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Ben Seattle  --  15 Mar 2016 
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Hi folks, 

My original intention, for the heart of the review this week, was to 

reply to a supporter of the Red Party, Josh, who has a habit of asking 

extremely good questions.  My conviction is that if activists persist in 

asking intelligent questions--they will unlock everything that has 

the appearance of being frozen.   

But, before getting into that, I needed to follow up on some loose ends 

from Weekly Review # 3 and # 4 and, as I did so, this installment 

became too long.  So I will reply to Josh next week.  I will note to 

readers that some of the items here may be hard to follow if you have 

not read previous Weekly Reviews.  So feel free to check them out.  

They are all archived here: 

► https://WarForQuadrantTwo.wordpress.com/weekly-review/ 

1. Work on Joint Statement on Syria 

Let's start with Syria.  Art and Les and I have been attempting to put 

together a short statement on Syria.  It keeps getting postponed.  In 

WR # 3, I noted that the statement of the Detroit Workers' Voice # 119 

 

(January 18) on Syria was not bad (and they have some additional 

articles also--see note 1) and was helpful to me in understanding what 

was happening there.  It had a weakness, however, and I believe we 

need to take a stronger stand against intervention in Syria by "our 

own" imperialism, which remains the most active and powerful 

imperialism and the biggest threat to the peoples of the world.  Nearly 

a quarter million people (mostly civilians) have died in Syria.  The 

intervention by Russia, Iran and Hezbollah in support of the tyrant 

Assad has been a terrible weight on the struggle of the Syrian people, 

and is probably responsible for most of those deaths.  But we cannot 

allow ourselves to lose sight of the bigger picture. 
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The interesting thing is this:  When we oppose the illusions in the 

supposedly "progressive" nature of the bombing by Assad and Putin--

we are accused, rather routinely, of being cheerleaders for U.S. 

imperialism and/or NATO.  These accusations are without substance, 

but I have wondered about activists on the left who *were* allowing 

themselves to be used to promote illusions in U.S. imperialism.  And 

then I ran into some on facebook.  They have been arguing that we 

*should* support U.S. imperialist military intervention--in the form of 

a "no-fly zone".  Needless to say, these people are naive.  I will repeat 

here a short passage from one of their arguments, to give readers some 

sense of what is being said by activists who should know better: 

"In Syria there is a political opposition which represents 

democratic revolution and it relies, materially, on NATO 

aligned powers for continued existence while its demise 

may also be ensured by non-action on the part of its 

patrons - primarily Turkey but in extension NATO." 

As usual, to save the time of busy readers, I have moved the source 

and context of this quote to Appendix A (see below). 

What can we say about this kind of argument?  Why does it strike me 

as a foolish argument? 

Let's suppose (for the sake of argument) that U.S. imperialism created 

a no fly zone in Syria.  For this argument, let's also assume that Putin's 

air force did not create complications with this, and so forth.  Let's also 

assume that this no fly zone ended up saving hundreds of thousands of 

lives, and led to the overthrow of the butcher Assad and the creation of 

some kind of provisional government in which there were democratic 

openings that might be of great use to the working class and oppressed 

in Syria.  None of these assumptions are necessarily realistic at all.  

But even if these assumptions (which are certainly the best case 

scenario for expanded US imperialist intervention) *were* true--even 

in *this* situation--I would argue that we should oppose this 

intervention for a several powerful reasons. 

The most important of these reasons is simply that such a "successful" 

intervention would certainly end up paving the way for *other* 

interventions in other countries--in the middle east and on other 

continents.  Let's consider some recent history. During the "debate" in 

the liberal imperialist press as Clinton was getting ready to bomb 

Serbia in 1999, we were bombarded with images of the people who 

were going to be slaughtered without "our help".  The bombing was 

presented as a way to avoid a humanitarian catastrophe.  But what was 

the end result of this bombing? 

The end result was that it helped to pave the way for the US 

bombing and invasions of Iraq and Afghanistan in 2001 and 2003.  

These invasions probably led to the deaths of at least one or two 

million people.  And some would even argue that these invasions 

helped set the stage for the current levels of violence we are witnessing 

today in Syria--although this is unclear to me (Hafez al-Assad, the 

father of the current dictator, was infamous for using artillery to level 

the rebellious town of Hama in 1982, slaughtering twenty thousand 

people). 

And, in just about every case where U.S. imperialism has intervened in 

some country to crush any force which opposed its dictate, it has, as 

part of its divide-and-rule tactics, aligned itself with one or another 

section of the most reactionary and bloodthirsty gangsters.  U.S. 

imperialism helped set up and protect death squads in Iraq which 

kidnapped, tortured and murdered countless thousands simply for 

having the "wrong" religion.  And just the other week, I saw a news 

article about a decorated Army sergeant, a Green Beret, engaged in a 

legal fight over his discharge for attempting to prevent the rape of a 

child in Afghanistan (see note 2). 

We know that U.S. imperialism is extremely bloodthirsty.  By 

comparison, the Assad father and son are girl scouts.  U.S. imperialism 

has used the most advanced weaponry to kill untold numbers on every 

continent--and it will continue to do so until we overthrow it.  (And we 

should also be clear that, sometime later in this century, the ruling 

bourgeoisie in this country will, more likely than not, unleash similar 

savagery, here at home in the U.S., as it becomes more clear that its 

class rule is coming to an end--and it makes a last-ditch frenzied 

attempt to maintain its total domination of society.) 

It is said, in the scientific world, that extraordinary claims require 

extraordinary evidence. And so far, no group of activists has provided 



 3 

*any* compelling argument that I should add my voice to those who 

are calling for my sworn enemy to be dropping bombs in that part of 

the world. It seems overwhelmingly likely that this would end up, one 

way or another, being used to oppress and divide the people there. 

I have my own experience of being fooled.  The group I supported 

(which became the Marxist Leninist Party, USA) organized a public 

meeting here in Seattle, in May 1976, in which a representative from 

Jonas Savimbi's Angola-based UNITA organization spoke to about 70 

people (see note 3).  It later turned out that UNITA had a secret 

military alliance with the reactionary South African Government and 

the CIA.  Forty years later--this still stings.  The naive activists who 

argue that we should actually *support* U.S. military intervention in 

Syria--will likely eventually feel ashamed of their stand--if they 

remain politically active.  It is the kind of thing that one cannot forget. 

