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Editorial Notes 
 

n the space of a few hours on 14 May 2018, more than 
60 Palestinians, including children, were slaughtered by 
the Israeli army behind the big wall of barbed wire that 

marks the boundaries of the Gaza Strip. These deaths came 
after the dozens that have occurred since the start of 
peaceful demonstrations for the right of return. Israel’s am-
bassador to Belgium justified the massacre by saying that 
the dead included “55 terrorists”. This bloody episode sums 
up the tragic fate of the Palestinian people. It also indicates 
what the peoples’ right to self-determination and the most 
basic respect for democracy mean in practice to all the gov-
ernments that are determined to maintain the global impe-
rialist order. While some governments like the US admin-
istration gave their open support for the massacre, others 
dared to call for “restraint” without characterising the crime 
committed by the Netanyahu government. 
The determination shown by the Palestinians testifies to the 
fact that, in the worst of circumstances (the Israeli daily 
newspaper Haaretz has highlighted “the extent of the disas-
ter that faces the two million besieged and trapped people 
in Gaza”) (1), the resistance of the Palestinian people has 
not been broken. It is no coincidence that the Gaza demon-
strations were called on the slogan of the right of return, a 
basic democratic right which for more than 70 years has 
been the driving force of the Palestinian Revolution against 
the partition of Palestine and its consequences.  
Regarding the international labour movement, although 
those who claim to speak in its name remain silent and con-
tribute towards isolating the struggle of the Palestinian peo-
ple, the movement itself is playing its full part in the overall 
resistance to imperialism’s aggressive activities and wish to 
destroy all of the gains of the working class, at both the in-
ternational and national level. 
What happened in Gaza on 14 May was simply a concen-
trated expression of the violence that has been perma-
nently unleashed against the Palestinian people. It is also a 
milestone in the extension and increase in number of the 
devastating conflicts provoked by the imperialist system – 
driven by US imperialism, the most powerful imperialism in 
the world. A few days previously, Israeli Prime Minister Net-
anyahu had given a presentation in which he referred to 
“thousands of files” that “conclusively prove” that the Ira-
nian authorities are not abiding by the nuclear treaty signed 
in 2015.  
Netanyahu’s performance was widely regarded as being 
overly theatrical and barely credible. But the Israeli Prime 
Minister immediately received congratulations from Trump. 
As a “thank you” for services rendered, Trump gave him the 
green light for further murderous operations against the 
Palestinian population. In exchange, Netanyahu’s claims 
came at just the right time to justify Trump’s decision to 
withdraw from the nuclear treaty. 

