I was a delegate to the convention [of the CPUSA] in 1945. I was elected again to the national committee, and remained on the national committee until 1948, when the new convention, of course, failed to elect me, because I had gotten into difficulties with the party in the interim.102

			Dodd’s disillusionment with Communism began after World War II when she realized the Soviet Union was less about establishing a Communist utopia around the world than about the Soviet Union playing power politics internationally to establish global hegemony for Moscow. She continued her testimony as follows:

			We were against repression, against war, against fascism, and the Communist Party takes our best interests and uses them against us by twisting us into a program which they want us to follow.

			Take, for instance, the whole question of antifascism. The Communist Party in this country set itself up as the one organization that was fighting fascism. Very few other organizations gave them a battle for that, and so the Americans got to feeling, “These are the anti-Fascists.”

			We only learn now, after reading the documents captured by the American soldiers in Germany, that throughout the time the Communists were calling themselves “anti-Fascists,” they were working with the German high brass while Hitler was in power. They were meeting to decide on the division of Europe. When Molotov [Soviet foreign minister under Stalin] said the Soviet-Nazi pact was written in blood, he didn’t mean the blood of the Soviet Union, but he meant the blood of the Polish people, of the Czechoslovakian people.103

			In this vein, Dodd made one additional important revelation. Her testimony continued as follows:

			I was teaching at Hunter College from 1926 to 1938. In 1935, I stood up before the faculty, and the students, and made a speech which I will never forget. It was entitled, “Fascism Means War.” I was going on the assumption that Fascists and Communists were two different things. I didn’t know then what I know now, that every drop of crude oil used by the Fascists in Italy to drop bombs on Abyssinia was sold to them by the Soviet Union.104

			Modern historians with access to newly available Russian archives on World War II have analyzed Stalin’s foreign policy that explains Dodd’s disillusionment in a new light. Sean McMeekin, a history professor at Bard College, in his 2021 book Stalin’s War, argued that the ultimate aim of Stalin’s foreign policy was “the weakening of capitalist regimes by any means necessary and the concomitant global expansion of Communism.”105 McMeekin noted that another example of this policy can be observed in Moscow’s reaction to the Nazi invasion of France. McMeekin explained, for instance, that Soviet officials were supportive of the German invasion of France and the Low Countries. McMeekin wrote the following:

			The Comintern line laid down in Moscow even instructed French men and women—via both print propaganda and the soon-notorious radio broadcasts of French Communist Party (PCF) leader Maurice Thorez—not to resist the Germans, however absurd this sounded to more patriotic party members (many hundreds of whom, including twenty-one of the PCF’s seventy-three parliamentary deputies, tore up their party cards in disgust).106

			Henry Kissinger turned his doctoral thesis at Harvard into his first book published in 1957, A World Restored.107 In this work, Kissinger focused on the efforts Klemens von Metternich, the Austrian Empire’s foreign minister, expended to establish a stable European international setting in 1812, after the defeat of Napoleon in Russia. Kissinger attributed Metternich’s skills as a diplomat to the establishment of the political equilibrium among the various European nation-states that created peace in Europe until 1914 and the outbreak of the First World War. Metternich relied on a balance of power to establish this equilibrium. Balance of power is a concept in international relations known to Thucydides in explaining the outbreak of the Peloponnesian War between Athens and Greece (431–404 BC). A balance of power involves an equilibrium between various nation-states where no one nation-state becomes sufficiently strong militarily to begin contemplating war to dominate neighboring nation-states. Kissinger attributed Metternich’s political acumen and diplomatic skill with having established the political equilibrium that formed peace between nations in Europe for over a century. A complimentary term “sphere of influence” emerged in international politics in the 1880s when nations like England and Germany began extending their colonial reach into Asia and Africa.

			The relevance of these terms to the discussion here is that while Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels expected a worldwide revolution to overthrow capitalism to develop out of the European revolutions of 1848, the first state to adopt Communism was Russia in 1917. Again, Lenin was disappointed the Russian Revolution did not trigger a worldwide revolution to overthrow capitalism. Instead, Russia adopted a revised Marxist-Leninist Communist ideology as the ruling principle of Russia as a nation-state. While the United States can claim a sphere of influence, for instance, over the Western Hemisphere, Russia as a nation-state claims a sphere of influence over Eastern Europe generally, and countries like Ukraine in particular. The point is not to be confused. Just because a country like Russia or China is Communist does not mean Russia and China have quit acting like nation-states. When acting like a nation-state, Russia and China can make policy decisions that do not further the interests of advancing Communism worldwide. An example that makes this point is the Sino-Soviet border conflict that brought China and Russia to the brink of war in March 1969.

			The HUAC questioned Dodd over whether she became disillusioned when she saw policy dictates coming from Moscow to the CPUSA that rationalized Russian foreign policy actions in terms of Russia’s balance-of-power or sphere-of-influence politics instead of different foreign policy actions justified in terms of promoting a worldwide Communist revolution. In the lead-up to World War II, Stalin’s decision in 1939 to enter into a nonaggression pact with Hitler disturbed Communist sympathizers worldwide. Dodd explained she dealt with the issue by distinguishing between Russia’s strategy as the leader of a worldwide Communist revolution and Russia’s tactics as a nation-state. “In a period in which the Soviet Union changes its foreign policy, as for instance during the time of the Stalin-Hitler pact, the tactics in the United States were different than they would be at a time when the United States was in alliance with the Soviet Union,” she explained in her Philadelphia testimony. “The tactics should and are constantly being changed. The strategy is always the same and the Communist does not lose sight of the fact that the strategy is the same. The ultimate objective is a Soviet world.”108

			In her testimony in Columbus, Ohio, Dodd explained how the tactics changed again when Hitler invaded Russia in June 1941. “Take, for instance the question—we used to have the American League Against War and Fascism,” she clarified. “We were against war and fascism. We were almost a superpacifist group. We picketed the White House for peace. Then came the invasion of the Soviet Union. Overnight, we had to change the name for—the league’s name.”109 She described how little time it took the CPUSA to make the shift. “I was chairman of a trade-union committee for peace,” she said. “I led a lot of women down there, and we picketed the White House for peace. Then suddenly we were told we had to be for war. It took us at least 2 months to wash out the old idea and put in the new one.”110

