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0. Introduction 

Hi folks, 

It took me five weeks to put this together.  So why am I calling this the 
"Weekly Review" instead of some other name?  Because I prefer to be 
ridiculed for putting out a weekly series on a monthly basis, than to 
risk losing sight of the need for a weekly series.  I intend to get better 
at making these quicker--and more concise. 

In the meantime, I am working on laying the foundation, the basic line, 
of the single idea that I intend to bring to activists, and the audience, 
that I am finding on facebook.  While I have the ability to click keys 
and organize my own thoughts, I will say the same thing over and 
over, in different ways.  We have the ability to overthrow the rule of 
capital.  We have the ability to overthrow the class rule of the social 
class, the one percent, the bourgeoisie, which exists as the human face, 
the human voice, the human arms, and the human mind of capital. 

We can do this, in a phrase, because our time has come.  The modern 
proletariat is large enough, and it has sufficient historical experience, 
to draw all necessary conclusions and take all necessary actions. 

 
What has been holding us back, is that we are not conscious, and are 
not organized in such a way that we have the ability to think, and to 
act, in an independent way, in our own material class interest.  Our 
ruling class, the bourgeoisie, as a conscious class, has done everything 
in its power to keep us from becoming conscious and organized.  But 
the ruling bourgeoisie has done something else also.  As part of its 
constant need to revolutionize the means of production, it has given us 
the internet, and social media.  And now it is time for our class to learn 
how to make determined, effective and systematic use of this 
splendid weapon to wake ourselves up, to recognize our necessary 
historical mission and destiny, and to enter the stage of history in a 
decisive way, as the hero. 
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In Weekly Review # 2 (January 10) I asked for help from activists.  I 
said that I needed intelligent questions in order to connect with activist 
thinking and communicate effectively.  Some people ask god to give 
them what they need.  My god is the modern proletariat.  And my 
prayers were answered. 

Mace -- January 15: 

... i think pointing out that while short term demands are positive 

developments, their long term usefulness relies on our ability to link 

them together with the overthrow of the ruling class, and to build a 

revolutionary organization parallel to capitalism that can seize power 

on behalf of the working class and abolish capitalism.  

I welcome reform, but any reforms made under capitalism are granted 

under duress by a class with the power to abolish them when their 

conditions improve. But, regarding your five requirements for a 

revolutionary organization, first off, i do agree with all of them.  

But building an organization that is resistant to cooption by 

moderate and incomplete forms of socialism, truly democratic, 

and genuinely open to all progressive members of the working 

class at the current level of consciousness, seem to be mutually 

exclusive. I am not saying that they necessarily are, in fact as i am 

a revolutionary communist who does not believe in a vanguard 

party, or autocracy, solving this conundrum is a vital task that 

must be taken seriously. 

I'm sure you can see the conundrum i'm talking about, and i'll 

think about potential ways to solve it; none of us has all the 

answers but I'd love to hear your take.  

Solving it by being less than totally democratic does not seem to 

me to be an option, but neither is solving it by compromising a 

pure revolutionary goal, which either is or is not, and cannot be 

compromised without being abandoned. Before decades of 

widespread education, these two requirements seem difficult to 

reconcile without a "vanguard party" with a political litmus test, 

which would thus not be open to all workers, and which i feel has 

shown itself to be a problematic solution at best due to its 

tendency to substitute itself for genuine working class rule. 

 

How can we create an organization which  
is democratic, revolutionary, and open ? 

Mace is pointing out the fact that, according to the conventional 
thinking that saturates our movement, it is not possible to create an 
organization which is (1) genuinely democratic, (2) genuinely 
revolutionary, and (3) genuinely open--because these things 
(supposedly) contradict one another.  And yet I asserted, in WR-2, that 
it was possible [note 1].  And Mace also believes it is possible, but he 
wants to better understand my thinking on *how* this is possible. 

I have been waiting a long time to get asked this question. 

I will do my best to answer this question.  But I will also point out, to 
other readers, that your help is needed also.  Mace and I cannot do this 
all by ourselves, alone.  We need your thoughtful comments, 
questions and criticisms.  You have experienced pain in the struggle 
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to create the organization we need.  You have experienced moments 
where the road forward appeared to consist of hitting your head 
against a brick wall until the end of time.  Now is the time to make 

something useful of your pain. 

Without an independent and democratic mass organization, our class, 
the proletariat, will be mostly helpless before our class enemy, barely 
conscious, barely able to fight back, as imperialist war, deepening 
austerity, racist attacks and environmental meltdown continue without 
resistance that amounts to much more than a speed bump.  From the 
time of the ancient Greeks, it has been said that the strong do as they 
please, while the weak suffer as they must.  If we want to change this, 
we need organization that is real.  We need something more than the 
usual sold-out reformist organizations which only *pretend* to be 
independent.  We need something more than the usual cargo cults 
which require members to get a lobotomy.  We need organization 
which is deserving of the attention and respect of every section of 
the proletariat which is beginning to stir with consciousness. 