2. Are elections the next step forward?  
(follow-up with John Reimann) 

John Reimann replied to my criticism of his leaflet calling for activists 

to jump into the fraudulent capitalist election circus as "the next step 

forward".  Previously, John and I, as well as some of his supporters, 

had started a discussion on the main facebook discussion group of the 

Marxist Internet Archive.  However, the mods on that forum deleted 

the thread on the grounds that my discussion with John and his 

supporters was (supposedly) nothing more than a "pissing contest".  I 

was surprised, therefore when, after all this, John selected the same 

forum for his 2nd reply to me.  Hadn't it been proven that the MIA 

forum was clearly not a place for serious discussion?   

I replied to John on my timeline, rather than the MIA forum (where 

my reply would probably have been deleted), and I hope that activists 

take an interest in the discussion and consider joining it--because it 

concerns the struggle against the social democratic ideology and ways 

of doing things.  This struggle will be central to the efforts of the 

proletariat to learn to think and act in an independent way--in its own 

material class interest.   

It is good for activists to gain experience thinking and writing about 

this struggle.  Thinking and writing go together.  We cannot think if 

we cannot write.  And we cannot write if we cannot think.  So if we 

do not learn how to think and to write--then we will never be more 

than passive observers as history, fueled by the pain and misery of 

millions, rolls forward. 

I have included my reply to John in Appendix B.  And I am quite 

interested in thoughtful comments, questions and criticisms from other 

activists on this discussion. 

3. In the light of the sun 
(creating the democratic forums we need) 

My experience on the MIA facebook discussion group brings up a 

very interesting question.  There are a number of facebook groups 

which call themselves marxist or socialist or communist or something 

similar.  But most are clearly not set up for serious discussion of the 

road forward.  In fact, out of 6 or 8 groups where I have attempted to 

post this Weekly Review, it has been deleted (or I have been banned) 

in all but two. 

Clearly, we must recognize that activists need a common place where 

we can put our heads together on the most serious questions.  Does 

such a place currently exist?  Probably not.  We will probably need to 

create it.  Other activists are also thinking about this.  Here are three 

comments I have received: 

Mace - January 16 

I often post in Communist discussion groups on facebook 

when I have a free few minutes, but I have yet to find a 

Communist discussion group on facebook that reflects the 

potential of the movement. All of them have been really 

disappointing. But every Communist I talk to in real life, and 

even some I have met in these groups, is a fairly thoughtful 

person with cool ideas who is capable of engaging in rational 

discussion and debate. I suspect it is not the quality of 

thought in a given ideology that is the problem, but the 

quality of thought on facebook in specific and the internet in 

general. 
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Josh -- February 28 

Hey Ben! I have a question- do you think an example of an 

open, democratic forum could be created as a group on 

Facebook? This would obviously not be of the proletarian 

controlled and centralized nature for which the working class 

would need to create revolutionary conditions but at least it 

could be open to the forms of discussion for which you 

advocate. 

David -- March 3 

Ben, so, a question: There are two discussion groups with 

"MIA" in it. [...]  It seems to me they both have lot of rules. 

The first one established had no political topic off limits 

(originally). But it seems the second one has all sorts of rules 

and subjective criteria. Your thoughts? 

There is a lot of interesting history on the topic of forums and the need 

for the militant left to have its own democratic forum. To the best of 

my knowledge no such forum exists.  But--in any event--it is only a 

matter of time before such a democratic forum is created.  

Some people will think of this forum (or system of integrated forums) 

as having "rules". Yes, there are clearly going to be "rules" because 

many people, when discussing politics, do not have the experience or 

class consciousness to avoid acting like children. But we will 

eventually get lost if we simply think of the restrictions and 

obligations as "rules". 

 

Rather--there will be:  

 (1) Defined rights, and  

 (2) Defined responsibilities 

and these rights and responsibilities will be consistent with the mission 

statement of this democratic forum. And this mission statement will 

be developed (ie: discussed, debated and fought over) in the light of 

the sun--in full view of friend and foe alike. 

Rights and responsibilities, in a manner of speaking, can be said to 

define an organization. In this sense, the democratic forum (which we 

can also call a democratic channel) will be, so to speak, an 

organization "owned" by the movement, and the defined rights and 

responsibilities (ie: foundational principles) will reflect the 

movement's need for, so to speak, a "level playing field" between 

those who support social democratic hegemony in this channel--and 

those with the courage and determination to stand up against it. 

Posts deleted--but treated like a comrade 

I also want to briefly sum up my experience with the "For 

Communism (Leninist-Trotskyist)" discussion group which deleted 

my posts of Weekly Review # 3 and # 4 -- but which did so with a 

rather comradely note of explanation.  The moderator, Steven, 

explained that he did not want to change the character of his discussion 

group.  More than this, he asked a thoughtful and intelligent question 

and challenged me to defend my views.  I did so (see Appendix C 

below).  Steven has not replied to me since, but he has a good excuse.  

He is a member of the working class and works 12 hours a day, 6 days 

a week.  I hope he does have time to think about my reply.  It is a good 

thing for activists to learn to relate to one another as comrades--even 

when there are serious disagreements.  This is something intangible, 

but it gives me a solid feeling. 

I also had a number of useful discussions on Steven's group.  I learned 

from Cathal, a Irish activist, that I am not actually the person who 

coined the term "cargo cult Leninism".  I began to popularize this term 

probably in 2001, inspired by Richard Feynman's famous 1974 speech 

on "cargo cult science".  But Cathal told me that he had heard this term 

used by his father in the mid-1960's, and that Tony Cliff had used the 

term in the late 1960's or early 1970's.  Like many, I have often 

discovered that my "original" ideas have been thought of before. 

The idea for which I will most likely be remembered is that the 

organization which the proletariat needs will make use of a public 

database that will be the material foundation for a news, culture and 

discussion service--a system of channels that will connect activists to 

one another and to the working class and oppressed in their millions. 

This database and channel will be viewable over the internet by means 

of open source software that will allow activists to connect it to other 
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platforms, such as facebook, twitter and blogs--where they will be able 

to use it to view and edit content. 

It is unlikely that I originated this idea either.  But originality means 

nothing.  The only thing that counts is that a critical mass of activists 

recognize, in their hearts, that such a database and system of channels 

is necessary and will greatly speed up the rate at which the proletariat 

learns to think and act as a class--and decide to make it happen. 

Creating a facebook discussion group that is based on democratic 

principles, political transparency, and defined rights and 

responsibilities--can be a real step in the direction of creating the 

independent channel our movement needs.  Such a discussion group 

can be: (1) independent, (2) democratic and (3) open to all progressive 

activists.  Such a channel will belong to the movement, not to 

treacherous social democrats or delusional cults.  If we begin from the 

recognition of necessity--then we can create such a discussion group.  

Where there's a will, there's a way.   

As always, I am interested in thoughtful comments and questions from 

readers concerning the nature of the defined rights and responsibilities 

that will be the foundation of this channel. 