			Why Dodd Became a Communist

			Dodd explained that in the early 1930s she visited Italy and Germany, and she was “distressed” by what she saw of fascism. “On the campus in Germany, I saw young men fighting with fists, guns, rocks,” and she came back to the United States a confirmed anti-fascist. “When I got back, we were deep in the depression,” she testified. “Immediately after I got back, the banks closed. I stood on 42nd Street and watched the Bowery Savings Bank close and watched the line of people scared stiff as to what was going to happen to them.”111 The Communists in 1932 and 1933 introduced legislation to create social security, and Dodd felt “these things were right.”112 When Earl Browder, then head of the CPUSA, told Dodd he was pleased she would fight fascism, Dodd shook his hand and went along. Only later did she become disillusioned when she realized the Communist Party “uses these slogans, these generalizations, in order to break down their resistance, and ultimately they are tied in with the Communist movement.”113 She joined the Communist Party because she was against racial discrimination, repression, war, and fascism. Dodd succinctly summarized why she became a Communist in her second round of HUAC testimony. “In 1932 they [the CPUSA] first approached me on the question of uniting in the fight against fascism, and since I had been to Germany and seen the terrible things they could do, I fell for the propaganda line of the Communists,” she said.114

			William Z. Foster and Why Communism Is Inevitable in America

			In her Philadelphia HUAC testimony, Dodd focused on the theme that Communism would take over America inevitably as if a matter of destiny. She explained that William Z. Foster, who served as CPUSA general secretary from 1945 to 1957, said precisely that in his 1949 book The Twilight of World Capitalism: “Communism is inevitable in America.”115 She commented that Foster dedicated the book to his grandson, whom he predicted would live in a Communist America. Dodd went on to explain that in the book’s chapter called “The Advent of Socialist Man,” Foster wrote the following:

			Man will free himself, under socialism, from the burden of weakness and disease that has nursed him for so long and which is such a distressing feature of present-day society. Man, too, for the first time disregarding foolish religious taboos, will boldly solve the population problems, both in respect to the size of his own individual family and that of the number of people in the nations generally.116

			Foster argued that the Communists, once in power worldwide, would use eugenics to solve the global population problem. He wrote:

			The vital matter of the evolution of mankind is not one that can any longer be left to chance, especially a capitalist society is now having such a negative effect on the development of the species. The law of natural selection, which built the marvelous complexities of plant and animal species, no longer can work spontaneously. Now the evolution of the human species must be done artificially, by the conscious action of man himself.117

			Dodd affirmed Communists felt that killing one hundred million people “would be a good thing.” She concluded, “There is no doubt in my mind that this [Communism] is a program for reorganizing and rebuilding mankind, according to their own peculiar pattern.”118 Foster was a member of the 1920s national committee of the American Civil Liberties Association. In 1932, he wrote a book entitled Toward Soviet America119 that defined his vision for creating a Communist utopia in the United States.

			In a Moscow article with the dateline of September 1, 1961, the New York Times reported Foster had died in a Moscow sanitorium at the age of eighty. He was receiving medical treatment for a stroke that he suffered in 1957. Hoping to be allowed to travel to the Soviet Union for medical treatment, he went to court in 1959 to lift his indictment under the Smith Act for conspiring to teach and advocate the destruction of the United States government. His medical condition had prevented the U.S. Justice Department from bringing him to trial. The State Department twice denied him permission to leave the United States before relenting in December 1960 and issuing him a passport. The New York Times obituary noted that on his eightieth birthday, February 25, 1961, Russian Premier Nikita Khrushchev visited Foster in the Moscow medical facility where he was convalescing.120

			The Communist Plan to Exploit Race

			In her 1954 book, Dodd disclosed that in 1946 at a December CPUSA national committee meeting, Foster furthered a plan to exploit blacks to promote a Communist revolution in the United States. Here is how Dodd described the Stalin/Foster plan:

			The sessions of the December [1946] National Committee were notable for their long-winded, long-spun-out, and fantastic justification of the line of “self-determination of the Negro in the black belt.” Only the intelligence and patience of Negro leaders in America have made possible resistance to this mischievous theory which was contrived by Stalin and was now unleashed by [William Z.] Foster. Briefly told, it is the theory that the Negroes in the South form a nation, a subjugated nation with the desire to become a free one, and that the Communists are to give them all assistance. The Party proposed to develop the national aspirations of the Negro people so they would rise up and establish themselves as a nation with the right to secede from the United States. It was a theory not for the benefit of the Negroes but to spur strife, and to use the American Negro in the world communist propaganda campaign to win over the colored people of the world. Ultimately, the Communists proposed to use them as instruments in the revolution to come in the United States.121

			The callous manipulation of African Americans at the heart of this scheme exposes the duplicity of the CPUSA’s supposed sympathy for the oppression experienced by people of color in this country. The idea to exploit racial unrest to cause a Communist revolution originated with Stalin. In 1913, Stalin published a book entitled Marxism and the National Question.122 In that book, Stalin moved away from Marx’s idea that a workers’ revolt based on class conflicts would produce a worldwide Communist revolution, rising and taking the wealth of the capitalists to share equally. As anti-Communist expert Trevor Loudon explained, “before revolutionaries can integrate all nations into a global socialist super-state, existing nations must be broken down and fractured along class and racial lines.”123

			Stalin realized that to accomplish the goal of the worldwide Communist revolution, Communist operatives needed to proceed nation by nation, exploiting in each state the ethnic and racial tensions appropriate to that particular national setting. “In essence, Stalin believed revolutionaries should destroy targeted nations by encouraging ethnic or racial minorities to work toward a separate state, to secede or break away from their existing country,” Loudon summarized. “In modern times, this has been extended to campaigns for bilingualism, separate justice systems, reparations for slavery, land confiscations, and so on.” Thus, Stalin’s innovation was to press the issue that each state targeted for a Communist revolution needed to proceed through “national questions.”124

			Stalin understood that ethnic and racial divisions, not class divisions, were the fertile ground to cause the nation-state to become irreparably divided. Loudon pointed out that Communist revolutions have promoted national question-type policies worldwide. In Ireland, the Communist Party played on the Protestant-Catholic divide. In Scotland, Communists formed the Scottish National Party to help break up the United Kingdom. In France and Spain, Communists backed the Basque separatist movement. In Canada, Communists agitated for a separate French-speaking state in Quebec. In the United States, Communists began working to radicalize the southern black population in the late 1920s.125

			With the publication of Marxism and the National Question in 1913, Stalin shifted the focus of the international Communist movement to nation-states, arguing that nations are “historically constituted communities of people”126 typically characterized by a common language, economic cohesion, and a distinct geographical location. While class mobility was possible in countries like the United States, Stalin understood that people are much more wedded to their culture and religion and cannot change their race.127 In 1928, the Sixth Congress of the Communist International (Comintern) meeting in Moscow passed a resolution that supported Stalin on the “Black National Question” by endorsing the creation of a Black Belt–separate nation being formed in the United States with the slogan of the “Right of Self-Determination for the Negroes.”128

			Stalin believed that racial tensions within the United States were more pivotal than class tensions to produce a Communist revolution. Bella Dodd was right. Stalin had embraced the idea of creating within the United States the separate Black Belt Republic out of the southern states of Florida, Georgia, Alabama, Tennessee, and North and South Carolina.