Readers and activists! If you want, like we do, organization which is 
real, now is the time to transform your pain into determination.  Now 
is the time to take note of this discussion, and figure out how to best 
contribute to it. 

1. Work on Joint Statement on Syria 

But, before going into the main content of this installment of WR, I 
must note that in WR-1 and WR-2, I discussed the work of Les and 
Art and me to put together a joint statement on the war in Syria, which 
(1) rejected intervention by not only U.S. imperialism, but also by 
Russia, Iran, Hezbollah and Turkey, and which (2) supported the 
struggle of the Syrian people against the Assad tyranny and the 
struggle of Syria's Kurds for their national democratic rights.   

My original plan was to write a "PGE" (ie: "probably good enough") 
draft by the end of December.  I postponed this to the end of January.  
I am now postponing again until the end of March.  The main issue 
here has simply been pressure on my time.  The other topics I have 
writing about in Weekly Review emerged in a way that I felt I could 
not either ignore or postpone them. 

 

Recently, however, Art notified me of "Detroit Workers' Voice" # 119 
of January 18, which includes their statement on Syria (which I have 
included in the Appendix A below).  Having read it, I conclude it is a 
very good statement, and believe that we can use part or most of it, as 
long as we consider two factors which may require some modification: 

(1) There is a need for some kind of open fact-checking process.  
Having read dozens of articles on the war in Syria, I consider it likely 
that the statements in the DWV article are correct.  But I am also 
aware that nearly every statement in the article is being energetically 
disputed by supporters of the Assad regime and Russian intervention. 
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My idea in putting out a joint statement was to create something that 
other activists could share on facebook, or support in some other way.  
Doing so requires, I believe, that we be willing to back up, in public 
debate, the statement we make.  So we need to be prepared to do this 
in a way that might attract the interest and even participation of 
readers and activists. 

(2) There is a weakness in the statement, I believe, regarding the 
possibility of stepped up military intervention by U.S. imperialism.  
Leftists who oppose the Assad regime are routinely accused of being 
closet supporters of U.S. imperialism.  These accusations are basically 
hot air, in most cases, but we should also consider them closely.  The 
possibility of intensified U.S. military intervention in Syria at some 
point cannot be dismissed.  Some have argued that increased U.S. 
military intervention is not going to take place simply because it has 
not happened so far.  But this strikes me as a shallow argument.  I am 
hardly an expert of any kind on the region, but I understand that those 
who do political and military planning for imperialism are not idiots.  
They are capable of taking their time and waiting for the right moment 
to step up their intervention, after other forces have exhausted 
themselves, rather than rushing in like fools.  Our joint statement must 
make clear that increased U.S. military intervention remains a 
possibility and that we must recognize that U.S. imperialism remains, 
at this time, and for at least several decades going forward, the main 
enemy of the peoples of the world. 

2. Bonapartism in the 20th century  
and the cargo cults we face today 

If we want to win, and overthrow the class rule of the bourgeoisie, 
then we must understand the situation we are in following the defeat of 
the two great revolutions of the last century.  And in order to get some 
perspective, we must go back to the time before Napoleon (see chart: 
"Bonapartism--rule by the sword").  When a revolution of the 
oppressed wins nominal state power but is too weak (ie: lacking 
sufficient numbers, organization and consciousness) to hang on to this 
power, it is often replaced with a military-style dictatorship 
representing the material interests of the economically dominant 

 

bourgeoisie.  This is what happened, not only in France in the 1790's, 
but (with some modification) in Russia and China in the last century. 

Such a phenomenon is sometimes called "Bonapartism" (named after 
Napoleon Bonaparte, see also Appendix B).  In the case of Russia and 
China, the Bonapartist regimes wrapped themselves in all kinds of 
communist banners, flags and slogans.  These regimes advanced 
economic development far more than the feudal and colonial regimes 
they replaced--and they also stood up to the threats and attacks of 
western imperialism. 
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These Bonapartist regimes therefore appeared to offer a clear 
alternative to the normal capitalist order as existed in the U.S. and 
Europe and, for this reason, earned the attention, respect and devotion 
of millions worldwide.   

But these regimes were built, so to speak, on a foundation of sand, and 
for this reason would eventually collapse (more-or-less) into the path 
of ordinary capitalist development.  And the degeneration and collapse 
of these regimes would leave, in its wake, a tremendous amount of 
confusion, in the form of what I call "cargo cult Leninism", which is 
my term for the beliefs and practices of many groups which do not 
understand the events of the 20th century and which, in a futile effort 
to recreate the magic of the Russian and Chinese revolutions, repeat 
slogans, phrases and practices which they do not understand. 

Cargo cults as ideological leftovers from Bonapartism 

The term "cargo cult" has entered popular culture for a good reason.  
Cargo cults give us insight into the process of human cognition and the 
formation of belief systems.  We tend to understand things on the 

basis of their most easily observable external features.  Hence the 

natural tendency to copy the outward appearance of things which 

we want to emulate but do not understand.  Cargo cults also cast 
light on dysfunctional practices in a wide variety of fields. 