4. #RFCFB (request for comment from Ben) 
Trump and the flirtation of  
our ruling class with fascism 

In an effort to make the Weekly Review more open and interactive for 

readers, I have added a new feature.  If you add the hash tag #RFCFB 

in front of your post or comment I will be able to find it and include it 

in my next Weekly Review.  It is even better if you put this hash tag in 

a post rather than a comment--because I will be able to do a facebook 

search on the tag--and all posts with the tag will show up.  This is 

useful because one of the problems with how facebook is organized is 

that it is difficult to find and track things worth finding and tracking. 

The Weekly Review got its first comment via this system recently, in a 

question from EJ concerning the significance of the Trump candidacy.  

I will do my best to respond to the RFC's as I work to develop the 

ability to actually put out this review on a weekly basis.  By the way, 

the term "Request For Comment" originated as a protocol used by the 

engineers who designed the internet.  The term RFC reflected the 

humility and egalitarianism of many of the internet's original creators, 

who understood they were giving birth to something that would give 

humanity the power to lift itself out of ignorance.  It wasn't always 

pictures of cats and the Kardashian family.  And those who, out of 

cynicism or ignorance, dismiss the potential of the internet, fail to 

understand how things will change when the proletariat learns how to 

wield this weapon with skill and determination. 

EJ Redstar  -- February 28 

Good afternoon Ben, 

I keep up with your blog and I saw before you posted about 

Donald Trump standing no chance in a general election 

simply because the ruling class prefer a quiet political 

environment where the masses are kept docile and out of the 

discussion. I tend to agree I don't think Trump will win. 

However, I'm beginning to observe some disturbing trends 

where the right has become very radicalized and emboldened 

to take action. I don't think this is necessarily caused by 

Trump, he's just a symptom of it. 

For example, hate groups such as Neo-Nazi's, white 

nationalists, and the Ku Klux Klan are seeing increased 

membership and are more active than they've been in nearly 

20 years. There was a Klan rally yesterday in Anaheim, 

California that turned violent. Similar things have occurred 

in Washington state lately. It's easy to dismiss these groups as 

"fringe" but I feel there's a particular political context in the 

mainstream that allows them to gain traction. Certain 

political ideas and language bordering on fascism has gone 

mainstream. Trump is simply the latest personification of it. 

(scapegoating muslims, immigrants, even Jews to some 

extent). 

SO my question is this: do you believe the ruling class is 

experimenting with open fascism? or at least elements of the 

ruling class? And do you know why that may be? Could 
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Trump seriously win, and if so, what could we expect? Do 

you feel the right will continue to embolden and take militant 

action? 

Thanks EJ for your question, and for helping to show that the hash tag 

system can be practical. 

First, for readers who have not been following the Weekly Review, I 

should note that WR # 1 had some good material on the nature of 

fascism in section 4 ("Trump as a proto-fascist") and in note 4 of 

section 7 (ie: the introduction from a 1996 post by Louis Proyect).   

And WR # 3 had some comments on the relationship between 

Bonapartism and fascism in section 2 and Appendix B.  So my 

comments here are something of an quick summary and update. 

When Trump first started to dominate the news cycle last summer, I 

assumed, like most people, that, as a blowhard and buffoon, he would 

be over in a few weeks.  But blowhards and buffoons have their place 

in history when our ruling class decides they can be useful. 

My conclusion is that the flirtation of the ruling class with Trump is 

similar in some ways to its flirtation with Bernie Sanders.  Neither 

Trump nor Sanders would be in the news cycle today if the ruling 

class did not find them useful. 

Although the mass movements remain in a period of long-term lull, the 

struggles against austerity in Europe and the Occupy movement here 

in 2011 give an indication of the power which exists under the surface.  

Our ruling class views the proletariat with fear and class hatred and is 

determined to bully and fool them until the end of time.  In this case, 

Trump is the stick, designed to bully, while Sanders is the carrot, 

designed to fool.  The carrot and stick work together to make it appear 

that there is no choice except Hillary.   

The ruling class prefers not to rule by means of either fascism or 

social democracy.  They both are expensive, cause too many 

problems, and risk waking up millions.  But our ruling class is also 

aware that a time may be coming where it will need to make full 

use of these weapons.  So it is taking them out of the closet, and 

engaging in minor "tests of strength", to check their skill with 

 

these weapons and measure their power in current conditions of 

facebook and twitter and #blacklivesmatter.   

As materialists, we study details, but we make an effort not to get lost 

in them.  The carrot and stick work together.  Social democracy works 

together with fascism, not as part of some kind of secret "conspiracy", 

but as part of the normal and largely open functioning of a society 

where the needs of capital flow, like water flows downhill, to all the 

levers, all the corporations, non-profits, and careerist personalities 

which it uses to weave together a picture of a world where we are 

totally without power. 

Nothing could be further from the truth. 

Even the big moneyed liberals prop up Trump in various ways.  Trump 

hosted Saturday Night Live, where he was presented as a harmless 

buffoon, and Larry David made a joke designed to ridicule the idea 

that Trump was promoting racism.  But the ruling class is learning 

how much of a fiasco Trump may become.  The Chicago protests that 
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forced the cancellation of Trump's rally show the power of the class 

struggle that Trump would certainly awaken.  And Trump has had his 

fun at the cost of giving away the game and making it increasingly 

obvious that the role of the Republican Party is to scare the shit out of 

people and stampede them to the point of looking for salvation from 

the Democrats. 

Now we get to watch as the adults in the Republican Party look on in 

horror at what they have created and recognize that the effect of all 

this is may be to accelerate the decline of the Republican Party. 

So we can see a contradiction within the ruling class.  On the one 

hand they fear the loss of stability and the potential destruction of 

many of the machines they have, over many decades, painstaking 

constructed to manufacture illusions.  On the other hand, they 

have historical memory.  They know the day is likely coming, 

sometime later in this century--where they may need to take off 

the gloves, use the iron fist, suspend destabilizing reporting and 

internet rights, and do whatever is necessary to maintain control 

of the streets.  This story will be unfolding in the decades ahead.  

We must pay attention to and study it. 

The most important thing to understand is the depth of our own power.  

This is the great secret that is buried more deeply than anything else.  

We need to wake ourselves up.  A fight is coming.  We have, at hand, 

everything we need to win.  All we need is to be fully awake. 

5. Let me know you are alive 

Folks, at four thousand words (not including the more than six 

thousand words in the appendices) it is time to wrap this up.  There is 

more I wanted to say, but I am human and so are you.  I can only write 

so much, and you can only read so much, at a time.  I intend to get 

better at releasing shorter installments and on a weekly basis. 