			In the 1920s, Harry Haywood championed Stalin’s idea in the United States. Haywood was one of the few black Communists in the 1920s and a member of the African Blood Brotherhood (ABB), the first black group that joined the CPUSA. Haywood studied at the International Lenin School in Moscow in the mid-1920s, where he explored how African American oppression could be used to trigger a revolution in the United States. Haywood submitted his “Resolution on the Negro Question,” proposing his Black Belt Republic concept, to the Sixth Congress of the Comintern in 1928. Stalin embraced Haywood’s Black Belt Republic as a promising solution to the “Negro Question.” He declared black self-determination to be a priority of the international Communist community, and he ordered the CPUSA to eliminate racism from their ranks.129

			Foster’s 1954 book The Negro People in American History130 clarifies that he agreed that America’s most vulnerable issue with the potential to trigger a Marxist revolution was slavery and the subsequent history of racial discrimination in the United States. Here is how Foster, in the preface to his book, described the condition of African Americans. In the very first sentence of the preface, he claimed that during the “three-and-a-half centuries since the first English colonies were planted along the Atlantic Coast, the landowner and industrialist rulers of this country, to further their own greed, have committed many monstrous crimes against the growing American people.” Next, Foster noted how whites “barbarously stripped the Indians of their lands, broke up their social institutions, and slaughtered them.” But he reserved his greatest disdain for the way white Americans have treated black Americans. Foster wrote the following as the preface’s second paragraph:

			But the worst of all the crimes of expanding capitalism in this country has been the centuries-long outrage it has perpetrated, and continues to perpetuate, against the Negro people. To satisfy the greed of an arrogant landed aristocracy, the Negroes were stolen from their African homeland and compelled to submit, generation after generation, to a chattel slavery which was a measureless tragedy to them and a shame to our nation. And after the Negroes were emancipated, in the course of the great revolution of 1861-1865, they were forced into a semi-slavery which still persists. During three generations of “freedom,” the Negroes have been lynched, pillaged, Jim Crowed, and generally mistreated as being less than human, in order to fatten the profits of insatiable capitalist exploiters. The most shameful pages of American history are those dealing with the exploitation and oppression of the Negro masses.131

			Haywood’s idea never caught on, mainly because of the large numbers of African Americans leaving the south during the Great Depression to move to northern cities where they could seek industrial jobs. In 1934, the CPUSA dropped the idea, realizing that creating a separate black nation in the Black Belt of southern states was no longer a viable plan.132 In his 1954 book, Foster gave up the call to develop an African American secession movement. Commenting that the African American fight “against gross injustice and oppression has become an issue of major importance in the growing worldwide struggle of the oppressed colonial peoples for national liberation,” Foster continued as follows: “During the course of their long, bitter uphill struggle the American Negro people have welded themselves literally into a nation.”133 Trevor Loudon noted that after World War II, American Communists shifted their strategy to agitating for full civil rights for southern blacks. He documented the various organizations for civil rights that the Communists helped establish. These organizations included the African Negro Labor Congress, the League of Struggle for Negro Rights, the International Labor Defense, the National Negro Congress, the Civil Rights Congress, the Negro Labor Victory Committee, and the Southern Negro Youth Congress. “The civil rights movement was necessary and just,” Loudon commented. “But it was riddled with communists from top to bottom. The goal was first to liberate the blacks from Jim Crow, then utilize their growing political power to push for socialist change—increasingly through the Democratic Party—then to push on to socialism.”134

			The importance of Bella Dodd’s testimony on the CPUSA’s treatment of the race issue was to warn America that the Communists had no genuine sympathy for African Americans in the United States. But the Communists found the race issue useful in their determination to foster a revolution in this country.

			Party Discipline and Dodd’s Disillusionment with Communism

			Dodd explained the CPUSA operates as a rigid ideological system that tolerates no deviation from the party line of the moment. She was called before the party’s control commission three times from 1945 to 1947. She described the CPUSA control commission as a “government within a government.” She elaborated: “They [the CPUSA] have their own court system whereby a person violating the Communist Party code is brought for trial and punishment is meted out to him just as it would be in an open court, only this is a private court.”135 Dodd noted this was a time when she was “very upset by things that were going on” within the CPUSA. But the accusations against her were vague. “They called me on the carpet for something I said in a unit meeting,” she said. “Another time they tried to inquire into certain personal affairs, and each time I was not cleared but was told to come to a meeting at a certain hour and I was made to wait until I was psychologically conditioned and disturbed, and a lot of questions were asked of me.”136 Finally, the CPUSA expelled Dodd. “My whole attitude toward my country while I was in the party was that my country was run by a group of people who were very interested in profits and were selfish and the only thing that would save this country would be the establishment of a Communist society,” she summed up.137

			Through World War II, Dodd woke up to the reality the CPUSA was a political branch of the Soviet government aimed at destroying capitalism within the United States. As noted earlier, Coughlin and Higgins understood that we Americans have a blind spot in our “national aversion to recognizing threats beyond the strictly military, especially our aversion to ideological threats in the political warfare arena.”138 They emphasized that “our lack of situational awareness” of ideological warfare “constitutes a great threat to national security.” Why neo-Marxism has taken such an ideological hold on millennials and Gen Z remains a puzzle this book is resolved to solve. When neo-Marxists control the Pentagon and the U.S. Department of Justice, we must wake up to a crisis as dangerous to our freedom and independence as a thermonuclear war with Russia or China. Perhaps the most crucial part of Dodd’s testimony was her warning that the American people must stop fighting neo-Marxism in the abstract. She was right. We must understand what neo-Marxism means, but we must also understand how to fight it.