 

Anthropologists have counted at least 75 cargo cults that formed 
among South Pacific islanders, independently of one another, in the 
period from the 1890’s to the end of the second world war.  These 
cults became popular because they embodied the anti-colonial 
sentiments of the native islanders and their belief that they, too, were 
entitled to a share of the material benefits of civilization. Cargo cults 
united different tribes that previously had little in common and led, in 
some cases, to successful forms of anti-colonial resistance. 

A cargo cult is a particular kind of religion that originates from a kind 
of "impact shock", when people encounter an advanced technology 
which they are unable to understand.   

The most well known cargo cult (the John Frum cult, still active today 
in Vanuatu) originated when islanders encountered American military 
logistics teams during the second world war.  Some talked to a black 
American soldier, who said he was John from some city, and who told 
them that they had the right to run their own islands themselves.  They 
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repeated this story to one another, and incorporated it into their local 
stone age religions.  Soon, they were doing such things as building 
airstrips and airplanes out of bamboo, making headphones out of 
coconut shells, carving microphones out of wood, and repeating the 
magic phrase "Roger, over and out" in hopes that the big silver birds 
would land with their bellies full of precious cargo.  This may all 
sound silly to us, but the Jon Frum cult led to the Jon Frum political 
movement, which helped win independence for Vanuatu. 

Cargo cult Leninists, today, are a similar thing.  Each competing cult 
has developed its own special tribal totems and taboos.  They may 
repeat phrases they believe hold special power, such as "disciplined 
centralized organization" in the same way as those nostalgic for 
Napoleon might wear a tri-cornered hat.  Repeating this magic ritual 
may help them feel better (for a while) but it cannot, of course, really 
give them any special power they did not already have. 

Where does this leave us today?   
With a whole lot of trash on our hands 

We need an alternative to the current 
domination of our movement by both the 
treacherous social democrats and the 
clueless cargo cults.  We need a movement 

centered around the historic mission of 

the working class--which is to overthrow 

the class rule of the bourgeoisie--and to 

create a world of peace, abundance and 

genuine community for everyone.  The 
two names most closely associated with this 
idea are Karl Marx and Vladimir Lenin.  
But, because of the way that history has 
unfolded, many activists who believe they 
uphold the ideas of Marx and Lenin are actually playing something of 
a cruel joke on themselves--and on anyone naive enough to listen to 
them. 

If we want to win, and overthrow the class rule of the bourgeoisie, 
then we must roll up our sleeves and take out the trash.  We don't need 
to be overly sentimental about this.  The cargo cults are promoting 

 

all kinds of nonsense about all the important questions.  They 
sound confident, many younger activists listen to them, and they have 
influence on our movement.  We must make up our minds to gather up 
all the accumulated ideas, traditions and practices that they have been 
promoting and sift through this mess, deciding what is actually useful 
and what belongs in the garbage.  We need to challenge them 
anytime what they say sounds (or smells) like bullshit.  If they 
cannot defend what they are saying, it may be because it is wrong. 

Many activists are hesitant to openly challenge things that appear to be 
wrong.  What if you hurt someone's feelings and then they refuse to 
work with you in the future?  Maybe it is better to play it safe?  This 
kind of timidity is a formula for eternal subjugation to the status quo. 
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3. You might not be independent if you 
find yourself eating shit on the end of a leash 

So I had to say all of that before starting this section.  Because I 
criticize John Reimann, who puts out the respected Oakland Socialist 
blog.  John is a good guy, and he writes a lot of good things.  And my 
criticism may come off as a bit harsh.  But no one gets a free pass.  
Our movement needs clarity. 

Here is the conclusion from John's leaflet [note 2]: 

> Build an Alternative 

> The most important task facing us is to start 
> down the road of building an alternative. The 
> first step would be for different movements 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. 

The rest of John's leaflet is not bad, but this conclusion represents the 
ideology of social democracy, and an attack on the idea of an 
independent movement.  The problem with John's advice to activists, 
of course, is that it steers them in the exact wrong direction: towards 
the fraudulent capitalist election circus.  More than this, it steers 
activists in the direction of dependence on a layer of liberal-labor 
politicians, trade union bureaucrats, religious misleaders, poverty 
pimps, "progressive" media personalities and professional "opinion 
leaders" who are in orbit around the Democratic Party.  Why not 

simply say that the first step toward building an alternative is to 

start shooting up heroin? 

Here in Seattle, just a year ago, on February 21, we witnessed our own 
"socialist" Kshama Sawant joining a fundraiser and birthday party for 
a local leader of the Democratic Party, King County Councilmember 
Larry Gossett.  Activists confronted her over Gossett's support for a 
new jail for youth, and she defended Gossett as a champion of the 
oppressed.  The video was posted on YouTube but, unfortunately, was 

removed.  Removed or 
not, however, the video 
showed with great 
clarity how things work 
in the real world: if you 
want to get elected, in 
our class society, you 

will need to prove your 

loyalty to a social layer 

of hacks and power 

brokers who have based 
their careers on their 
ability to hijack and 

liquidate independent 

movements of the 
oppressed. 