At this time it is possible that I have five regular readers.  If I keep this 

up, in year I may have ten.  To many people, this might not seem like a 

lot of readers.  I view it differently.  What counts is what is in our 

hearts.  The militant left today has a contradictory character.  On the 

one hand, it is a cesspool of the worst and most stupid kinds of self- 

deception, wishful thinking, and unchallenged charlatanism.  On the 

 
(Note: Not actually Mussolini on the right.  It is George C. Scott playing Mussolini) 

other hand, it contains, within itself, the seeds of the ideas that will 

awaken the working class in its millions to storm the gates of heaven. 

One activist who has made up his or her mind to confront and tear 

down this contradiction has more power to change the world than a 

hundred who have not.  Such an activist will have the ability to act like 

the biblical figure of Sampson, who put his hands on the columns of 

the ancient temple, and brought the whole thing down.  So if I have 

five readers today who find the confidence to shake off the loneliness 

and isolation that comes with making up ones mind like this--that is 

equivalent to more than five hundred readers. 

Everything our class needs for victory is now at hand.  The power we 

need lies closer than we imagine.  This power comes from the 

recognition of the fundamental principles that will lead to the recovery 

of our movement.  If you want to fight for the recognition of these 

principles, there will never be a better time than now. 

Ben Seattle 



 8 

-- Notes -- 

[1] CVO articles on Syria. I will note that I do not endorse the 

organization which wrote these articles, as I consider this organization 

to have serious problems.  But I also recognize that they have proven 

capable of some very solid work.  They have two articles on Syria on 

pages 24-26 here: 

 http://communistvoice.org/CV50.pdf  

There are also some thoughtful articles (in some cases more than two 

years old, but still relevant) here:  

 http://communistvoice.org/DWV-130707.html 

[2] NY Times: "U.S. Soldiers Told to Ignore Sexual Abuse of Boys by 

Afghan Allies"  (photo caption: "Dan Quinn was relieved of his 

Special Forces command after a fight with a U.S.-backed militia leader 

who had a boy as a sex slave chained to his bed") 

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/09/21/world/asia/us-soldiers-told-to-

ignore-afghan-allies-abuse-of-boys.html 

Fox news (a more recent article): 

http://www.foxnews.com/us/2016/02/19/decision-looms-for-army-

sergeant-who-protected-afghan-boy.html 

[3] UNITA U.N. Observer Addresses African Liberation Day Rallies 

in Seattle and Buffalo - https://www.marxists.org/history/erol/ncm-

1/workers-advocate/6-5.html#article5617 

-- Appendix A -- 

Nine comments from a facebook thread in which certain activists 
support military intervention in Syria by US imperialism 

Source: https://www.facebook.com/IWLFI/posts/1025067564203028 

Note to readers: this thread began with a post by IWL-FI (which stands 

for "International Workers League - Fourth International") 

(1) David A T -- February 18 at 1:11am 

The IWL statement calls for building an international solidarity movement with the 

Syrian revolution, but around what demands? It seems that the IWL is calling for 

rallies to reject all solutions except the victory of the armed struggle against Assad 

and for building a solidarity movement that demands arms be delivered to the rebels. 

Does the IWL believe these demands can mobilize large numbers of people in say 

the US or in the UK? I am sceptical that we would be able to reach out to anyone but 

the faithful minority who already support the FSA. 

Is the IWL aware that the categorical rejection of anything except the victory of the 

armed struggle makes it very difficult if not practically impossible to work alongside 

the existing Syrian solidarity movements in the US and Europe, which are calling for 

a No Fly Zone to protect civilians in the liberated areas? 

Why doesn't the IWL document discuss the flaws or merits of this demand? 

Is the IWL proposing to build a separate solidarity movement? 

Wouldn't it make more sense to form a united front against the bombing of civilians? 

If we organize around the demand that imperialism arm the rebels, how is that not 

calling for imperialist intervention? 

(2) IWL-FI -- February 18 at 3:51am 

David [..] very interesting question. Actually, we have a full program for Syria, 

which includes, of course, to stop the airstrikes, to send aids to Syrian 

neighborhoods, down with Assad, arms for the Syrian rebels, demonstrations, 

mobilizations and all kind of active solidarity with the Syrian people, public acts in 

every country in front of the embassies, demands for national governments to break 

any kind of support to Assad, and also a series of measures about Syrian refugees: 

opening borders, full rights (food, housing, work, health, educations), etc. I 

recommend you follow our posts on the website, as we often publish articles on this, 

and our program is much more extense. I was just asking Jim's question. I believe it 

might give you some answers about our full position. 

We do believe without an armed triumph of the revolution, and without the Syrian 

revolution linked to the process of the entire Middle East, it will be very hard for the 

revolution to actually achieve a full victory. Which does not underestimate the 

weight of partial victories, also necessary and important. 

About arms from imperialism ... it is a demand. We are pretty aware they won't send 

any, and if they do it will be in pose of their own interests. But as a principle, and 

also because it is politically correct, we have to demand for the leader of world 

weapons to send them to the rebels and not to any official axis. Fighting so many 

fronts without adequate weaponry and not allying to other revolutionary fronts 

around the region, it is more likely the revolutions to be defeated. We don't want 

military intervention (soldiers, unities, etc) fighting on Syrian ground; we demand 

the weaponry, which is not the same. 
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(3) David A T -- February 18 at 3:58am 

Thank you for the reply. 

What about the Syrian solidarity movements currently raising the demand for a No 

Fly Zone? Clearly this deserves consideration. 

(4) Ben Stevens -- February 18 at 11:50am 

I think we need to oppose intervention, including no-fly zones, etc from U.S. 

imperialism as well as Russia, Iran and so forth. 

(5) David A T -- February 18 at 2:19pm 

Even if the Syrians themselves raise the demand Ben Stevens for a No Fly Zone? As 

is the case. 

The situation is desperate. The bombing has created the greatest humanitarian crisis 

since WW II. What is it you seek to protect the Syrians from when you oppose their 

right to self determination in calling for a No Fly Zone? 

Objectively, the US is the imperialist master of the world. (I am sure you will agree 

that Russian imperialism does not wield anywhere near the power the US does.) 

So the situation can be summarized with the following analogy: 

The workers at a factory are engaged in a bitter struggle with a ruthless boss, who 

brings in his own army of enforcers to brutalize the strikers and break the strike 

through repression. Although the workers arm themselves and fight heroically, they 

are unable to protect their families, who are also targetted by the boss' goons. In 

desperation--and this really is what has driven Syrians to raise this demand--they call 

on the police to protect their families ftom the goons. 

And your response would be to say the police shouldn't be involved? 

