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Weekly Review # 4 
Ben Seattle  --  21 Feb 2016 

Hi folks, 

In order to put out this Review on something closer to a weekly basis, 

I need to make it shorter.  This means 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/ 

Weekly Review # 3 was originally going to be structured around 

answering Mace's question.  Mace had asked how it would be possible 

to create a revolutionary organization that would be: 

(1) genuinely independent, 

(2) genuinely democratic, and 

(3) genuinely open to all progressive members of the working class 

Mace pointed out that these three things would appear to be, in his 

words, "mutually exclusive" (ie: in irreconcilable contradiction to one 

another). 

The short answer is that the organization we need will initially start out 

as a relatively loose network that will include within itself other 

organizations.  All participants in the overall umbrella network will 

have the democratic right to communicate with one another, and to 

self-organize for the purpose of influencing the evolution and growth 

of the network.  This means that there will be unlimited opportunities 

for activists in the network to work together on common projects.  It 

also means that there will be a lot of confrontations and fighting. 

Students of revolutionary history will understand that Lenin's 

bolsheviks emerged from (more-or-less) such an arrangement.  The 

umbrella Russian Social Democratic Labor Party was subject to the 

polarizing force which always exists in a class divided society.  The 

mensheviks emerged from one pole, and the bolsheviks from the other 

pole.  Initially, the majority of members and supporters of the RSDLP 

were not aligned with either pole, and both the mensheviks and 

 
bolsheviks competed with one another for the attention and support of 

this non-aligned majority.  Over the next ten years, it became clear to 

nearly everyone who was politically active--what the differences were 

between the mensheviks and bolsheviks--and everyone was able to 

chose sides on the basis of this experience. 

The cargo cultists today tell us that we don't need to repeat this 

experience.  Each of these cargo cults tell us that they represent the 

positive, revolutionary pole in the movement--and all problems would 

be solved in everyone would simply accept their leadership--right after 

getting a mandatory lobotomy. 

I will get into this more in a bit, but first I need to give readers a brief 
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update on what happened after I posted WR # 3 last week. 

Pissing in the wind 

In WR # 3, I criticized John 

Reimann (rather harshly) for 

putting out a leaflet that 

(essentially) advised activists 

to drop their existing 

independent work in favor of 

jumping into the fraudulent 

capitalist election circus.  I got 

a reply from John (and two of 

his supporters) on my WR # 3 

post on the discussion list for 

the "Marxist Internet Archive" 

(which has 9500 followers).  It is unclear if John or his supporters 

actually read WR # 3 (or if they were simply responding to the many 

graphics I created to help illustrate my arguments) since they did not 

respond to the arguments that I actually made. 

I cannot give readers a link to my post on the MIA discussion list, 

because the mods there removed my post on the grounds that I was 

(supposedly) acting like bully because I criticized John by name.  This 

action, by itself, gives us insight into the social democratic conception 

of marxism held by the MIA moderators: they have a view of 

"marxism" that does not require principled struggle over opposing 

views on the way forward.  The MIA mods also deleted a post (by 

John, I assume) that made a comment on a newspaper article that 

revealed another link between the Socialist Alternative organization 

and the Bernie Sanders campaign. 

John, to his credit, protested the deletion of my post and made clear 

that if we cannot criticize one another--we cannot have a movement.  

Of course, that is fine with the MIA mods: they do not want a 

movement--they want a fiefdom in the form of their archive and their 

discussion list.  They have unwittingly provided another example of 

why we must oppose the influence of the social democratic ideology 

within our movement. 
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I did capture a bunch of screenshots from my post before it was 

deleted, and these screenshots are posted here: 

https://www.facebook.com/permalink.php?story_fbid=1686903791597304&id
=100008330979094 

The struggle against the social democratic ideology 

I took time out from my reply to 

Mace last week in order to 

challenge John's election-

mongering for several reasons.  The 

struggle against the social 

democratic ideology will continue 

until we overthrow the class rule of 

the bourgeoisie.  If we fail to carry 

out this struggle with skill and 

determination--we will essentially 

forfeit the ability to think as a class. 

This struggle will be essential in every dimension of our work.  The 

social democratic ideology was developed to protect the foundations 

of bourgeois class rule--and will exert constant pressure on our 

thinking--in order to steer us in the wrong direction--in the direction of 

defeat. 