I have confronted 
John about this kind 
of thing many times, 
and John has often 
attempted to defend 
himself by pulling 
out a quote from 
Engels.  John claims 
that he supports the 
views which Engels 
expressed, but if 
anyone actually reads 
what was in the quote 
(which I have included 
in Appendix C) they 
will find that Engels 
took painstaking care 
to specifically talking about a movement and organization which is 
independent.  This is the exact opposite of John's conclusion, which 
would have activists subordinate their independent movements to 
the dictate of the hacks and power brokers. 
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John is hardly alone in 
preaching this kind of 
nonsense.  John's leaflet 
simply reflects the 
influence of the 

dominant reformist 

ideas in our movement.  
We must challenge these 
ideas, and for this reason 
I will go into this a bit 
more. 

The best way to 
get concessions 
is to put on a leash ? 

Let's start by looking at matters from the point of view of our 
conscious class enemy, the ruling bourgeoisie.  They were frightened 
by the mass anger which precipitated around the Occupy movement 
because in several cities, including Oakland and Seattle, they were 
unable to co-opt it by the usual means (ie: the trade union bureaucrats 
and the Democratic Party) and appear to have concluded that it would 
be wise to make a few concessions (both political and economic). 

When the ruling 
bourgeoisie makes 
concessions, however, 
they are always careful to 
"package up" these 
concessions in ways that 
defend and reinforce their 
class rule.  For example, if 
they decide to raise the 
minimum wage, they 

hardly want it to look 

like they are raising the 

wage because tens of 

thousands of angry people collected in the central locations of 

major cities all over the country.  This might give people the 

"wrong" idea--and lead people to think about repeating this tactic in 
the future the next time they are in pain and conclude that the ruling 
bourgeoisie is fucking them in the ass.  So instead, our ruling 
bourgeoisie waits a bit until things get more quiet, and then arranges to 
package up this concession in such a way that it looks like the best 
way to get concessions is to put on a leash. 

This is what is behind the current popularity of social democratic 
politicians like Kshama Sawant and Bernie Sanders.   

The key thing here is to understand what is actually driving this whole 
thing forward.  Our class enemy knows history.  The bourgeoisie is 

giving the proletariat concessions because the proletariat was 

moving in the direction of creating an independent movement.   
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Do we want a social democratic party ? 

John (and many others) will talk at length about how valuable it would 
be for the working class and oppressed to have a party that they 
thought was their own (even if this party was, in reality, controlled by 
a social layer of hacks and power brokers that was obedient to the 
ruling bourgeoisie).  But this is only half true.  In order to understand 
what is wrong with John's social democratic conclusions, we need only 
consider how our ruling bourgeoisie works to "package up" 
concessions with illusions.   

It would be a good thing, of course, if the bourgeoisie modifies its 
current two-party system in favor of a system which includes an 
openly social democratic party.  Such a social democratic party would 
still be controlled by the ruling bourgeoisie, but it would have, so to 
speak, a longer leash, and its formation would lead millions of people 
to think about, for the first time, the idea that the working class and 
oppressed should have their own party.   

So such a development would represent a concession by our ruling 
bourgeoisie.  Our attitude must be that we welcome such concessions, 
but we firmly reject all of the illusions that the bourgeoisie attempts to 
package with this concession. 

This means that we do not need to call this social democratic party a 
workers' party, or an independent party, because it would be neither. 

The bourgeoisie will only greenlight a social democratic shield  
as a defensive response to the threat of a proletarian sword 

If the ruling bourgeoisie does give the green light for a social 
democratic party--it will do so as a defensive shield--in order to head-
off the possibility of the proletariat actually creating its own, genuinely 
independent party--an offensive sword.   

This means that nothing would be more effective in helping to bring 
about the kind of social democratic party that John is calling for than 
to work instead to build a different kind of party--a party that 
actually is exactly what it says it is; a party that is real; a party that is 
not social democratic; a party that actually represents the material 
interests, will and historic mission of the working class. 

 

Crumb fever, and the siren call of social democracy 

Let's look again at the key conclusion in John's leaflet: 

> The most important task facing us is to start 
> down the road of building an alternative. The 
> first step would be for different movements in 
> the streets--on the environment, against racism, 
> etc. to run their own candidates for local 
> office. 

John's advice conforms precisely to the fairly tale we are all taught in 
school about how our society supposedly works--that we live in a 
"democracy" and can create fundamental change by "working within 
the system".  John writes as if he does not know this is horseshit.  

John's leaflet simply reinforces the nonsense that is promoted by 

our media, schools, courts, non-profits and all other institutions.  
His leaflet does not give his readers a clue that anyone following his 
advice would set themselves up for disappointment, betrayal, and the 
loss of confidence and belief that effective struggle is possible. 
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John may be suffering from the 
reformist disease, sometimes 
called the social democratic 
ideology.  We could also call it 
"crumb fever", which is a 
sickness that compels activists 
to go along with the kinds of 

ignorant prejudices 

promoted by our ruling class 
(and by other social democrats 
who are higher up in the food 
chain) in the hopes that, in 

exchange for their silence 

and complicity, they may 

earn a reputation for being 

"responsible", get tossed a few crumbs of attention and, eventually, 
be able to recruit a few activists to their project.  For example, John's 
blog post got a favorable response from an official in the Green Party 
(ie: a supposedly "independent" party that has a history of being a 
vehicle for the trade union bureaucrats).   