			The Neo-Marxist Plan to Take Over the Democratic Party

			In the 1930s, the Communists in the United States developed a stealth plan to take over the Democratic Party. Jack Kawano was a young longshore leader who joined the Communist Party in Hawaii in the 1920s. Through the post–World War II period, Kawano played a role in the International Longshore and Warehouse Union (ILWU) and the Democratic Party in Hawaii. On February 10, 1951, he wrote a letter to Hawaii’s territorial Subversive Activities Committee, in which he admitted to having joined the Communist Party. In the letter, Kawano explained why he initially felt that the Communist Party’s objectives were consistent with his aims for the ILWU. “I did not think it was harmful to the union as long as the Communists were willing to assist me in bringing up the living standards of the workingman because they led me to believe that the basic existence of the Communist Party was primarily to promote the best interests of the workingman,” he wrote. “I decided to quit the Communist Party because I found that the primary purpose of the Communist Party was not for the best interests of the workingman but to dupe the members of the union for purposes other than strictly trade-union matters.”139

			On July 6, 1951, Kawano testified before the House Un-American Affairs Committee (HUAC) in Washington, DC. Kawano made clear that in 1948, the Communist Party decided to infiltrate and take over the Democratic Party. He explained in his HUAC testimony that the plan was for “[t]he Communist Party, through the ILWU and other organizations will, join the Democratic Party.” Next, the Communist Party would “take over leadership of it [the Democratic Party] by getting the majority of convention delegates elected who were Communists, Communist sympathizers, or at least union men.” Kawano continued his testimony by explaining that Hawaii’s Communist Party had decided to go underground, preferring to gain power through a stealth takeover of Hawaii’s Democratic Party. “With enough infiltration, we could control the Democratic Party of Hawaii,” Kawano explained. His testimony left no doubt that the Communist Party in Hawaii had decided to go underground by rebranding their identities as members of Hawaii’s Democratic Party. Kawano noted how nearly victorious the Hawaii Communists were:

			I believe that the influence of the Communist Party in the Democratic Party of Hawaii is very strong, and if it were not for the few liberals in the Democratic Party who are strongly anti-Communist but at the same time command the respect of many laboring people and union members, and who are fighting Communists in the Democratic Party, the Democratic Party of Hawaii would be controlled by the Communist Party. These few liberals are having a tough time trying to keep the control of the Democratic Party out of the hands of people influenced by Communists.140

			Paul Kengor, PhD, is a political science professor at Grove City College in Pennsylvania and an expert on Communist infiltration into America. In his 2012 book The Communist: Frank Marshall Davis—The Untold Story of Barack Obama’s Mentor, Kengor documented that Davis abruptly decided to move from Chicago to Honolulu, Hawaii, at the urge of singer Paul Robeson, who like Davis was also a Communist. Here is how Kengor related the story:

			“I had also talked with Paul Robeson,” he [Frank Marshall Davis] added, “who the previous year had appeared there [in Hawaii] in a series of concerts sponsored by the International Longshoremen’s and Warehousemen’s Union (ILWU), the most powerful labor organization in the territory. Paul enthusiastically supported our pending trip.” Frank then added two more very revealing names: “I also wrote to Harry Bridges, head of the ILWU, whom I had met at the Lincoln School. He suggested I get in touch with Koji Ariyoshi, editor of the Honolulu Record, a newspaper that was generally similar to the Chicago Star.”141

			Kengor noted that Bridges and Ariyoshi, like Robeson and Davis, were secret members of the CPUSA. The ILWU, Chicago Star, and Honolulu Record were all either CPUSA organizations or were manipulated by the CPUSA “to further the Soviet/communist agenda.”142 Kengor also noted that on September 4, 1948, before Davis decided suddenly to move to Hawaii, the Chicago Star announced that the newspaper had been sold to the Progressive Publishing Co. and renamed the Illinois Standard. One of the new board members to the Illinois Standard was Harry Canter, “whose family would mentor David Axelrod, the man who would get Barack Obama elected president.”143 In 2008, Axelrod served as the manager of Obama’s presidential campaign. Kengor further documented that, in his first piece he wrote for the Honolulu Record, Davis hailed Robeson, arguing that the USSR had abolished racism.144

			In his 1951 sworn testimony to HUAC, Jack Kawano explained that the Hawaiian Communist Party, at an executive meeting in 1948, decided to instruct its members to sell out their stock in the competing newspaper, the Hawaii Star, and transfer it to the Honolulu Record. He explained that the first issue of the Honolulu Record came out on August 8, 1948, about the same time Davis moved from Chicago to Honolulu. Kawano explained: “As they did with the Hawaii Star, the Honolulu Record got all the help from the ILWU through the Communists in it. However, it was a lot easier to hustle subscriptions and ads for this paper, because it was not concentrated for the alien Japanese and could be accepted by all who read the English language.”145

			Kengor’s research confirmed that as the Hawaiian Communist Party “went underground” in the post–World War II era, its Communist members “infiltrated the Democratic party, the start of a long march by American communists.”146 He commented that the Communists who infiltrated the Democratic Party in Hawaii continued “to masquerade as ‘progressives,’ except this time from within the Democratic Party.” He concluded that the decision in the late 1940s for the CPUSA to move its members by stealth into the Democratic Party in Hawaii “arguably helped foster a tectonic shift within the Democratic Party, moving it away from the party of JFK, Harry Truman, and (at one time) even Ronald Reagan, to the party of Ted Kennedy, Nancy Pelosi, and Barack Obama.”147

			Summing up, Kengor wrote the following:

			The FBI file reported details from an informant, provided in April 1950, saying that “members of the subversive element in Honolulu were concentrating their efforts on infiltration of the Democratic Party through control of Precinct Clubs and organizations.” These communist subversives were pushing “their candidates in these Precinct Club elections.” According to the informant, on April 6, 1950, one such candidate, Frank Marshall Davis, was elected “assistant secretary and delegate” to the Territorial Democratic Convention in his particular Precinct Club—the Third Precinct of the Fifth District. Frank, in fact, attended that convention on April 30, 1950. The Reds’ infiltration and internal subversion of the Democratic Party were on. And it would be as a “Democrat” that Frank would one day influence a future Democratic Party president [Barack Obama].148

			In The Communist, Kengor reprinted as “Figure 1” the summary page from Frank Marshall Davis’s six-hundred-page FBI file, including his Communist Party number: CP #47544.149 Kengor’s note under the “Figure 1” FBI summary page indicates Kengor chose to publish this one page from Frank Marshall Davis’s extensive FBI file because the page listed Davis’s Communist Party number. Kenger obviously wanted to leave no doubt that Frank Marshall Davis was a committed Communist during his lifetime. When running for president in 2008, Barack Obama minimized Davis’s Communist ties. In his autobiography, Dreams from My Father, Obama discusses the influence Frank Marshall Davis had upon him when he was growing up in Hawaii. But Obama introduces Davis only by his first name, “Frank.” Obama neglects to mention Davis’s Communist past. Instead, he introduces Davis only as “a poet named Frank who lived in a dilapidated house in a run-down section of Waikiki.”150 Obama only hints about Davis’s leftist past by mentioning that “Frank” was “a contemporary of Richard Wright and Langston Hughes during his years in Chicago.”151 But then, if we examine the way the MSM has tried since 2008 to deny Barack Obama’s radical past, we get an insight into how the neo-Marxist MSM designs cover-up narratives by demonizing those who dare expose inconvenient political realities as “conspiracy theorists.”