(6) Ben Stevens -- February 18 at 11:21pm 

Hi David, Thank you for your comments. I will add your comments to Weekly 

Review # 4, because they likely represents the thinking of many activists. And I will 

give thought to how to put together a counter-argument that may shed some light on 

this. For now I will only say that historical experience strongly suggests that a "no 

fly zone" is only the thin end of a wedge. Syrian activists have the right to make their 

own decisions. They also have the right to make mistakes, which are easy to make in 

life-and-death situations. We also have a responsibility to stay the hand of "our own" 

imperialism, within our modest abilities. I am not necessarily in favor of condemning 

those activists in Syria who may be calling for the U.S. imperialism to start up with a 

"no fly zone". But I do consider these activists to be mistaken, and I believe that I 

have a responsibility to say so. -- Ben Seattle 

 

(7) Jim R M -- February 20 at 4:37am 

Respectfully in disagreement Ben. Marxists should not separate their language and 

demands from those of the masses facing the horror of counter revolution and whom 

are in a better position to know what measures can protect them. In Syria there is a 

political opposition which represents democratic revolution and it relies, materially, 

on NATO aligned powers for continued existence while its demise may also be 

ensured by non-action on the part of its patrons - primarily Turkey but in extension 

NATO. This is a dilemma for proletarian leadership, of course, but it cannot be dealt 

with through taking what seems a principled proletarian opposition stance, but rather, 

through the dialectic the revolution faces when confronting its adversary; its 

intercourse with what those who hold illusions call "international community". 

The revolution pleads for necessary defense i.e. for international solidarity based on 

human rights of which all mankind has, if begrudgingly, universally agreed to 

represent. The dialogue activists offer cannot oppose such a blatantly necessary 

demand but rather assert its true need, impose the demand with *further* rigor, but, 

do so while expressing the knowledge -garnered through experience- that the class 

enemy we are appealing to is deviously circumventing its duty to offer indispensable 

assistance. In doing so our leadership shows where we stand -that we stand with the 

democratic revolution and its demands for support- but further, in producing 

unrelenting criticism of the illustrated truth that the imperialist class enemy has thus 

far blocked, thwarted and denied necessary humanitarian assistance our message is 

one of 'enlightened' solidarity and serves to *shame* the apparatus of official 

bourgeois-democratic institution. 

To what extent the shame serves to impose on bourgeois policy, while we cannot 

*rely* on *any* outcome either, can only be measured in time. But in siding with 

free Syrian demands for international support we refuse camping on the sidelines and 

instead take an active role in struggle against those devious forces whom are, now, 

and will continue to betray the Arab democratic revolution while cunningly fooling 

less suspecting audiences of their non-existent humanitarian credentials.  

We must expose their allegiance to counter revolution and only through the dialectic 

this can be achieved. 

(8) David A T -- February 19 at 2:41am 

I appreciate your honesty Ben. Take the time you need to consider the issue. 

I look forward to your bulletin. 

In regards the principle of a duty to do what we think is right, even if that puts us at 

odds with the masses (wherever they are), I agree Ben Stevens. We do what's right; 

that's acting on principle. 

Of course, if our principles are leading us to the sidelines while many millions are 

suffering, I also think its time to reevaluate our principles. 
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This leads me to one of Jim[..]'s points, that we can't counterpose programs to the 

masses urgent needs, or rather we can, but that just means we end up becoming 

politically irrelevant to the masses--hardly a good position to be in if we want to lead 

a revolutionary struggle. 

But I would like to more fully understand your principles. 

The "thin edge" of what? 

And for that matter, hasn't the thin edge already been inserted? US jets fly Syrian 

skies--uncontested. 

So you are objecting to what exactly? Are you objecting to the Syrians demanding 

that these jets belonging to the supposedly freedom-loving US be put to use 

protecting earnestly freedom loving Syrians? I presume not. 

On what grounds do you object to the demand? 

The experiences you refer to, how could they be worse for Syrians than the Hell they 

are enduring now? 

It is time to be very specific because the Syrians are living through a very real Hell. 

Abstractions don't mean much to people in their circumstances. Again, 

revolutionaries shouldn't counterpose ideology or program to urgent needs. 

(9) Ben Stevens -- February 19 at 3:43am 

Hi Jim and David, 

Thanks again for your replies. Jim said: 

> In Syria there is a political opposition which 

> represents democratic revolution and it relies, 

> materially, on NATO aligned powers for continued 

> existence while its demise may also be ensured 

> by non-action on the part of its patrons - 

> primarily Turkey but in extension NATO.  

One of the problems with developing a joint statement is that there is a fair amount 

of uncertainty regarding even many basic facts. For example, the statement Jim made 

(above). Is it actually true? How do I know that? I understand that the two of you are 

sincere in your minds, but I am not allowed to take your word for it that the 

statement is a fair summation of matters, and that it outweighs all other factors. 

I do know that U.S. imperialism is far more deadly and bloodthirsty than most 

people (at least that I talk to) are able to understand. 

And I know that many people (who are absolutely positive they know better) are 

hoodwinked into supporting U.S. imperialism. I am not claiming that you have been 

hoodwinked. But I am saying that I have made up my mind that I will be dead before 

I am. As it is said in the scientific world: extraordinary claims require extraordinary 

evidence. And so far, you have not proven anything that convinces me that I should 

add my fucking voice to those who are calling for my sworn enemy to be dropping 

bombs in that part of the world. It just seems too likely that this will end up, one way 

or another, being used to oppress and divide the people there.  

I also know one more thing: that activists today must use this weapon, the internet, to 

help figure out the essential truth about everything important. Some people have time 

to look into facts. Some people have time to organize their own thoughts and logic. 

Some do not, but do want to know what is going on. We do need to keep the lines of 

communication active and alive. We do need to think about drawing into proximity 

people of different views who have a deeper commitment to learning and telling the 

truth than to their other agendas. 

So let's keep our eyes open. 

-- Ben Seattle (on facebook as Ben Stevens) 

-- Appendix B -- 

Are we part of the cure, or are we part of the disease? 
(Letter to a comrade) 

Hi John, 

First, I would like to thank you for asking for Art and me to respond to 

your comments.  You have decades of experience in the struggle of the 

working class to create its own independent movement.  You have 

learned bitter lessons.  You played a good role in Occupy Oakland, 

which helped to inspire the Occupy movement nationwide.  You have 

earned respect. 

We have sharp differences on the road forward to building an 

independent movement.  These differences are larger than you and I.  

These differences existed before you and I were born--and will still 

exist after you and I are no longer around.   