We will return to the impact of this decision. But we should 
note meanwhile that this new step on the path of attacks 
against the peoples is being taken at the very time when – 
in various forms, and in the face of co-ordinated offensives 
against the workers – the resistance of the workers and 
peoples is being asserted in the reality of bitter and difficult 
struggles. 
This is also being expressed on the “Old Continent” of Eu-
rope, the birthplace of capitalism and the headquarters of 
some of the big imperialisms (such as France, Britain and 
Germany). From Spain, where the post-Franco regime em-
bodied by the Rajoy government is seeing its foundations 
shaken by the activity of the working people of Catalonia for 
the Republic, which it cannot manage to crush; to Germany, 
up to now presented as a bastion of stability, where today 
the latest rehash of a coalition government between the So-
cial Democratic Party (SPD) and Merkel’s party is being con-
tested by thousands upon thousands of activists inside the 
SPD – the very foundations on which the preservation of 
the capitalist order in Europe rests are being put into ques-
tion by the actions of the workers, by a sharpening of the 
class struggle. This is also true in France, where the workers’ 
struggle is developing as they seek to unite their organisa-
tions against Macron’s crude attempt to rush through a se-
ries of counter-reforms in line with the demands of the Eu-
ropean Union. This class struggle is especially illustrated by 
the powerful railworkers’ strike, which has continued for 
more than one month. despite all the obstacles put in its 
way. This is true in Italy, where, against a backdrop of the 
grotesque spectacle provided by the agreement between 
the populist Five Star Movement and the ultra-reactionary 
Northern League, we are witnessing a political deadlock 
which cannot be broken due to the active presence of the 
working class. 
The same essential characteristics can be found on every 
continent: from the action undertaken by the Black working 
class of South Africa to put an end to a system which pro-
tects the legacy of apartheid at the social and economic lev-
els; to the struggle by the Brazilian workers against the 
coups d’état aimed at depriving the main party that stands 
for the working class from presenting the candidate of its 
choice; to the huge demonstrations by peasant farmers in 
India; to many other expressions of the international class 
struggle. The actions of the working class internationally 
verify what was stated in the Manifesto adopted by the Sec-
ond International Conference of the Organising Committee 
for the Reconstitution of the Fourth International (OCRFI): 
“The dominant feature of the situation remains the willing-
ness of the masses to fight back (…) [O]n every continent, in 
every form, despite the blows suffered, despite the treach-
ery of the old leaderships, the situation is marked by the in-
exorable and continuous upsurge of the masses of industrial 
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workers, rural workers and youth as they seek to win new 
rights and to defend their old gains through struggle. The 
struggle of the Fourth International forms part of this con-
crete, practical movement, the movement of the maturing 
revolution.” 
This is the case at the very heart of imperialism, in its most 
powerful bastion. The strikes in the United States which 
have mobilised teachers in their thousands in several states 
are one expression of the resistance of the whole of the 
working class. 
It is not reckless optimism that leads us to refer to this pas-
sage from a document adopted in November 2017; on the 
contrary, it is because we are conscious of the difficulties 
and obstacles currently facing that movement, of the risks 
being forced on the whole of humankind by the wish of the 
exploiters to maintain their domination at whatever cost, 
that we are highlighting the OCRFI’s responsibilities in the 
current struggle. 
Indeed, in response to the resistance it is facing, the imperi-
alist system is increasing its attacks and the violence of 
those attacks. This is the framework in which we must as-
sess the impact of Trump’s decision to withdraw the United 
States from the nuclear treaty. 
The decision to break the agreement reached in 2015 was 
quickly followed by a speech delivered to a right-wing think 
tank by former CIA head Pompeo, President Trump’s newly-
promoted Secretary of State (i.e. Foreign Affairs Minister). 
To replace the treaty, which he henceforth declared to be 
null and void, Pompeo put forward a twelve-point ultima-
tum which not only included a ban on Iran conducting any 
nuclear activity whatsoever and a ban on building any kind 
of missiles, it also ordered the Iranian government to end 
any intervention in the whole of the Middle East, particu-
larly in Syria and Yemen. So, what was being demanded of 
the Iranian government was that it also give up any sem-
blance of sovereignty and agree to be a “protectorate” that 
would possibly be tolerated by the United States. 
In his speech, Pompeo linked the case of Iran with that of 
North Korea. Therefore, this was not about a decision lim-
ited to the Middle East. He explained that if the discussions 
with the North Korean government did not produce a re-
sult, then North Korea, like Iran, would be subjected to un-
precedented sanctions; and to make his meaning very clear, 
he referred to the case of Libya. In other words, unless 
there was total capitulation, the only perspective he offered 
to those two countries was destruction and chaos. This is 
about US imperialism’s world policy, the axis around which 
is it organised. 
The implementation of this policy has already produced dis-
agreements, contradictions, convulsions and changes in its 
form inside US imperialism’s leadership team – and will pro-
duce more in the future. But these problems must not hide 
the fact of the continuity of a policy that results in the 
spread of wars and the destruction of rights and freedoms. 
There is no point in speculating on cyclical changes or ques-
tions of tempo; what is needed is to understand the guide-
line for events. 
There is no doubt that the form being taken by Trump’s pol-
icy, the crudeness of what he says or is said on his behalf, 
certainly provokes strong opposition and fears, including 