The main target of the social democratic ideology (and this ideology is 

backed to the hilt by the ruling bourgeoisie and their flunky 

institutions: the trade union bureaucrats, liberal labor politicians, non-

profit heads, "progressive" media personalities and "opinion leaders", 

etc) is the idea that activists can work to build an independent 

movement.  Their goal is to deflect us from the work of building an 

independent movement. 

So we face pressure from the social democrats today (on what I call 

the "external front") to enlist in the fraudulent capitalist election 

circus (and end up taking orders from the flunky institutions I just 

listed in order to get their endorsements and "help") instead of taking 

the independent path of going directly to the working class and 

oppressed in their millions by means of a common news and culture 

service that will be (1) independent, (2) democratic and (3) open. 
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The struggle to keep the news service  
from being hijacked 

But this is only one front of struggle against the influence of social 

democracy.  Once activists have made up their minds that a common 

news and culture service will be the independent project that will unify 

everything that is healthy in the left--we will also find ourselves in a 

tooth and nail struggle (on what we might call the "internal front") 

against the influence of the social democratic ideology and ways of 

doing things within this project. 

More than that--we will certainly find ourselves, at various times, 

greatly outnumbered, ten to one (or even a hundred to one) by those 

who are influenced by the social democrats.  And, even outnumbered 

in this way, we can still win. 

Some might ask how we can possibly win when we will, at times, be 

greatly outnumbered.  After all, according to this reasoning, once the 

social democrats have a majority within the project--then won't 

they be able to hijack it?  Won't they be able to simply kick us out on 

the usual trumped up charges--and then turn the service into another 

vehicle of social democracy?  One critic of the idea of the news 

service being open to all activists (Robert M) claimed that regardless 

of its initial intentions--that without a political litmus test to keep the 

ideology pure and the social democrats from overwhelming it--it 

would simply turn into another Syriza.  (I can't give you a link to his 

argument because the cowardly MIA mods deleted the post.) 

But recent history proves that a conscious militant core can win 

(even when it is greatly outnumbered).  There are only two 

requirements for victory: (1) fundamental democratic rights for all 

participants, and (2) a critical mass of conscious activists who 

understand what principles need to be fought for by making use of 

these democratic rights. 

As the Occupy movement became powerful in the fall of 2011, two 

opposing poles of attraction emerged in key cities.  One pole was the 

reformist pole (also known as the social democratic pole).  The other 

pole was the militant and independent pole.  Representatives of these 

two poles came into heated clashes with one another during the mass 

 

meetings known as the "general assemblies".  As people flooded into 

Westlake square, here in Seattle, I noted that they (initially) tended to 

favor the arguments of the reformist trends--because these trends 

would say things that conformed to the illusions that are endlessly 

repeated to us in capitalist schools and by capitalist media.  But within 
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two weeks of witnessing the daily clashes at the general assemblies--

these same people received a lightning education in how the class 

struggle really worked: they could see how the mayor's office was 

working with the police and the Democratic Party and the trade union 

bureaucrats and with all the representatives of the status quo to 

manipulate and divert and fool those who wanted change.  And these 

new people saw, with their own eyes, that the reformists were acting as 

defenders of the status quo, and that the radicals were in favor of real 

change.  The people flooding into the streets were learning, within two 

weeks, that it was not the reformists--but the radicals--who deserved 

their allegiance.  This is when the bourgeoisie started to shit their 

pants.  This is when their liberal and social democratic flunkies, like 

national figure Chris Hedges (and, locally, the Stranger newspaper) 

called the militant wing of the movement a "cancer" and "too toxic to 

touch" and acted to justify police attacks on the Occupy movement. 

So the short answer regarding how the independent and democratic 

news and culture service we need can be open to all progressive 

members of the working class--without the social democrats being 

able to hijack and derail the project--is that we need to set it up such 

that we can defend it even when we know we will face periods of 

being greatly outnumbered.  If this could be done on the streets 

during Occupy--we can do this on the internet once we have 

assembled a critical mass of activists who understand the 

fundamental principles involved.  For example--the news and culture 

service will need to be based on a public database which will exist in 

the form of a large number of identical copies, freely distributed and 

endlessly replicated.  Measures such as this--based on the principle of 

political transparency and democratic communication--would make it 

extremely difficult for slimy social democrats (or ambitious cargo 

cults) to take over the project and deprive us of the ability to 

communicate with other participants. 

I could talk a lot more about this--but it is late for me, and the news 

service we need will not be built in a day.  There will be more next 

week.  But remember--what I need to keep this going is your 

thoughtful and considered comments, questions and criticisms.   

So let me know you are alive. -- Ben Seattle 

 

 