1. Casting light on the most important principles 

You and I will not resolve these differences by ourselves.  They are 

too big for that.  But if we can discuss our differences in a way that (1) 

sheds light on the most important principles, (2) draws other activists 

into thoughtful discussion and (3) takes reasonable care to minimize 

distortion of one another's views--then the movement wins. 

So this should be our goal. 

So, having said that, let's go through your comments: 
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> Some days ago I was accused of wanting 

> a workers' party that is dominated by  

> union bureaucrats and non-profiteers. 

It is understandable that this is how you view my criticism of you.  But 

this is a bit off. 

I accused you of promoting illusions (ie: encouraging activists who 

were engaged in independent work to jump into the corrupt capitalist 

election machine) in exchange for earning favor with social 

democratic personalities and institutions (such as the Green Party). 

Activists are bombarded with illusions 24x7.  We must oppose these 

illusions, not reinforce them. 

2. The coming shift in the political landscape 

We need to talk about the possible emergence, in the decades ahead, of 

an openly social democratic party in the U.S.  You call this "a workers' 

party that is dominated by union bureaucrats and non-profiteers".  You 

also insist on calling this party "independent".  Whatever we call it, the 

eventual emergence of such a party would represent a dramatic shift in 

the political landscape, and be quite important to the proletariat. 

Such a party would represent a mixed blessing.  We need to look at 

both sides of this equation in a sober way.  On the plus side, as you 

note: 

> I think it will be a huge step forward. For the 

> first time, every issue - whether it be over 

> foreign policy, racism, sexism, the environment 

> or anything else - will tend to be viewed from 

> a class vs. class point of view.  It will be 

> exactly through this process that workers will 

> tend to draw the revolutionary conclusions. And 

> for the first time since the 1930s it will make 

> building a mass base possible for those 

> revolutionary socialists who know how to link 

> the longer term perspectives and program 

> with the immediate necessary steps. 

I think the things you say above are all true.  But precisely because 

these things are true, we must be careful to avoid the kinds of euphoria 

and illusions that often enter the picture when our struggle forces the 

ruling bourgeoisie to make political or economic concessions. 

3. We need to maintain sobriety 

We must be careful to recognize that the emergence of a social 

democratic party (if it really happens in the decades ahead) would 

represent a *concession* by our ruling class.  And, like all 

concessions, will represent a mixture of (1) things we have earned with 

struggle, and (2) measures aimed at undermining the ability of the 

proletariat to think and act in its own class interest. 

So we need to look at the negative side of this concession also. 

I should make clear, before going any further, that I would welcome 

the emergence of a social democratic party here in the U.S.  The plus 

side of a social democratic party greatly outweighs the negative side.  

But we need to understand both sides of such a party in order to 

*minimize* the disruptive and undermining effects of the negative 

side--as well as to *maximize* the good things that will flow from the 

positive side. 

I want to make this clear before going any further because your 

comments (and the comments by others) imply otherwise--and make it 

appear that I oppose the emergence of a social democratic party. 

So what is the negative side of a social democratic party? 

4. A party of illusions 

To start with, it will be a party of illusions.  It will be on a leash that is 

held by our class enemy--the ruling bourgeoisie.  It will be a party that 

the bourgeoisie props up--for the purpose of *undermining* the 

radicalization of the proletariat and *undermining* widespread 

recognition of the need of our class to have its own genuinely 

independent party. 

In other words--it is a party that our ruling bourgeoisie will allow and 

even support in order to attack our consciousness and ability to think 

as a class. 
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We need to keep this in mind.  We welcome such a party because we 

understand that, as its nature becomes more clear to millions--it will 

*speed up* the day when millions recognize the need for a party that is 

*not* engineered to promote illusions--and that is *not* run by trusted 

slaves of the ruling bourgeoisie. 

That is the key point: we want to *speed up* this day--not slow it 

down. 

The principle here is that we must respect the consciousness of 

activists and the consciousness of the working class.  This may be the 

core, John, of where we differ. 

You say that we must call this social democratic party an 

"independent" party and a "workers" party because most activists and 

workers will have illusions in it, and will think of it that way. 

5. Must we promote illusions in order to get heard? 

So, buried in your logic is the idea that we must promote illusions in 

order to earn the ear of activists and workers and help them move 

forward. 

You are wrong.  The many thousands of activists who accept this logic 

(ie: that we must promote illusions in order to get our voice heard) are 

wrong. 

We don't need to promote illusions.  We need to tell the truth. 

If we understand that the *purpose* of a social democratic party is to 

promote illusions--then we can *speed up* its arrival by *rejecting* 

these illusions and *forcing* the ruling bourgeoisie and its institutional 

flunkies (the trade union bureaucrats, the non-profits heads, the 

political power brokers, the darling media personalities and "opinion 

leaders" and so on) to *work harder* (and do more to greenlight the 

social democratic party) to promote these illusions. 

6. By your own testimony 

You actually described how this process works: 

> We saw this process at work within Occupy 

> Oakland, by the way. That "Occupy" was 

> probably one of the most radical of all of 

> them. At first, the reformists - including 

> the union leadership - pretty much tried to 

> ignore it. But at one point they decided 

> they had to intervene, because their members 

> might get infected with the same radicalism. 

> At that point, they marshaled their resources, 

> including much of the socialist left, and 

> very quickly jumped to the head of the 

> movement. 

This is the key point.  Much of the so-called "socialist left" is not 

much more than a "resource" at the beck-and-call of the reformist 

misleaders.  And this strata of radicals-on-a-bourgeois-leash was 

compelled to *jump into action* because of the *danger* that too 

many people "might get infected with ... radicalism".  But what is 

"radicalism" except what you are left with if you are active and the 

illusions fall away? 

Hence, the real equation works like this: 

(1) Fewer illusions (leads to) more radicalism 

(2) More radicalism (leads to) more radicals-on-a-leash jump into 

action 

(3) More leash people in action (leads to) quicker emergence of social 

democratic party 

So--if we want this social democratic party to emerge more quickly--

then we can work most effectively to make this happen by fighting 

tooth and nail against the illusions that this party is being engineered to 

promote.  And, John, you proved this with your own testimony. 

7. "Lower the flag for Ben" 

I will tell you a story.  I will try to keep it short.  In 1987 I was active 

in a student organization at the University of Washington called 

SAUSIES (ie: "Students Against U.S. Intervention in El Salvador").  

This was in the middle of Reagan's CIA-Contra war against the 

Sandinistas in Nicaragua.  We had planned a big demo for May 1st 

and, the night before, as we were making final preparations, we 

received a phone call from a reporter from the New York Times, 
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asking about a former member of SAUSIES by the name of Ben 

Linder. 