			The Alice Palmer Saga

			In 1995, Obama saw his opening to run for elected office when Illinois state senator Alice Palmer decided to run for U.S. Congress the following year, in the November 1996 election. Palmer went out of her way to name Obama as her hand-picked successor. Palmer had her eye on higher office, namely, the congressional seat Mel Reynolds was vacating. In 1995, Reynolds resigned from the U.S. House of Representatives after a state court convicted him of sexual misconduct with a sixteen-year-old campaign volunteer. Reynolds served two-and-one-half years for the crime and was subsequently sentenced to another six-and-one-half-year prison term on federal corruption charges, including wire fraud and bank fraud. President Bill Clinton commuted Reynolds’s prison term only hours before Clinton left office.152

			In 1986, Alice Palmer, as the editor of the Black Press Review, was the only African American to cover the Twenty-Seventh Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union meeting in Russia. On June 19, 1986, the People’s Daily World, an overtly Communist newspaper, wrote an article profiling Palmer’s trip to Russia.153 The article quoted Palmer as believing the Soviets could double their wealth and productive power by the end of the twentieth century. The article also quoted Palmer saying that the Soviet Union had “a comprehensive affirmative action program, which they have stuck to religiously—if I can use that word—since 1917.” When Palmer visited the Soviet Union for the Twenty-Seventh Congress of the Communist Party, Russia was approximately two years away from withdrawing its military from Afghanistan in failure and three years away from the fall of the Berlin Wall.154

			To get Obama’s state senate race off to a good start, Palmer arranged a function for a few influential liberals in the district at the Hyde Park home of Bill Ayers and Bernardine Dohrn. Ayers and Dohrn were active members of the radical “New Left” organization Students for a Democratic Society (SDS). After SDS began collapsing in 1969, Ayers cofounded the Weather Underground. The FBI describes the Weather Underground as a revolutionary group “inspired by communist ideologies and embracing violence and crime as a way to protest the Vietnam War. racism, and other left-wing aims.”155

			In 1976, the Weather Underground claimed credit for twenty-nine bombings, and in subsequent years Weather Underground anarchists bombed several public buildings, including police stations, the U.S. Capitol, and the Pentagon.156 Dohrn, also a member of the Weather Underground, was, like Ayers, on the FBI’s most wanted list before she and Ayers each went into hiding for several years as fugitives eluding justice. In arranging the meeting at the home of Ayers and Dohrn in 1995, Palmer sought to introduce Obama to likely campaign supporters and contributors.157 This meeting led to the quip that “Barack Obama started his political career in Bill Ayers’s living room.”158

			Dr. Quentin Young, a prominent Chicago physician who attended the informal get-together for Obama at the Ayers-Dohrn home, remembered Palmer and Obama being at the gathering. Young told Politico.com that Obama and Ayers were “friends.”159 In 1995, a Chicago-based blogger named Maria Warren, writing in her progressive liberal blog called Musings & Migraines, reported watching Obama give “a standard, innocuous little talk” in the living room of Ayers and his wife.160 Warren said Ayers and Dohrn introduced Obama to the Hyde Park community as “the best thing since sliced bread.”161 Palmer would never have introduced Obama to the Hyde Park political community at the Ayers-Dohrn home unless she saw an affinity between Ayers and Dohrn’s radical leftist history, her history of openly professed Communism, and the politics of Obama.

			There is a bitter end to the story of Alice Palmer. In 1995, Obama had no intention of letting Palmer’s defeat in the special election derail his political ambitions. Instead of stepping aside in deference to Palmer, Obama decided to fight Palmer for the nomination. He hired a fellow Harvard Law School alumnus to be his gunslinger and challenged the legitimacy of the signatures Palmer got on petitions to put her name on the ballot. Once he set on this strategy, Obama kept challenging petitions until he succeeded in getting all four of his Democratic primary rivals forced off the ballot. In 2007, the Chicago Tribune wrote that “a close examination of Obama’s first campaign puts a hard edge on the image he has honed throughout his political career.” The Tribune article noted, “The man now running for president on a message of giving a voice to the voiceless first entered public life not by leveling the playing field, but by clearing it.”162 Obama stepped on the Chicago political stage with a pure power play the most seasoned Richard Daley–machine operative would have to appreciate, even if the strategy required Harvard-trained lawyers, instead of Al Capone-recruited thugs, to bring it to fruition.

			Not surprisingly, in 2008, Alice Palmer showed up to campaign for Hillary Clinton in the Indiana primary.163

			Barack Obama and Bill Ayers

			In February 2008, months before Obama was the Democratic Party’s presidential nominee, Ben Smith at Politico.com began covering up Obama’s relationship with Bill Ayers. On February 26, 2008, Smith penned an article in Politico.com claiming that David Axelrod, identified as Obama’s “chief strategist,” asserted that Obama and Ayers barely knew one another. Here is how Smith reported his interview with Axelrod on the subject: “‘Bill Ayers lives in his [Obama’s] neighborhood [Hyde Park in Chicago],’ he [Axelrod] said. ‘They’re certainly friendly, they know each other, as anyone whose kids go to school together.’” Smith accepted uncritically Axelrod’s insistence that Obama disapproved of Ayers’s 1960s participation in the Weather Underground revolutionary bombings. Axelrod created the narrative that Obama barely knew Ayers. But in doing so, Axelrod completely ignored the role Ayers had played in launching Obama’s political career by holding that introductory fundraiser at his Hyde Park apartment to help fund Obama’s run for Alice Palmer’s seat in the state legislature.164

			During the 2008 presidential campaign, conservative author Stanley Kurtz, a senior fellow at the Ethics and Public Policy Center, published several well-documented Obama exposés detailing Obama’s radical past as a community organizer in Chicago and his close association with Bill Ayers. In a Wall Street Journal opinion piece published on September 23, 2008, Kurtz produced extensive documentation that Obama had worked with Ayers in heading an educational foundation Ayers created. “Despite having authored two autobiographies, Barack Obama has never written about his most important executive experience,” Kurtz wrote. “From 1995 to 1999, he [Obama] led an education foundation called the Chicago Annenberg Challenge (CAC) and remained on the board until 2001. The group poured more than $100 million into the hands of community organizers and radical education activists.” Kurtz explained that the CAC was “the brainchild” of Bill Ayers. In early 1995, Obama became the first chairman of the CAC board, while Ayers cochaired the foundation’s other body, the “Collaborative.” Kurtz did his research in the archives of former Chicago Mayor Richard Daley. The Daley archives contained CAC board meeting minutes and documentation on CAC-funded and rejected groups. “The Daley archives show that Mr. Obama and Mr. Ayers worked as a team to advance the CAC agenda,” Kurtz wrote.165