within the leading circles of US imperialism. But the fact re-
mains that this policy is not the result of Trump’s uncon-
trolled imagination; it is located on the axis of the policy 
which imperialism has pursued for years, whoever hap-
pened to be President of the United States. Although 
“America first” was not necessarily the slogan employed at 
every given moment, it has always been the foundation of 
US policy, namely the priority given to the interests of – 
hence, to the realisation of profit by – the big multinational 
corporations. Today, bourgeois economists are announcing 
that the US is going to go into recession. The dead-end 
which the world capitalist system has reached – especially 
since the 2007-8 crisis – is leading US imperialism to in-
creasingly reduce the margins of tolerance in terms of its 
rule, in order to defend its interests, which are a determin-
ing factor in maintaining the capitalist system of exploita-
tion at the international level.  
More urgently than ever before, it is thus being led to act 
without caring about the interests and needs of its weaker 
partners. In conditions of contraction and disorganisation in 
the world market, it is also being led to put into question 
the direct economic interests of those same partners. Even 
further, it cannot tolerate the existence of States that do 
not submit to it, however willing their leaders may be to co-
operate with imperialism. The US’s whole policy in the Mid-
dle East, in forms which have continually worsened since 
the first war against Iraq in 1991 and then the attacks of 
2002 and 2004, is in line with this objective. The result of 
this is that today, the whole of the Middle East is a scene of 
bloody chaos in which Iran – whatever one may think of the 
country’s regime and its policies – remains the only rela-
tively stable national State that is not directly under imperi-
alism’s thumb. Hence the need to beat it down and trans-
form it into a fiefdom with no effective independence. 
In this sense, the breaking of the nuclear treaty by the US 
marks an intensification of the march to war. The same pol-
icy, which is a global policy, is being pursued in Asia, where 
– beyond any temporary changes and tactical inflections – 
China remains the priority target, which explains the tone 
being used with regard to North Korea. 
Trump’s final decision also represents a blow against the 
other imperialisms. Fundamentally, the other imperialisms 
are following in US imperialism’s wake, but because they 
are sitting on powder-kegs that are more immediately flam-
mable than in the United States, they would have preferred 
a more careful course, a gradual restricting of Iran’s inde-
pendence, as Macron notably explained. 
Trump’s decision also indicates that in the current condi-
tions, in order to defend its own interests and positions, US 
imperialism – which plays a crucial role in protecting the 
world capitalist system – must put the interests of its allies 
into question.  
This reality is expressed in the fact that the latest sanctions 
against Iran will apply not only to any US firm that maintains 
trade links with Iran, but also to companies from other 
countries. The imperialist bourgeoisies of Europe, their rep-
resentatives and their spokespersons are perfectly aware of 
this. Trump plays the role of the world’s policeman, and the 
imperialist bourgeoisies of Europe live with it. But what ap-
pears inconceivable to them is that – as the conservative  
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daily newspaper Le Figaro said on 17 May – President 
Trump “plays at being the world’s sheriff” and “by breaking 
agreements and understandings, at a single stroke he 
makes adversaries and allies alike knuckle under (…). One 
can regret the fact, in light of its responsibilities as a super-
power, that the United States should tear up an agreement 
which it had negotiated with its allies and had validated by 
the UN (…). But that is its sovereign right. However, that it 
should twist its friends’ arms by threatening them with the 
worst kind of economic reprisals is unacceptable.” In other 
words, let Trump bomb and massacre as he pleases, but he 
should not touch their profits. Be that as it may, despite 
their recriminations, all of the capitalist states are forced to 
abide by the laws of the jungle: their power in each country 
rests on a hierarchical international system from which they 
cannot escape. 
In the increasingly far-reaching conditions of breakdown 
and decay of the international system of capitalist exploita-
tion and of the world market, US imperialism is using the 
very consequences of the crisis to further strengthen its 
leading position over its competitors. This process was al-
ready highlighted by Trotsky, though in other circum-
stances: in the years preceding the Second World War 
marked by the world economic crisis that began in 1929. 
Today, US imperialism’s superiority over all of its “allies” is 
qualitatively stronger, and at the same time it is being exer-
cised in conditions that have deteriorated even more for 
the system of capitalist exploitation in general.  
In this context, far from losing their usefulness for the ex-
ploiting class, the reactionary institutions established during 
the previous period are acquiring an enhanced role as a 
transmission-belt for US imperialism’s wishes. This also ap-
plies to the European Union, which more than ever will play 
the role of centralising body for all the attacks on the work-
ing classes of Europe. The political fight against each bour-
geois government of Europe cannot be carried out without 
action to break with those anti-worker and anti-democratic 
institutions. 
The current events mark a new phase in the march to war 
and barbarism, a new phase in the clashes between the 
classes, between the exploited and the exploiters. 
The threat of the current conflicts spreading wider does not 
depend on the “warmongering” counterparts of this or that 
power; it flows from the dead-end reached by the system of 
capitalist exploitation and constitutes a major component 
part of the class struggle internationally. There is no effec-
tive struggle against the risk of war without the struggle 
against exploitation. Today, exploitation means directly put-
ting into question every one of the social and political gains 
achieved by the working class through past struggles, and 
therefore eliminating what remains of the democratic ele-
ments within the current forms of imperialism’s rule. In or-
der to counteract this offensive, in each country as well as 
internationally, the working class needs the organisations it 
has built and their independence more than ever. 
The political independence of the working class means re-
fusing to co-operate in one way or another with the system 