Ben Linder had graduated with a degree in Mechanical Engineering 

from the UW and, rather than pursue a lucrative career with what he 

had learned, he went down to Nicaragua and used his knowledge to 

build small-scale hydro-electric projects for impoverished villages 

there.  That was what he was doing when he was murdered on April 28 

by the CIA-trained contras.  The NYT was putting together a story 

about his death, since it was going to be national news.  That was why 

their reporter called us for background. 

The demo had already been scheduled for the next day.  There was a 

lot of anger because of Reagan's war on Nicaragua.  This just added 

fuel to the fire. 

The demonstration had been organized as a rally--no marching--just 

speeches and stuff.  But people were angry.  They had learned about 

Ben Linder in the news that morning.  They wanted to do something. 

The organization which had effective behind-the-scenes control of 

SAUSIES (the so-called "League of Revolutionary Struggle", or as I 

called them, the "League of Reformist Solutions", which became part 

of Jesse Jackson's "Rainbow Coalition" in the Democratic Party) 

wanted to avoid any kind of mass action (such as a march).  But I was 

there and understood that we needed to march.   

So I did everything I could to talk to people and urge them to help 

organize a march.  As the speeches finished up, I began to yell that we 

should march on University Ave.  I yelled as loud as I could many, 

many times. 

But this is not what people wanted to do.  They wanted to do 

something else.  They wanted to go to the flagpole where the U.S. flag 

was flying--and lower the flag in honor of Ben Linder. 

I could tell this was not going to happen.  By this time there were 

about 200 of us.  There were only a few campus security guards--but 

they had guns, handcuffs, radios and plenty of backup waiting nearby.  

There was no way they would allow anyone to bring down that stupid 

flag. 

The mood in the crowd was not sufficient to face lots of arrests and 

force the issue.  But the mood was plenty sufficient for a militant, 

unpermitted march on the Ave.  I kept yelling "March on the Ave! 

Take the Ave!" until I my throat was too horse to yell.  I was ignored, 

of course.  Lots of people opposed me with the slogan "Lower the flag 

for Ben".  They were quite emotional.  Over the next 30 minutes it 

gradually became clear that the fucking stupid flag was not going to 

come down. 

Now people were even more angry.  I was exhausted and my throat 

was too sore to speak.  Suddenly--several people started to yell: 

"March on the Ave!"  The whole crowd turned, as one, and took over 

University Avenue.  I went along with the crowd.  I was not leading 

anything.  But they were marching, most likely, because I had given 

them an idea which they had rejected at the time--and then acted on 

when the nature of their illusion became clear.  We marched up and 

down University Avenue for more than an hour (except the reformist 

L.R.S., which stood aloof and pointedly refused to get their feet dirty 

on the street).  For most of these students and young people, it was the 

first time they had marched in the street, and it was an exhilarating 

experience.  They no longer felt like a small, powerless minority.  

They had taken over the street.  And everywhere they looked they 

could see people on the sidewalks who were cheering them on. 

If I had your philosophy, John, I would have simply joined them when 

they were yelling "Lower the flag for Ben".  I could have simply 

reasoned, like you, that: 

> I think we have to start with perspectives 

> - what we think is likely to develop  

> rather than what we want or hope for. 

But, if we limit our perspective to what is likely to develop in the next 

30 minutes, we betray the movement, and betray ourselves. 

8. Lambs to the slaughter 

From your January 23 leaflet at the Oakland march for Bernie Sanders: 

> The most important task facing us is to start 

> down the road of building an alternative. 

> The first step would be for different movements 
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> in the streets--on the environment, against 

> racism, etc. to run their own candidates for 

> local office.  This can't be done while we are 

> supporting a Democrat like Bernie Sanders at 

> the same time. 

I criticized this passage in your leaflet because, if activists were to 

follow your advice, it would have the practical effect of undermining 

their independent work in favor of becoming enmeshed in the 

fraudulent capitalist election machine.  Once they are fixating on 

"winning" in this rigged game, they become easy prey for the layer of 

institutional flunkies I mentioned earlier (the trade union bureaucrats, 

non-profits heads, power brokers, etc) who owe their careers to their 

ability to manipulate, hijack and liquidate independent movements.  

Instead of warning activists about these packs of wolves--you send 

them like lambs to the slaughter. 

Your mistaken orientation follows from your refusal to see that real 

forward motion must be based on a *decisive break* from the 

influence of this entire layer of professional misleaders. 

Of course, eventually the working class will have its own genuinely 

independent party.  Once it has this party, this party may engage in 

capitalist election contests for various good reasons.  This party will do 

so on the basis of being, so to speak, armed with the historical 

experience of the proletariat.  When it engages in elections, this party 

will do so for the purpose of *destroying illusions* rather than 

reinforcing illusions. 

I would like to see you, John, agree with me on this.  I would like you 

to agree that the advice you gave in the conclusion of your leaflet was 

misleading to activists, and likely to steer them in the wrong direction. 

9. Turning Lenin into an apologist for reformism 

> I think that those who confuse these perspectives 

> for their revolutionary program are exactly the 

> ultra leftists that Lenin so strongly denounced. 

> And there's a reason that he called this sort 

> of ultra leftism "an infantile disorder;" it is 

> because, like an infant, they cannot distinguish 

> between what they feel and want and what is 

> happening in the world around them, independent 

> of their inner feelings. 

Every trot reformist under the sun at one time or another attempts to 

use Lenin's "Left-Wing Communism" to justify the most craven 

reformism.  Earlier you tried to do something similar with Engels.  Of 

course no one can prevent anyone from attempting to prostitute the 

names of these proletarian leaders in an effort to deflect activists from 

independent class politics.  But we can point out that many who 

attempt this, do so in an effort to conceal their own prostitution. 

You are too good a man, John, to engage in this way.  I would like to 

see you engage on a concrete level in a consistent way. 

10. We need to draw others into this conversation 

John, if you believe these are important questions, then I would like 

you to help me draw activists into active consideration of these issues. 

I will answer all questions from activists regarding this discussion, 

within practical limits of time and so forth. 

It would be good, John, if you were to also offer to do the same. 

Related to this is your choice of replying to me on the official 

discussion list of the Marxist Internet Archive. 

Everybody loves the archive.  It is good work and necessary work.  