Social democrats call this sort of thing "alliance building".  But these 
kinds of social democratic alliances are built on a foundation of sand.  

Every activist who is serious will eventually find the need to make 

a choice: bend to the pressure of the social democratic ideology 

and ways of doing things--or work to create a movement which is 

independent.  I have told John many times that he is making the 
wrong choice, but people with crumb fever often lose their ability to 
hear anything except the siren call of social democracy.  When you 
make a deal with the devil, you lose your soul.  When you surrender to 
the social democratic ideology, you lose the part of your brain that 
used to understand what it means to be independent. 

John describes how the sausage is made 

John himself described (facebook, Jan 29) a typical example of this 
tactic being used by Socialist Alternative as it supports the illusions 
being created by the Bernie campaign: 

I think the strategy of Socialist Alternative is becoming clearer: 

 

They are counting on Sanders NOT winning the nomination and 

then endorsing Clinton and, at that point, a layer of Sanders 

supporters turning away and looking for an alternative. SA then 

expects to lead this layer into some "new" formation, a campaign 

for a new political party. [...] But what will this new formation be 

in reality? [...] just a front for Socialist Alternative. [...] simply a 

means of channeling new people into joining SA. 

And the perspectives for this new front? Sooner or later it will run 

up against the resistance of the union leadership as well as its own 

limitations since the SA leadership will be sure to keep control over 

it. Then it will be allowed to die just as is 15 Now.  Meanwhile, 

their "Movement for Bernie" is trying to get voters to register as 

Democrats. Such contradictions always come back to haunt you. 
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Of course John is being a hypocrite here, because his leaflet does the 
same thing as SA is doing, on a smaller scale of course.  SA promotes 
the illusion that the Democratic Party can be a playground for 
activists, instead of a black hole engineered for the purpose of sucking 
up and liquidating independent energy.  John's advocacy for the 
fraudulent election system as the "first step" forward promotes the 
illusion that being independent in name from the Democratic Party 
(such as is the Green Party or SA itself) is the same as being 
independent in fact. 

4. How to create independent, 
democratic and open organization 

I started this issue of Weekly Review, five weeks ago, with the 
intention of focusing on a reply to the remarkably perceptive question 
that Mace asked. 

I felt compelled to change my plan after John Reimann came out with 
a leaflet urging activists to give up independent work in favor of 
working within the corrupt election system set up by our class enemy 
for the purpose of fooling us--and absorbing and liquidating our 
independent movements.  John Reimann is a big deal within the small 
circle of activists in which I circulate, and I have criticized him for 
similar things in the past.  But the conclusion of his leaflet was a new 
low for him, as well as being a remarkably accurate reflection of the 
influence of the reformist ideology which is the main force holding 
back our movement.  So I felt that this was something I needed to 
confront.   

What this means, however, is that after more than five weeks, six 
thousand words, and quite a number of new graphics--my time (and 
the attention span of my few readers) may be temporarily exhausted.  
So I will reply to Mace in Weekly Review # 4.  Hopefully this will not 
take another five weeks. 

Democratic communication, rather than "democratic centralism"  

For now I will simply says that the independent, democratic and open 
organization we need will be created on the basis of the common 
project of a news and culture service that will attract all that is best in 

our movement and connect us to millions of readers and viewers.  This 
project (and the organization we need) will be based on the 
fundamental principles of political transparency, and the democratic 
right of participants in the project to stand up to and defy the 
reformist and sectarian opinions which may, at times, outnumber 
them greatly. 

This will mean that the project (and organization) we need will be 
guided, not by the principle of "democratic centralism" (which has 
evolved to mean the exact opposite of what it meant a hundred years 
ago), but by the principle of democratic communication which will 
make it impossible for a group of reformists or sectarian cargo cultists 
to deny activists the right to self-organize and effectively challenge 
their bullshit. 

The path of spontaneity is bankrupt 

Currently, the line is nearly universal in our movement that everyone 
should simply "do their own thing" with the idea that either: (1) some 
one or some group will eventually stumble upon what works, and 
show us all how to do it or (2) when the time is right, or "people start 
to care more", things will somehow, someway, come together. 

This is the path of spontaneity, and it leads to tens of thousands of 

activists spontaneously being defeated by social democracy or 

sectarian cult-building--or simply being isolated from the 

emotional energy of other activists and from sources of historical 

experience and knowledge. 

This line is bankrupt.  All activists, of course, will always have the 
right to do their own thing, as they see fit.  But they must also have the 
right to discover and fully connect, in a practical way, to the pain and 
historical experience of our movement.  This can only happen in the 
context of a project centered around bringing, to the entire proletariat, 
consciousness of its position and its necessary historical mission and 

destiny.  This will be the nature of the independent, democratic and 
open news and culture service that will bring together all that is best 
from our class.  This is what we need.  This is what we will have. 