of exploitation while regarding it as inevitable and inde-
structible. The roots of political independence are to be 
found in effective action by the working class, in the con-
crete struggles it wages. It can only be stated fully through 
political parties whose explicit objective is the destruction 
of the capitalist system of exploitation. 
In the United States, the violence of the political unrest that 
is affecting all of the institutions and political representa-
tions is inseparable from the working class’s affirmation of 
its demands in the field of struggle. The far-reaching teach-
ers’ movement, which won big wage increases not only in 
West Virginia but also in Oklahoma, Kentucky and Arizona, 
is one indicator of what is maturing among the mass of 
wage-earners in all professions. Of course, it is no coinci-
dence that this movement – launched largely despite the 
obstacles put in its way by the trade union leaderships, but 
which still sought everywhere to re-appropriate its organi-
sations – developed in those states where anti-union “right-
to-work” legislation (2) applies; also, it is no coincidence 
that it was the teachers, whose salaries are barely half of 
those paid to people with similar qualifications in other sec-
tors, who were the first to launch themselves into battle. 
This touches on another issue: public spending allocated to 
education has continuously been reduced, while military 
spending has reached unprecedented levels. Trump’s last 
budget provided for more than US$700 billion to be spent 
on defence.  
In the United States, the actions by the teachers and other 
public service employees needs a political expression, just 
like all of the struggles by the whole of the working class. 
Contrary to what the union federation leaders are declaring, 
that political expression cannot be found in the Democratic 
Party, a party of the imperialist bourgeoise whose leaders 
and elected representatives are as closely tied to the impe-
rialist war machine and the big financial and industrial pow-
ers as the leaders and elected representatives of the Repub-
lican Party; nor in a supposed left wing of that party who 
are just as closely tied to capitalism. What the working class 
needs is its own party, one based on the organisations born 
out of the struggle by the working class itself. 
What is true for the United States is just as true in every 
other country. Class independence can only be asserted in a 
political organisation whose activity and aims are aligned 
with the sole interests of the working class. Contributing to 
the struggle for such parties is the task of the Fourth Inter-
national and the activity for its reconstitution. 

The editorial team 
 

__________________ 
(1) Editorial, “Stop the Bloodbath”, 15 May 2018. 
(2) Far from aiming to provide a general guarantee of employment 
to people seeking work, “right-to-work” laws are statutes (currently 
in 28 US states) which in practice threaten the right to organise 
trade unions and help to drive down wages. Under these laws, em-
ployees in unionised workplaces may not be compelled to join a un-
ion, nor compelled to pay for any part of the cost of union repre-
sentation, while generally receiving the same benefits as union 
members who do contribute....
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Where is China today? 
 
By Alain Frandor 
 
The time has come for the militant activists, 
groups and organisations of the Organising Com-
mittee for the Reconstitution of the Fourth Inter-
national (OCRFI) to focus once again on the situa-
tion in China. This article is another milestone in 
the Fourth International’s continuous develop-
ment of its political perspectives and the posi-
tions it has taken in the different phases of the 
Chinese Revolution (1). Based on the facts, it aims 
to answer the question: do the most recent devel-
opments call into question the relevance of the 
preceding analyses, or not? 
We offer it as a contribution to the discussion at 
the next meeting of the international committee 
set up at the Second International Conference of 
the OCRFI, which will be held in November 2018. 
Of course, in the first place it is addressed to the 
Chinese activists with whom the Fourth Interna-
tional maintains fraternal relations in the activity 
in favour of the working class’s right to organise 
independently, as well as to all those in China it-
self who are seeking to restore Marxism in their 
fight against the corrupt bureaucracy. 
This contribution will be published in two parts. 
The first part in this issue of The Internationale 
reviews the conditions in which the People’s Re-
public of China (PRC) was formed, the nature of 
the Chinese state, and the consequences of the in-
creasing subordination of the Chinese economy to 
the world market. 
For us, these analyses are linked to the struggle of 
the Chinese working class, which has not only 
been fundamental to the Chinese Revolution itself 
but has also marked every phase since the 1949 
Revolution (the “Hundred Flowers Campaign” in 
1957-8, the “Cultural Revolution” in 1966-7 and 
the revolutionary movement in 1989). 
In our next issue, we will review the develop-
ments and conditions of the current fight by the 
working class, the crisis affecting the bureaucracy 
and the political perspectives that the Fourth In-
ternational is opening.  
Let the discussion begin! 

 

China, an irreconcilable enemy for imperialism  

arely had the risk of military conflict on China’s 
doorstep – with Trump having gone so far as to 
threaten North Korea with pushing the nuclear 