But their official MIA discussion list has clearly become something of 

a tourist trap.  They delete some of the better posts for entirely 

arbitrary or nonsensical reasons.  Here are three recent examples: (1) 

The mods deleted one of your posts (supposedly) to protect someone's 

privacy.  But your post was based on information that had already 

been made public in a newspaper article in the Sacramento Bee.  (2) 

The mods deleted my post which discussed with you (and two of your 

supporters) my criticism of your leaflet.  Supposedly this was because 

I mentioned your name in the criticism.  (3) The mods also deleted 

another of my posts because it was about how the SA was promoting 

illusions about Bernie Sanders.  Their excuse for this was that their 

discussion list was getting too many posts about Bernie Sanders. 
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I am sure the mods at the MIA discussion list are good people and (in 

their own minds) have a commitment to marxism and so forth.  But we 

also need to base our actions on reality.  The MIA list may be a fine 

place for the tourists who do not know any better, but it is not a place 

for serious discussion and debate related to the class struggle. 

So, if we want to encourage activists to become part of this discussion, 

we need a place for it to take place--other than the official MIA 

discussion group. 

I am posting this on my home page.  If you know of a discussion group 

that is *not* in the habit of routinely deleting threads in the way that 

the MIA group has, and would like to continue this thread there--then 

please let me know.  There is an *underground* MIA group with 

3,000 subscribers that was created precisely because the official MIA 

discussion group is not a place for real discussion.  Please let me know 

what you think. 

I respect you John, and your work.  If we cannot resolve our 

differences at this time, the reason may simply be that, when we are 

mistaken, it often takes us 10 or 20 or 30 years to recognize our 

mistakes.  I have made a lot of political mistakes in my life--and this is 

how long it has taken me to recognize some of my mistakes.  So, if we 

cannot come to agreement at this time, it may simply be because we 

are human and it is easy to get stuck in our own thinking. 

I do believe that the current generation of activists, because they have 

the internet and the opinions of other activists to keep them honest and 

to help them steer away from the self-deception that is so common in 

our circles, may be able to do a bit better. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Seattle 

-- Appendix C -- 

History knows all sorts of metamorphoses (reply to Stephen) 

I wrote this in reply to Steven Argue who removed my post of Weekly 

Review # 3 and # 4 from their discussion group and said: 

> Moderators Note: This Is, And Will Remain, 

> a Leninist Site 

> 

> Ben Stevens, Hi, I'm sorry to say I removed your 

> anti-Leninist posts from this, the For Communism 

> (Leninist-Trotskyist) group. I created this group 

> as a Leninist page and if I allow too many attacks 

> on Leninism, it no longer is what it was created to be. 

> I have not removed you from the group. I would not be 

> opposed to debating you, but your posts were so full 

> of mischaracterizations that I just don't have the time. 

> Perhaps you could start by explaining why you think 

> that the socialist revolutions that abolished the 

> bourgeoisie and established planned socialist economies 

> were "bourgeois revolutions". 

Hi there Steven and Tiger, 

(1) First, thanks for your comment. My posts get deleted all the time, 

but rarely with this kind of proletarian diplomacy. 

(2) Second, something akin to bourgeois legality requires that I post on 

facebook as Ben Stevens. But I am known as Ben Seattle. The name 

means: "son of Seattle". 

(3) You said: 

> I removed your anti-Leninist posts 

My posts are not anti-Leninist. 

I am a Leninist--maybe far more than you are. You appear to be what I 

call a "cargo-cult Leninist", which is a term that I coined (and have 

been working to popularize) to describe groups which imitate the 

superficial appearance of Leninism without understanding, in a deeper 

way, Lenin's work to organize the proletariat as a class for itself. 

I am generally known as a Leninist. My work, in the early days of the 

internet, was at http://Leninism.org (which is still up, but has not really 

been updated since 1997). I laid the foundation of my line there. I 

coined this phrase there: 

> The principle that "information wants to be free" 

> fits Leninism as a bullet does a rifle 
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I also wrote there the cyberLeninist Manifesto, which describes the 

four historic stages of Leninism: 

> Leninism I (1896 - 1917) 
> Building a party that withstood repression 

> and fought emergent social-democracy 

> Leninism II (1917 - 1923) 
> State power under harsh conditions 

> Leninism III (1924 - approximately today) 

> Leninism in the hands of its enemies 

> Leninism IV (after the fall of the Soviet Union 
> and the development of the web) Classical 

> Leninism plus "information wants to be free" 

And I organized the Anarcho-Leninist Debate on the State (on the web 

at:http://struggle.net/alds/ ) where I took on anarchists worldwide and 

showed that the victorious proletariat would need a state machine for 

some time after it overthrew the class rule of the bourgeoisie. 

(4) You said: 

> I would not be opposed to debating you, but  

> your posts were so full of mischaracterizations 

> that I just don't have the time. 

A wise choice on your part, I must say. You would be over your head. 

I say this respectfully, of course. 

(5) You said: 

> Perhaps you could start by explaining why you think 

> that the socialist revolutions that abolished the 

> bourgeoisie and established planned socialist economies 

> were "bourgeois revolutions". 

I could start by saying that such is what they turned out to be. These 

revolutions were defeated. They were replaced with something akin to 

military dictatorships that wrapped themselves in all kinds of red 

banners. I am posting (below) the chart I made which helps illustrate 

this. 

I certainly did not originate the idea that these revolutions turned into 

bourgeois revolutions. In fact, the first thousand times that I ran into 

this idea--I dismissed it (I used to be a Stalinist, and I was part of one 

of the better cargo cults). But reality does not go away when you 

ignore it. 

And, it turns out, that Lenin (in his last major speech to the party, at 

the 11th Congress in March 1922) warned that "history knows all sorts 

of metamorphoses" and that such a development was "the real and 

main danger". 

Of course, some activists of the trot tribe can pull all kinds of phrases 

out of their cargo cult dictionary--and talk about property 

relationships, and "planned socialist economies" and so forth. Some 

activists can stand on their heads while juggling this dictionary with 

their feet, but I do not get involved in throwing dictionaries around. 

I am not here to play. I am here to help the proletariat wake itself up, 

overthrow its class enemy, and create a world of peace, abundance and 

genuine community for all. 

A real proletarian revolution, if it is not defeated, leads to the 

proletariat, as a class, being in power. This is not what happened, in 

Russia, in China, or in anyplace else. 

This is what everyone needs to understand. 

(6) If anyone has any thoughtful comments, questions or criticisms, I 

am here. If you want a response from me, please put the hash 

tag  # RFCFB  (it stands for "request for comment from Ben") at the 

*beginning* of your comment on the mainline (rather than the 

indented subthread) since otherwise (with the way facebook wraps 

content) I may not see it. It often takes me a day or two, and 

sometimes longer, to make a thoughtful and intelligent reply. I should 

make clear that I may repost your comment (if it is not too lengthy) to 

the next issue of Weekly Review, and I reserve the right to ignore 

anything that is not well thought-out. 

Ben Seattle 

Information wants to be free to organize the proletariat 

for the overthrow of the class rule of the bourgeoisie 

 