This will be similar, in many ways, to what activists are already 
doing on facebook, as they share and discuss news, and as they work 
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to organize effective mass actions on the street.  But this will also be 
different and better than what takes place on facebook, as we will 
have an open, public database (and eventually our own software) that 
will make it easier for us to organize our own information, as we 
need, and for friend and foe alike to better understand the nature of our 
project, and proletariat's mission. 

5. I need your help--let me know you are alive 

History has placed a big responsibility on our shoulders.  History has 
placed in our hands a weapon that previous generations have never 
held.  Currently, the capitalists are using Bernie Sanders to undermine 
the idea of genuinely independent politics.  This kind of fraud is not 
new.  It has been used many times before.  What is new is that, today, 

millions have social media to help one another understand both 

the nature of this fraud, and the fact that a genuine alternative is 

possible and necessary.  That is where we, the conscious factor, can 
enter the picture. 

 

We have the ability, today, to tell other activists that a vote for Bernie 
is a vote for Hillary.  We have the ability to tell activists that they have 
a choice, and that they can, instead, vote with their heart for a real 
alternative--and make a commitment to devote themselves to helping 
to create the independent, democratic and open news and culture 
service that our movement, and the proletariat, so desperately wants 
and needs. 

I would like to do what I am able to assist this.  I write as a mostly 
isolated individual.  I have been active 40 years.  My time is almost 
over, and I have damn close to nothing to show for it.  All I am left 
with is the ability to write a few words, and to do my best to connect 
with a new generation of activists, who will face hardship, pain 
challenge, treachery and opportunity greater than I have seen. 

If, as a reader, you find what I write to be helpful--then say so.  Make 
a comment, ask a good question, share one of my posts; figure out 
what the essential message is that activists need to hear--and how you 
can help them hear it.  Let the world know you are alive.  Let me know 
you are alive. 

Ben Seattle 

February 14, 2016 

Notes 

[1] In Weekly Review # 2 (January 10) I said: This is a good time to 
discuss the principles that must guide the independent, democratic and 

class-wide organization that the working class needs. For example, 

our organization (1) must be able to maintain its independence from 

treacherous social democracy. (2) It must represent the principle (as 

my comrade Art expressed it) of workers' democracy. And (3) it must 

be open to all activists from the working class. And, more than this, it 

must be (4) based on the principle of political transparency and (5) 

centered on the goal of bringing to the entire working class the news 

that they can and must run society. 

[2] From John Reimann's leaflet at the January 23 Oakland march for 
Bernie Sanders, posted here: 
http://oaklandsocialist.com/2016/01/24/interviews-with-bernie-sanders-
supporters-in-oakland/ 
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Appendix A 

Detroit Workers' Voice # 119 - Statement on Syria 

http://communistvoice.org/DWV119.pdf 

Syrian masses continue to struggle against Assad tyranny 

Refugee crisis deepens into famine 

The struggle of the Syrian people against the tyrannical Assad regime 
continues. 

The Syrian Arab masses are fighting a bitter armed struggle against the 
Assad tyranny. The Syrian Kurds, with support of some of the Arab 
rebels, have been battling successfully against the beastly ISIS 
jihadists. 

The people in the Arab areas are being deluged with bombing from the 
regime's air force, now coordinated with massive bombing from the 
Russian imperialist air force. The bombing is destroying some rebel 
strongholds of the Free Syrian Army. Bombs are generating ever more 
refugees, while the regime's blockade of some areas has created bitter 
famine and people are starving to death in the town of Madaya. And 
the Kurds are under continuous assault from ISIS. 

This mayhem is the result of the contention of the big imperialist 
powers, the U.S. and Russia, and the local tyrants of the Assad regime, 
the ISIS medieval jihadi regime, the Saudi executioners and the 
Turkish bourgeois government as well, over control of the area. In 
addition, Assad has received military assistance from the large pro-
Iranian Hezbollah army from Lebanon. 

The Russians entered the war in September, claiming to fight ISIS, but 
most of their carnage has been inflicted on rebel civilian populations. 
U.S. imperialism continues its bombing, claiming to target ISIS but 
also hitting civilian targets. 

All these powers, like vampires, sometimes in conflict and sometimes 
allied, are pitted against the people. They are like a mafia, with 
different factions, but all dedicated criminals. Yet the people fight on. 

But some of the left around the world has refused to support the 
embattled Syrian people. Instead these people have mostly supported 

the Assad regime, a regime that murders and tortures its own people, 
collaborates with the big imperialists and even ran torture houses for 
U.S. imperialism after 911. The failure to support the Syrian people is 
a big mistake. 

One excuse given for non-support is that the Syrian fighters accepted 
weapons from the U.S. and were somehow pawns of the CIA. But an 
oppressed people has a right to get its weapons from anywhere. And 
seriously effective arms, such as anti-aircraft missiles which could 
have destroyed Assad's air force and probably would have led to his 
downfall – these have never been delivered to the Syrian fighters. 