button – temporarily abated than a trade war was launched 
against China. 
This does not rule out the sudden onset of a real military 
conflict. Whatever the momentary changes and convulsions, 
the overall policy of US imperialism promotes the 
proliferation of armed conflicts and, ultimately, of general 
war. At the root of these developments is not Trump’s 
personality (although this does play a role), but the dead-end 
in which the capitalist system finds itself as a whole. 
In this context, beyond the momentary forms and the various 
aspects of the pressure being applied (economic, diplomatic 
and military), China remains a crucial priority target. 
Previously, Washington and its subordinates resorted to 
lodging complaints with the World Trade Organisation 
(WTO), to military manoeuvres off the coast of China or 
North Korea, and to Obama’s Trans-Pacific Partnership 
(which today has been abandoned by the United States). 
Today, the US’s strategic doctrine is defined in the following 
terms, expressed in a January 2018 report by Trump’s 
Defence Secretary: “Inter-state strategic competition, not 
terrorism, is now the primary concern in US national security. 
China is a strategic competitor using predatory economics to 
intimidate its neighbours”.  
Why does imperialism, and US imperialism in particular, 
regard China as an irreconcilable enemy? Why is China 
described as a “strategic competitor” (2) and thus treated as 
“the primary concern in US national security”? 
And yet, this has not prevented the Chinese bureaucracy 
from making increasing concessions to imperialism – 
especially since the reform policy launched almost 40 years 
ago – that have opened up the country to the multinationals 
and paved the way to the restoration of capitalism. 
But as far as imperialism is concerned, this will never be 
enough, because it is a question of the property relations 
established by the 1949 Revolution. 
From the capitalist point of view, in the long term there can 
be no peaceful coexistence possible with a state based on 
social ownership. 
Depending on the balance of forces between the classes at 
the international level, imperialism may be forced to tolerate 
for a time the existence of such a state of affairs that 
contradicts the logic of the capitalist market. 
At another level, when the bourgeoisie is forced by a 
revolutionary wave to concede the nationalisation of a whole 
sector of industry or services, it puts up with this temporarily 
but never loses sight of the fact that its objective is to return 
to the attack and win back lost ground. 
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Now, social ownership at the state level is different to 
widespread nationalisation controlled by a state that is no 
longer ruled by the capitalist class, a state that has resulted 
from a social revolution. 
For imperialism, the PRC is a long-standing irreconcilable 
enemy because the Chinese Revolution of 1949 – the 
revolutionary movement of the exploited and oppressed 
masses in the cities and the countryside – resulted almost 70 
years ago in the expulsion of the imperialist powers, the 
destruction of the system of big landownership, and a 
process of expropriation of the national bourgeoisie, which 
for the most part was closely bound to imperialism.  
Therefore, through that revolution China stopped being a 
bourgeois state. It was on the basis of new relations 
established by the Revolution that national independence 
and unity were regained. Of course, management of those 
gains by the bureaucracy (3) has threatened their existence, 
and today those gains are being deeply undermined by the 
“restorationist” course being promoted by the leadership of 
the Chinese Communist Party (CCP). But for the time being, 
the social foundations created by the Revolution have not yet 
been destroyed. 
For Trump, the very existence of the Chinese state is 
contradictory to the imperialist world order envisaged by 
Washington, especially since the collapse of the USSR. 
 
Why did imperialism want to “bring China back into the 
international community”? 
In 1945, at Yalta and Potsdam, the big imperialist powers 
(United States, Britain and France, with the US indisputably 
playing a dominant role) and the Stalinist bureaucracy 
reached an agreement and drew up an international order to 
save the system based on profit, which was threatened on 
every continent by the revolutionary upsurge by the masses. 
Then, in 1949, the Chinese Revolution took place. 
This proletarian revolution – despite the policy of the CCP 
leadership – put that international order into question, 
insofar as it contravened the decisions taken jointly by 
imperialism and the Kremlin bureaucracy to carve up the 
world into zones of influence defined at Yalta. 
Internationally, following the destruction wrought during the 
Second World War, reconstruction would be short-lived. 
Thus, the historic dead-end of the system of private 
ownership of the means of production was expressed 
forcefully. Quickly, the US economy once again found itself 
threatened by economic and financial crisis. In an attempt to 
overcome this, imperialism was led to call increasingly on the 
parasitic drive-wheel that is the arms economy (the 
automatic logic of which results in a policy of widespread 
war). Military credits increased. The US defence budget 
swelled. In 1970, they reached US$80 billion, a six-fold 
increase since 1949!  
And yet, this was not enough to curb the crisis that once 
again threatened: the world market could not absorb all of 
the commodities produced, so there was a world excess of 
capital and too much merchandise, including military 
merchandise. In August 1971, US President Richard Nixon 
decided to impose a 10 percent tax on imports and to 
unilaterally end the direct convertibility of the US dollar – the 
international payment currency – to gold (4). It was at the 
very time when US imperialism imposed these drastic 