			In response to Kurtz’s questions, the Obama campaign issued a statement claiming that Ayers had no involvement in Obama’s recruitment to the CAC board. The Obama campaign insisted Deborah Leff and Patricia Albjerg Graham (presidents of other foundations) had recruited Obama. “Yet the archives show that, along with Ms. Leff and Ms. Graham, Mr. Ayers was one of a working group of five who assembled the initial board in 1994,” he noted. “Mr. Ayers founded CAC and was its guiding spirit. No one would have been appointed the CAC chairman without his approval.” Kurtz documented that the CAC’s agenda “flowed from Mr. Ayers’s educational philosophy which called for infusing students and their parents with a radical political commitment, and which downplayed achievement tests in favor of activism.”

			Kurtz pointed to Ayers’s published writings in which Ayers insisted that teachers “should be community organizers dedicated to provoking resistance to American racism and oppression.” He quoted an interview Ayers gave about the same time he was forming CAC, in which Ayers stated, “I’m a radical, Leftist, small ‘c’ communist.” Kurtz concluded that “CAC translated Mr. Ayers’s radicalism into practice.” And “instead of funding schools directly, [the CAC] required schools to affiliate with ‘external partners,’ which actually got the money.” Kurtz also noted that Ayers’s supporters were also trying to minimize his radical political activism, claiming Ayers has redeemed himself with public-spirited education work. “That claim is hard to swallow if you understand that he [Ayers] views his education work as an effort to stoke resistance to an oppressive American system. He likes to stress that he learned of his first teaching job while in jail for a draft-board sit-in. For Mr. Ayers, teaching and his 1960s radicalism are two sides of the same coin.”166

			On October 9, 2008, in the last full month of the 2008 presidential campaign, the leftist, Poynter Institute–owned PolitiFact.com engaged in a disinformation tactic to provide Obama cover on this issue. PolitiFact’s tactic was to offer an alternative explanation after Republican presidential candidate Senator John McCain ran television campaigns claiming, “Ayers and Obama ran a radical education foundation together.” PolitiFact.com tried to redirect the story away from Obama’s genuine relationship with Ayers. PolitiFact.com wrote the following:

			Obama served on the foundation [the CAC’s] volunteer board from its inception in 1995 through its dissolution in 2001, and was chair for the first four years. So an argument can be made that he ran it, though an executive director handled day-to-day operations.

			Ayers, who received his doctorate in education from Columbia University in 1987 and is now a professor at the University of Illinois at Chicago, was active in getting the foundation up and running. He and two other activists led the effort to secure the grant from Annenberg, and he worked without pay in the early months of 1995, prior to the board’s hiring of an executive director, to help the foundation get incorporated and formulate its bylaws, said Ken Rolling, who was the foundation’s only executive director. Ayers went on to become a member of the “collaborative,” an advisory group that advised the board of directors and the staff.

			However, Ayers “was never on the board of the Chicago Annenberg Challenge,” and he “never made a decision programmatically or had a vote,” Rolling said. “He (Ayers) was at board meetings—which, by the way, were open—as a guest,” Rolling said. “That is not anything near Bill Ayers and Barack Obama running the Chicago Annenberg Challenge.”167

			PolitiFact also challenged Kurtz’s opinion by arguing that “Ayers’ views on education, though certainly reform-oriented and left-of-center, are not considered anywhere near as radical as his Vietnam-era views on war. And even if they were, there was a long list of individuals involved with the Chicago Annenberg Challenge whose positions provided them far more authority over its direction that Ayers’ advisory role gave him.”168

			In his 2010 book Radical-in-Chief: Barack Obama and the Untold Story of American Socialism,169 Kurtz pointed out that his investigative journalism during 2008 revealed Obama’s radical past not only with Bill Ayers but with ACORN and with his hate-America pastor, Reverend Jeremiah Wright. “During the Ayers uproar of 2008, the Obama campaign took aggressive steps to discredit me, even attempting to block my appearance on Milt Rosenberg’s respected Chicago radio program,” Kurtz wrote. “Later in the campaign, when I wrote about Obama’s still poorly understood links to the ACORN-controlled ‘New Party,’ the Obama campaign attacked me again.”170 He noted that while he was proud “to have had some small part in the 2008 presidential campaign,” he was confident “the mainstream press had quite caught the drift of my central argument.”171 Kurtz stated his central argument as follows:

			Although William Ayers’s history as a Weather Underground terrorist is a worthy and important issue in and of itself, it has never been the most important aspect of the Ayers-Obama link. What’s particularly significant about Obama’s ties with this unrepentant terrorist is less Ayers’s terrorism than the lack of repentance. Since coming out of hiding, Ayers has certainly smoothed out his rhetoric. Yet he’s never truly abandoned his radical views. So the real problem is that Obama had a political alliance with someone as radical as Ayers in the present. And Obama’s Ayers tie is only one of a great many other such radical links. That Ayers’s terrorist past makes him notorious only helps to shed light on the much broader phenomenon of Obama’s hard-left political alliances. That was my argument during the campaign.172

			Kurtz commented that while he “published extensively on additional ties between Obama and various radical groups right up through election day, the mainstream press effectively circled the wagons and refused to follow up.”173 Kurtz experienced firsthand the degree to which the MSM in the United States has become a propaganda arm for the neo-Marxist agenda. The owners, publishers, and editors of once-proud MSM outlets, including the New York Times, the Washington Post, and the ABC, NBC, and CBS newsrooms, refuse to allow reporters to write any story that could cast the neo-Marxist agenda in a negative light. Instead, the MSM has become a disinformation propaganda machine dedicated to finding a counter-story or an alternative explanation to cast doubt on honest reporting on neo-Marxist ideology, politicians, and thought leaders. Those raised to understand that real investigative journalists wrote only fact-based stores they had researched thoroughly and documented deeply are puzzled. Why has the neo-Marxist MSM been so successful in convincing the American public that honest investigative reporters like Kurtz are peddling “fake news” when everything Kurtz wrote about Obama was true? Answering that question is one of the main objectives of this book.