The Syrian masses have refused control by the U.S. When the U.S. 
tried to set up a group controlled by it, few Syrians joined and it 
collapsed. 

Another excuse for non-support, equally lame, is that the Assad regime 
has some conflicts with the U.S. This supposedly makes it an anti-
imperialist regime. But this is not genuine anti-imperialism; it does not 
benefit the masses. The Assad regime has drowned non-violent 
demonstrations in blood and systematically tortured rebels. It has 
relinquished all right to support. Genuine anti-imperialism starts with 
supporting the working people of each country against all their 
oppressors. 

The imperialist powers, through the U.N., have called a peace 
conference for January 25. Their goal is to get the fighters to lay down 
their arms short of victory. They want to preserve the bloodstained 
Assad tyranny. But so far, the fighting organizations refuse to accept 
any continuation of the Assad regime. 

Support the fighting Syrian people against the Assad regime, ISIS, 
Russian imperialist attacks and U.S. imperialist manipulation!     ■■■■ 

Appendix B 

Two reference sources on Bonapartism: 

1. Excerpt from: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bonapartism 

Bonapartism [...] The term was used more generally for a political movement 
that advocated a dictatorship or authoritarian centralized state, with a 
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strongman charismatic leader based on anti-elitist rhetoric, army support, and 
conservatism. 

Marxism and Leninism developed a vocabulary of political terms that 
included Bonapartism, derived from their analysis of the career of Napoleon 
Bonaparte. Karl Marx was a student of Jacobinism and the French 
Revolution, and was a contemporary critic of the Second Republic and 
Second Empire. He used "Bonapartism" to refer to a situation in which 
counter-revolutionary military officers seize power from revolutionaries, and 
use selective reforms to co-opt the radicalism of the popular classes. Marx 
argued that in the process, Bonapartists preserve and mask the power of a 
narrower ruling class. 

According to his essay "The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Napoleon" 
(1852), Marx believed that both Bonaparte and his nephew Napoleon III had 
corrupted revolutions in France in this way. In this document, he drew 
attention to what he calls the phenomenon's repetitive history by saying: 
"History repeats itself, first as tragedy, then as farce." 

More generally, "Bonapartism" may be used to describe the replacement of 
civilian leadership by military leadership within revolutionary movements or 
governments. Many modern-day Trotskyists and other leftists use the phrase 
"left Bonapartist" to describe those, such as Stalin and Mao, who controlled 
20th-century bureaucratic socialist regimes. In addition, Leon Trotsky was 
accused of using his position as commander of the Red Army to gain top-
level power after Lenin's death. 

Noted political scientists and historians greatly differ on the definition and 
interpretation of Bonapartism. Sudhir Hazareesingh's book The Legend of 
Napoleon explores numerous interpretations of the term. He says that it 
refers to a "popular national leader confirmed by popular election, above 
party politics, promoting equality, progress, and social change, with a belief 
in religion as an adjunct to the State, a belief that the central authority can 
transform society and a belief in the 'nation' and its glory and a fundamental 
belief in national unity."[citation needed] Hazareesingh believes that 
although recent research shows Napoleon used forced conscription of French 
troops, some men must have fought believing in Napoleon's ideals. He says 
that to argue Bonapartism co-opted the masses is an example of the Marxist 
perspective of false consciousness: the idea that the masses can be 
manipulated by a few determined leaders in the pursuit of ends. 

2. Excerpt from:  
     http://www.socialistparty.org.uk/pamphlets/state/4.htm 

The Forms of Bonapartism 

In the words of Frederick Engels, the state "is as a rule the state of the most 
powerful, economically dominant class which through the medium of the 
state becomes also the politically dominant class." There are periods in 
history and in the development of society, however, when the struggle 
between the classes reaches such a pitch that they almost balance each other 
out. In this situation, as Engels explained, the state "acquires for the moment 
a certain degree of independence of both of the warring classes." Such 
regimes are characterised by Marxists as Bonapartist regimes, or military-
police dictatorships. 

Such were the regimes of the absolute monarchies at the end of the feudal 
era. The struggle between the old feudal classes and the rising capitalist class 
reached such an intensity that the monarchies were able to play off one 
against the other, thereby attaining a certain independence and only in the 
last analysis representing the interests of the dominant feudal class. 

Similar features were possessed by Napoleon Bonaparte's regime in France 
from which the term 'Bonapartism' derives. Karl Marx wrote that "rule by the 
sword" was one of the essential features of Bonapartism. The mutual 
antagonism and the struggles between the classes which had made the French 
revolution resulted in the exhaustion of the classes and a virtual stalemate 
which allowed the bonapartist regime of Napoleon to take form. Napoleon 
allied himself with the dominant capitalist class and in particular with the 
banks which represented the most decisive section of the ruling class. 