measures on all the other imperialisms in order to ensure its 
protection, and in a context marked by a global revolutionary 
upsurge, notably with the liberation war in Vietnam, that it 
decided to launch an offensive to “bring China back into the 
international community”. It supported China’s admission to 
the United Nations. Nixon paid a visit to Mao Zedong. It was 
on the basis of this common wish to stabilise the world 
situation that the bureaucracy co-operated with imperialism. 
It did so despite the fact – to which we shall return later – 
that the complete reintegration of China into the world 
market dominated by imperialism would in time involve the 
destruction of the relations of production established by the 
1949 Revolution, and therefore the destruction of the state 
in its current form – which threatened the existence of the 
bureaucracy as a parasitic caste as a whole.  
For imperialism, the “opening up” of China was a question of 
trying to find a new field for the valorisation of capital with a 
huge market to win. Since the world market no longer al-
lowed for the absorption of all commodities produced, the 
opening-up of China as a market would allow the postpone-
ment of the outbreak of a new crisis. This marked the start of 
a far-reaching insertion of China into the world market and 
the beginning of the “reforms” carried out by the CCP in or-
der to adapt to the market. 
During the period that preceded the explosion in 2001 of the 
new crisis (speculative capital generating the “dot-com” bub-
ble linked to the increase in internet use), and after 15 or so 
years of implementing its “reform policy”, China was ordered 
by Washington and its subordinates to comply with the rules 
world trade by joining the WTO. According to one US official, 
this was about “opening China up to the outside world”, as 
the reforms policy decided upon in 1978 by the ruling CCP 
had not opened up the country’s economy from the inside. 
In late January 2018, the US administration’s agency respon-
sible for trade policy took stock. In a report to the US Con-
gress, it said: “It seems clear that the United States erred in 
supporting China’s entry into the WTO on terms that have 
proven to be ineffective in securing China’s embrace of an 
open, market-oriented trade regime.” (5) 
Is it an exaggeration to note that with every explosion of im-
perialism’s crisis, China becomes the main target for capital? 
This has to do with the nature of the Chinese state, which is 
not a state like the others, due to the property relations on 
which its economy rests. The relation of state-controlled 
property is a deformed expression of a socialised economy. 
For this reason, this property relation poses an obstacle – in-
dependently of the policy carried out by the bureaucracy – 
to the requirements of the capitalist economy. By its very na-
ture, the current Chinese state cannot guarantee the domi-
nation of the system of private ownership of the means of 
production. For all these reasons, China is an intolerable 
anomaly for world imperialism. If this has been true since the 
victory of the Revolution in 1949, it has become even more 
unacceptable for imperialism in a world that saw the collapse 
of the USSR in 1989-91 and which therefore, according to 
one Washington ideologue, would mean “the end of history”, 
“the end point of mankind’s ideological evolution”, ushering 
in an unsurpassable era of victorious capitalism (6). The 2017 
USTR Report stressed that: “The notion that our problems 
with China can be solved by bringing more cases at the WTO 
alone is naïve at best, and at worst it distracts policymakers 
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from facing the gravity of the challenge presented by China’s 
non-market policies.” Policies that are not dictated by the 
market are a “challenge” issued to imperialism! 
 
The crisis is maturing 
The Manifesto of the Second International Conference of the 
OCRFI, held in November 2017, says: “Ten years after the 
2007 crisis, a new crisis is maturing, one that is more serious 
and even more devastating than the preceding one. The rivers 
of capital released by the central banks on the pretext of 
boosting the economy (“quantitative easing”, i.e. the creation 
of artificial money) are only boosting…speculation. (…) This 
decaying system is only maintaining itself thanks to a 
mountain of debt that is growing continuously. Today, the 
total debt – accumulated by states, businesses and 
households – represents twice the value of the global 
production of goods and services. In the United States, total 
household debt is higher than in 2008, when the banking 
system was collapsing. In China, international finance capital 
has encouraged the bureaucracy’s government to establish 
an economic stimulus programme that is entirely financed by 
debt, in order to compensate for the slowdown in the world 
economy: corporate debt in China has doubled in 10 years, 
while the country’s total debt has increased by 70 percent. 
(…) Once again, the means used to overcome the effects of 
one crisis are preparing the conditions for the crisis that will 
follow, on an even greater scale. This was already the case 
with the 2007 crisis, which was the deferred result of the 
policy of low interest rates implemented in order to damp 
down the crisis of 2001 (the dot-com bubble).” 
We should include as part of the threat facing the capitalist 
economy the fact that for the last 25 years, finance capital 
has encouraged China to engage in significant development 
of its production capacity. It has done so in order to have 
available a cheap workforce that is without trade unions and 
subject to control by the bureaucracy. This process marked 
the start of a global wave of offshoring and the general 
driving down of labour costs. 
But the laws of capital apply to capital itself. China’s industrial 
production capacity increasingly exceeded the market’s 
capacity to absorb merchandise. In order to avoid a short-
term collapse, and in order to allow finance capital to 
continue to have this market available to it as a safety valve, 
China was then encouraged by international finance capital 
to take on more and more debt. 
This demand was relayed by the Chinese leadership, but not 
without contradictions. Thus, in the last 10 years, China’s 
total debt – debt owed to the international institutions plus 
domestic debt – has grown from 1.5 times the gross domestic 
product (GDP) to 3.3 times GDP. And there is a serious threat 
of crisis. CCP General Secretary Xi Jinping recently told the 
Chinese authorities that “financial risk management” is the 
“main hard task” to be carried out. 
Social ownership, the fruit of the 1949 Revolution, puts these 
challenges in sharp focus. At the same time, is it an 
exaggeration to say that the insertion of China’s economy 
into the world market, together with the links established 
with that world market structured by decaying imperialism, 
lead gradually to the growing subordination of the country, 
which in turn threatens the very existence of the 
bureaucracy’s government at the very time when it faces the 