			The Weather Underground

			In 2008, when Barack Obama ran for president the first time, he and Bill Ayers downplayed their long-time working relationship and friendship in Chicago. Ayers was clearly trying to distance himself from Communism when he called himself a “small-‘c’ communist.” At the same time, Obama said Ayers was just “a guy who lives in my neighborhood [Hyde Park in Chicago], not somebody who I exchange ideas with on a regular basis.”174 The point in this subsection is that Bill Ayers was a violent revolutionary in 1969 when he helped found SDS. Rather than regret his bombing activities, Ayers remained unrepentant. “I don’t regret setting bombs,” Ayers told the New York Times in 2001, in an interview for his newly published book Fugitive Days. “I feel we didn’t do enough.”175 Ayers tried to take that statement back in a new afterword to the 2009 paperback edition of Fugitive Days. “I regretted the deaths of our beloved comrades and wrote about the subsequent and contested Weather decisions to engage in purely symbolic actions,” Ayers wrote, referencing the Weather Underground bombings in which he admitted he had participated. “But I killed no one, and I harmed no one, and I didn’t regret for a minute resisting the murderous assault on Viet Nam with every ounce of my being.” He continued, saying the Weather Underground was not strong or effective enough to stop the Vietnam War in which he claimed over a thousand people a week were being annihilated. He admitted celebrating when the United States was defeated. “This was a shameful, murderous, illegal war carried out by my government for over a decade,” he wrote. “I didn’t do enough to stop it, and I don’t know anyone who did.”176

			That is the point here. Ayers admitted that his violent acts as a founding member of the Weather Underground were revolutionary. In 1974, Bernardine Dohrn, Ayers, and other Weather Underground members published the 156-page book Prairie Fire: The Politics of Revolutionary Anti-Imperialism.177 This book, published while Dohrn and Ayers were fugitives, served as the Weather Underground’s “ideological manifesto.”178 The book’s title borrowed a line from Mao—“a single spark can start a prairie fire.”179 Ayers wrote the first draft and won a bitter internal battle to reject a rewrite emphasizing the traditional Marxist concept of promoting revolution by stirring working-class tensions. The book, from the start, “was Bill Ayers’s baby.”180

			In an introductory letter to Prairie Fire addressed to “Sisters and Brothers,” signed May 9, 1974, Dohrn and Ayers expressed the following:

			Our movement urgently needs a concrete analysis of the particular conditions of our time and place. We need strategy. We need to battle for a correct ideology and win people over. In this way we create the conditions for the development of a successful revolutionary movement and party. We need a revolutionary communist party in order to lead the struggle, give coherence and direction to the fight, seize power and build the new society. Getting from here to there is a process of coming together in a disciplined way around ideology and strategy, developing an analysis of our real conditions, mobilizing a base among the US people, building principled relationships to Third World struggle, and accumulating practice in struggle against US imperialism.181

			The Weather Underground’s 156-page manual Prairie Fire, printed in 1974, promoted waging a guerrilla people’s war of national liberation in the United States. The battle cry of Prairie Fire reads as follows:

			We are a guerrilla organization. We are communist women and men, underground in the United States for more than four years. We are deeply affected by the historic events of our time in the struggle against US imperialism.

			Our intention is to disrupt the empire…to incapacitate it, to put pressure on the cracks, to make it hard to carry out its bloody functioning against the people of the world, to join the world struggle, to attack from the inside.

			Our intention is to engage the enemy…to wear away at him, to harass him, to isolate him, to expose every weakness, to pounce, to reveal his vulnerability.

			Our intention is to encourage the people…to provoke leaps in confidence and consciousness, to stir the imagination, to popularize power, to agitate, to organize, to join in every way possible the people’s day-to-day struggles.

			Our intention is to forge an underground…a clandestine political organization engaged in every form of struggle, protected from the eyes and weapons of the state, a base against repression, to accumulate lessons, experience and constant practice, a base from which to attack.

			The only path to the final defeat of imperialism and the building of socialism is revolutionary war. Revolution is the most powerful resource of the people. To wait, to not prepare for the fight, is to seriously mislead about what kind of fierce struggle lies ahead.182

			Statements like this appearing throughout Prairie Fire clarify that “Ayers declares himself to be a communist, and announces that his group’s bombing campaign was intended to start a violent revolution to overthrow the American government.”183 What was evident in 2008, when Obama was running for president, as it should be now, “Ayers is just as politically radical now as he was back then.”184 Ayers has never renounced his Weather Underground bombing activities or his call for a revolutionary overthrow of the U.S. government. That Ayers has chosen to devote his mature years to being a professor of education indicates not that Ayers has dropped his revolutionary aspirations but that he shares Bella Dodd’s awareness of the importance of indoctrinating youth into Communism for the revolution to occur.

			In analyzing Prairie Fire carefully today, we need to clarify some additional key points. From the book’s title to the methodology of fighting a people’s war, Prairie Fire calls for a Maoist insurgency in the United States. Ayers’s version of Prairie Fire justifies his revolutionary violence as opposition to U.S. imperialism in Vietnam—this theme, which we will see in the next chapter, was a shift in Marxist ideology achieved by Mao’s decision to wage a “people’s liberation war” in Vietnam. With Vietnam primarily a peasant society, Mao understood there was no industrial working class to revolt against capitalism. But with the United States replacing France in what was essentially the continuation of a colonial war, class conflict could easily be replaced by the “national question” of fighting United States imperialism. But what Ayers suggested in writing Prairie Fire was that at its root, the Communist revolution was aimed at racism—the oppression of blacks in the United States and the oppression of Asians in Vietnam.

			Page 2 of Prairie Fire makes clear the Weather Underground took its inspiration from the struggle of African Americans: “We are a part of a wave of revolution sparked by the Black liberation struggle, by the death of Che [Guevara] in Bolivia in 1967, and by people’s war in Vietnam.”185 Page 2 elaborated this theme as follows:

			In our own hemisphere, Che Guevara urged that we “create two, three, many Vietnams” to destroy US imperialism by cutting it off in the Third World tentacle by tentacle, and opening another front within the US itself. At home, the struggle and insurrection of the Black liberation movement heightened our commitment to fight alongside the determined enemies of the empire.186

			A careful examination of the Prairie Fire text makes clear the word “racism” appears fifty-seven times, rivaling the number of times the word “Vietnam” occurs. In Prairie Fire, Ayers argued that “people now see that imperialism is warlike, with an economy based on the arms race.”187 He stressed that people also “understand corporate greed: the criminal policies of ITT, United Fruit, Standard Oil, Gulf Oil, Dow Chemical, Chase Manhattan, Safeway, and Honeywell.”188 So, for Ayers, the Vietnam resistance to U.S. imperialism was still reducible to the ultimate evil of capitalism. Yet “opposition to racism” is how Ayers framed the argument, focusing on the situation of African Americans in the United States. Ayers stressed the following:

			Opposition to racism. The spirit of resistance inside the US was rekindled by Black people. The power and strategy of the civil rights movement, SNCC [Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee], Malcolm X, and the Black Panther Party affected all other rebellion. They created a form of struggle called direct action: awoke a common identity, history and dignity for Black people as a colonized and oppressed people within the US: drew out and revealed the enemy through a series of just and undeniable demands such as the vote, equal education, the right to self-defense, and an end to Jim Crow. The police, the troops, the sheriffs, the mass arrests and assassinations were the official response. The Black movement was pushed forward into a revolutionary movement for political power, open rebellion and confrontation with the racism of white people and the racism of institutions.189

			Later in Prairie Fire, Ayers wrote the following: “Racism is the main and most consistent weapon for holding back the revolutionary struggle. Skin color will be a brand to turn proletarians against one another until this brand is decisively rejected by white folks. The oppressed nation of Black people is the leading anti-imperialist force in our country.”190 The political unrest in the United States began over the issue of race. Protest activity in the United States started with the rise of the civil rights movement in the 1950s. Martin Luther King Jr. and his brand of nonviolent civil disobedience intensified civil rights protesting into the 1960s. The wave of summer race riots that began with the Watts Riots in Los Angeles in 1965 and the Hough Riots in Cleveland in 1966 transformed protest activity into violence. The student protests that began in the 1950s and 1960s were mainly in sympathy with the civil rights movement before student protests turned into anti-war demonstrations in the late 1960s and early 1970s.

			Bryan Burrough, in his 2015 book Days of Rage: America’s Radical Underground, the FBI, and the Forgotten Age of Revolutionary Violence, stressed how the support of the black liberation movement was pivotal to the formation of the Weather Underground. At the 1969 SDS convention at the Chicago Coliseum, Revolutionary Youth Movement (RYM) supporters expelled the Progressive Labor Party over this issue. “The turning point came on Friday night, when a delegate from the Black Panthers took the microphone and read a statement that condemned PL [Progressive Labor] as ‘counterrevolutionary traitors’ who, if their ideological positions did not change, ‘would be dealt with as such.’”191 Burroughs commented this statement “amounted to an ultimatum from the Panthers, whose approval every SDS leader sought like lost gold.”192 When RYM members shouted the Black Panther slogan, “Power to the People!” the Progressive Labor members shouted back, “Power to the Workers!” Finally, after throwing the Progressive Labor members out of SDS, Dohrn led the RYM caucus out of the auditorium shouting, “Power to the People!” and “Ho, Ho, Ho Chi Minh!”193

			Burroughs quoted former SDS leader Cathy Wilkerson who recalled that SDS leaders adored black Americans even more than they adored Che Guevara. “I think in our hearts what all of us wanted to be was a Black Panther,” Wilkerson said.194 Burrough also quoted “JJ” John Jacobs, who, like Mark Rudd, gained fame within the SDS movement for his participation in the 1968 student takeover of the Columbia University administration building. “Wars like Vietnam came and went, but it was only the brewing revolution of American blacks, JJ prophesied, that had the potential to destroy the country,” Burroughs wrote.195 He called it “a myth” that the radical violence that started in the 1970s was a protest against the Vietnam War.196 “In fact, while members of this new underground [radicals like the Weather Underground committed to using violence] were vehemently antiwar, the war itself was seldom their primary focus,” Burroughs wrote. He quoted Howard Machtinger, one of the Weather Underground’s early leaders. “We were happy to draw new members who were antiwar,” Machtinger said. “But this was never about the war.”197 “What the underground movement was truly about—what it was always about—was the plight of black Americans,” Burroughs stressed.198

			Conclusion: The Battle for the Soul of America

			We cannot afford to close our eyes and think we will win by repeating comfortable platitudes of traditional American values. Critical theory and social justice ideology are rapidly becoming our mainstream culture. The language and thinking of critical theory and social justice ideology are intentionally dense. But the neo-Marxist social justice ideas are powerful, as bizarre as they may initially seem. Cultural Maoism motivates the radical Left intent to capture control of our institutions as part of the extreme Left’s goal of destroying capitalism and taking down the United States Constitution. At the moment, critical thinking and social justice ideology are winning.

			Today, neo-Marxists control our most prestigious institutions of higher learning, the well-established beacons of our mainstream media, and the backbone of our law enforcement and justice systems. Today, neo-Marxist ideology controls the federal government from the presidency of the United States to Congress through virtually every agency in the massive DC bureaucracy and much of the federal judiciary. Today, cultural Maoists control the “cancel culture” enforced by politically correct mainstream media. We cannot afford to persist with comfortable establishment thinking, hoping that the bizarre nature of neo-Marxist social justice critical theory will cause its demise. We must comprehend Coughlin and Higgins’s admonition fully:

			A strategic understanding of the Left recognizes that it is dialectically driven. As such, the Left is a teleologically informed movement that executes through history and thought, along an arc, with a trajectory. It is Hegelian. It defines everything that “is” as fuel for “becoming” in a dialectical process that compels it to negate. — “Change” “Perpetual Revolution.” — Analysis of the Left that does not account for the dialectic will fail.199

			They continued:

			This is how the Left should be understood. Hence, it would be a mistake to treat the historical elements of this assessment as little more than background material. Assessing the Left as if Hegel and Marx simply provide interesting historical context to today’s events is the failure to recognize that for the Left, Marx was yesterday and Hegel the day before. Between the two, they are the source code of today’s Left.200

			Understanding the radical Left’s dialectical materialism involves conceptualizing neo-Marxist ideology and Maoist cultural insurgency tactics as if they were computer malware. Like computer malware, neo-Marxist ideology and Maoist cultural insurgency are intellectual malware that infects our brains and causes them to malfunction. We must not lose this battle for the soul of America because we failed to understand the ideological basis upon which the neo-Marxists and cultural Maoists, who have been planning the destruction of America for decades, have constructed their new reality. We are just now engaged on the political warfare battlefield of what is perhaps the most severe challenge to liberty in human history. To beat this ultimate challenge to freedom, we will have to learn how to think differently. Counterinsurgency tactics begin with exposing the Left’s lies in this age of disinformation. But proclaiming truth, while a necessary first step, is not enough, not when the neo-Marxists and cultural Maoists control city councils and school boards throughout the nation.

			If we lose this ideological-driven political war here, in the United States, there will be nowhere else in the world to go to find any semblance of individual liberty.
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