The idea of bonapartism is a closed book so far as capitalist commentators 
are concerned. Workers can also be confused by the nature of bonapartism. 
There appear to be a dizzying array of bonapartist regimes. For instance, 
there were the bonapartist regimes, military-police dictatorships, which took 
shape in the era of the ascendancy of capitalism throughout the 19th century. 
Bismarck's state in Germany also possessed some features of bonapartism. 
Despite the fact that these regimes ruled by the sword, they were relatively 
tranquil in character in comparison to the bloody bonapartist regimes that we 
have witnessed in capitalism's decline. Compare, for instance, the violence of 
Napoleon to the present military-police dictatorship in Chile. After Pinochet's 
coup against the Popular Unity government in September 1973, the military 
waded through the blood of more than 50,000 workers in order to consolidate 
its position. 

Another feature of bonapartism which can sometimes confuse workers is the 
fact that a bonapartist regime, in rising above the classes, can attain a certain 
independence and even strike blows against the class which it represents. 
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Marx himself pointed out that in France in 1851 the "drunken soldiery" of 
Louis Bonaparte went on the rampage shooting down some of the capitalists. 
Yet they had brought to an end the revolution on behalf of those same 
capitalists. In China at the time of the revolution of 1925-27, Chiang Kai-
shek, having crushed the insurrection of the Shanghai working class in April 
1927, then immediately turned on the bankers, arrested them, placed them in 
jail—only freeing them on payment of a ransom of $12 million. They must 
have ruminated on the fact, while languishing in jail, that they paid a heavy 
price to Chiang and his state which was 'defending' them. Nevertheless, his 
state was a capitalist state, a bonapartist regime, which had just defeated the 
Shanghai working class on behalf of the bankers. 

In the modern era we have witnessed all kinds of peculiar variants of 
bonapartist regimes, particularly in the colonial and semi-colonial countries. 
Take for instance the bonapartist regime of Peron which was in power in 
Argentina from 1945 to 1955. Peron was a capitalist Bonaparte: in the final 
analysis he represented the capitalists and the big landowners. Nevertheless, 
he came to power by leaning on the powerful Argentinean working class and 
granting them big concessions such as the formation of powerful trade 
unions, wage increases, and other reforms. Peron was able to do this because 
of the favourable market in Europe for Argentinean beef with the beginning 
of the post-war boom. Resting on the working class he also struck against the 
class upon which his regime ultimately rested, the big ranchers and 
capitalists. Despite the balancing between the classes—a feature of all 
bonapartist states—and the support enjoyed by Peron amongst the working 
class right up to his return from exile— his regime defended Argentinean 
capitalism. 

Superficial capitalist commentators—and echoing them some on the 
periphery of the labour movement too—have used examples like this and that 
of Nazi Germany or Mussolini's Italy to try and show that bonapartist and 
fascist regimes were not capitalist in character, but were new types of states. 
After all, in Hitler's Germany the capitalists were "politically expropriated," 
that is they did not exercise direct control over the state machine which was 
in the iron grip of the Nazis. Moreover, individual capitalists were 
imprisoned and in some cases murdered. By pointing to these actions of the 
Nazis the capitalists hope to throw dust in the eyes of the advanced workers 
on the nature of fascism and bonapartism. It is also an attempt to absolve the 
capitalists from the financing and support of Mussolini, Hitler and Franco in 
the pre-war period. 

Fascism differs from bonapartism in the sense that it represents the complete 
triumph of the counter-revolution, the destruction of all the democratic rights 

and organisations of the working class in the face of the power of capital. But 
it retains some of the features of bonapartism, and once in power fascism 
quickly undermines its support amongst the middle class. It therefore loses 
its mass basis and becomes a bonapartist regime. 

Appendix C 

These are the quotes from Engels that John Reimann always pulls out 
to defend his reformist orientation.  I added boldface for the parts that 
John refuses to think about. 

"The first great step of importance for every country newly entering 
into the movement is always the organisation of the workers as an 
independent political party, no matter how, so long as it is a 
distinct workers' party. And this step has been taken, far more rapidly 
than we had a right to hope, and that is the main thing. That the first 
programme of this party is still confused and highly deficient, that it 
has set up the banner of Henry George, these are inevitable evils but 
also only transitory ones. The masses must have time and 
opportunity to develop and they can only have the opportunity when 
they have their own movement--no matter in what form so long as it 
is only their own movement--in which they are driven further by 
their own mistakes and learn wisdom by hurting themselves." 

-- Engels to Sorge --  Sept 14, 1886 

"it is from this chaos that the moment will evolve, not from the 
German sections which for 20 years were unable to work out what is 
necessary for America using the theoretical basis. [...] the German 
sections do not know how to use their theory as a lever to set the 
American masses in motion; most of them do not understand the 
theory themselves and that it in a doctrinaire and dogmatic way as 
something that has got to be learned by heart and which will then 
satisfy all requirements without more ado. To them it is a credo and 
not a guide to action.... The masses must have time and opportunity 
to develop and they have the opportunity only when they have a 
movement of their own - no matter in what form - so long as it is 
their own movement - in which they are driven further by their own 
mistakes and learn from experience." 

-- Engels to Sorge -- Nov. 29, 1886                  ■ 