mortal danger represented by the movement of the 
country’s working class? 
 
A look back at the 1949 Revolution  
The 1949 Revolution occurred in China as an extension of a 
whole series of revolutionary explosions around the world. It 
was a component part of a movement that saw the workers 
and peoples seek the path of revolution, both in the imperi-
alist homelands and in the dominated countries. As a com-
ponent part of that post-war revolutionary wave, the Chi-
nese Revolution was a major blow to the common wish of 
imperialism and the USSR’s Stalinist bureaucracy to ensure 
the preservation globally of the capitalist system of exploita-
tion. 
In August 1945, after the surrender by Japan, the only gov-
ernment that Washington and Moscow recognised was the 
one which Chang Kai-shek, leader of the Kuomintang, the 
bourgeois nationalist party, was trying to establish. As for the 
CCP, it made use of a mass peasant movement for land re-
form. Having held that movement in check, the CCP leader-
ship, which had been forced into struggle by the Kuomintang 
army’s offensives, decided to lead that struggle, building a 
military apparatus that was to become the People’s Libera-
tion Army (PLA).  
The CCP leadership was still in favour of a policy based on the 
“bloc of four classes” (7), and in 1946 it agreed to the pro-
posal formulated by the US President’s envoy General Mar-
shall, for a “democratic coalition government” with Chang 
Kai-shek’s Kuomintang.  
Throughout 1946, negotiations took place under the auspi-
ces of the Marshall Mission, with the insistent support of Sta-
lin. They continued without success into 1947. They were fol-
lowed by civil war. The PLA’s victory under the CCP’s leader-
ship was then achieved by relying on the support of the peas-
ant masses.  
At a time when the peasants in the liberated zones – without 
waiting for orders from on high – were already sharing out 
land between them, the CCP leadership took the decision in 
October 1947 to call for land reform. 
It promulgated the Outline Land Law of China, a land reform 
applicable in the regions that passed under its control. It stip-
ulated: “Article 1: The land system of feudal and semi-feudal 
exploitation is abolished. The land system of “land to the till-
ers” must be established. Article 2: The landowning rights of 
all landowners are abolished”. (8)  
At the same time, the CCP leadership banned independent 
bodies set up by poor peasants, and used the military appa-
ratus to control any linking up with the labour masses in the 
cities; here again, it banned workers’ committees and factory 
sit-ins, and hunted down revolutionary activists. But the fact 
remains that the call for land reform contributed towards un-
leashing the revolutionary storm in the countryside. This de-
cision went against the instructions received from Moscow. 
The CCP leadership thus arrived at a position in which it did 
not submit to every one of the demands by Stalin, who for 
his part upheld the commitments he made at Yalta by sup-
porting Chang Kai-shek right up to the latter’s flight to Taiwan 
in December 1949.  
The mobilisation of the worker masses against the capitalists 
developed with its own logic. Despite calls by the CCP lead-
ership to show consideration for the “patriot employers”, 
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clashes occurred increasingly in the towns and cities even be-
fore their liberation by the peasant armies. Their number in-
creased as Chang Kai-shek’s troops were beaten and forced 
into retreat. In Shanghai, 700 clashes occurred in June 1949 
alone. 
Victory was achieved with the breakdown and then the com-
plete collapse of the corrupt Kuomintang government, and 
the state’s worm-eaten institutions were swept away.  
Between 1949 and 1958, the revolutionary ferment contin-
ued. The CCP apparatus did not yet have complete control 
over the apparatus of the All-China Federation of Trade-Un-
ions (ACFTU), which had been set up in 1925. Due to the 
place it occupied, the ACFTU was sensitive to the upsurge by 
the workers and could be pressured by them.  
Nevertheless, in November 1949, the union’s official line was 
expressed in the following terms by its Chairman: “However, 
the demands of the workers were sometimes too high. Their 
actions and forms of struggle were in some cases inordinate. 
This had effects on the close down of some enterprises, stop-
page of production, and the passive running away of the cap-
italists; these are detrimental to the paramount interests of 
the resumption and development of production.” (9) 
But this line was not accepted in the factories as fully as the 
party’s apparatus demanded. In 1953, ACFTU Chairman Li 
Lisan was dismissed for having failed to harness the trade un-
ion federation.  
Moreover, although the differentiation between the party’s 
leadership apparatus and the party itself was real, it had not 
yet reached the extent that it would reach subsequently 
within the framework of running the state. The conditions of 
the armed struggle had not really allowed the constitution of 
a bureaucratic layer that differentiated itself socially to a sig-
nificant extent from the overall body of fighters. 
The revolutionary mobilisation, which continued beyond 
1949, came in tandem with pressure from imperialism, which 
threatened China from 1950 onwards with the Korean War. 
This situation pushed the CCP leadership into increasingly 
deeper incursions into the system of private ownership.  
Thus was verified a hypothesis formulated in the founding 
programme of the Fourth International, according to which 
“one cannot categorically deny in advance the theoretical 
possibility that, under the influence of a completely excep-
tional combination of circumstances (war, defeat, financial 
crash, revolutionary pressure by the masses, etc.), the petty 
bourgeois parties, including the Stalinists, may go further 
than they themselves would like along the path of breaking 
with the bourgeoisie.”  
Within a few years, foreign and national capital had been ex-
propriated; land became collective property and industry be-
came state property; the monopoly of foreign trade was in-
troduced, as well as economic planning. Such was the result 
of the surge by the revolutionary wave of the workers and 
peasants, strengthened by the struggle against the imperial-
ist intervention with the Korean War. Regarding the USSR, 
Trotsky defined the workers’ state as follows: “Classes are 
characterised by their position in the social system of econ-
omy, and primarily by their relation to the means of produc-
tion. In civilised societies, property relations are validated by 
laws. The nationalisation of the land, the means of industrial 
production, transport and exchange, together with the mo-

nopoly of foreign trade, constitute the basis of the Soviet so-
cial structure. Through these relations, established by the 
proletarian revolution, the nature of the Soviet Union as a 
proletarian state is for us basically defined.” (10) Even though 
the CCP leadership refused to characterise the revolution as 
such, instead referring to it as “national liberation”, it was in-
deed a proletarian revolution that had taken place, with a 
workers’ state that was deformed from the outset beginning 
to be established in place of the Kuomintang’s worm-eaten 
institutions.  
Because, as the Fourth International pointed out in 1964, “in 
order to accomplish the bourgeois democratic tasks of the 
land question and national independence, the Chinese Revo-
lution could only be victorious in the form of a proletarian rev-
olution, in other words by destroying capitalism’s economic 
and political domination down to its very foundations. This is 
enough to give the Chinese Revolution its historical legiti-
macy.” (11) 
It was state ownership of the means of production and the 
land which – despite the disastrous policies dictated by the 
CCP leadership – allowed China to develop, unifying the 
country and giving it sovereignty despite the attacks by im-
perialism (the Korean and Vietnam Wars). In the epoch of de-
cay of the capitalist system, no undeveloped country can de-
velop its economy rationally on the basis of private owner-
ship of the means of production. 
 
Has capitalism been re-established in China? 
Although a social revolution had taken place with the expro-
priation of capital and the big landowners, political power 
was not exercised by the workers and peasants. In 1949, 
therefore, a government was formed, breaking with imperi-
alism. As we have seen, this occurred partly against the policy 
of the CCP leadership, which sought to maintain the link with 
imperialism through Chang Kai-shek. 
Following the collapse of the Kuomintang, the CCP immedi-
ately assumed all political power. Not a single form of demo-
cratic representation of the proletariat through its workers’ 
councils would see the light of day. The workers and peasants 
were expropriated politically by the CCP leadership, had their 
revolutionary movement taken from them, as well as any de-
cision-making and any control over government decisions. 
Each attempt to set up independent workers’ and peasants’ 
organisations before and after 1949 was met by pressure, 
bans and repression. It is in this way that the workers’ state 
was deformed, tainted from the very start by the Party’s con-
fiscation of political power. 
In order to establish its monopoly of power, the CCP could 
not tolerate any independent expression whatsoever. From 
this point of view, the repression and elimination of the Trot-
skyist militant activists who had participated in the 1949 Rev-
olution was a necessity for the bureaucracy, and an expres-
sion of the fact that no tendency whatsoever that was not 
directly controlled by the bureaucracy had the right to exist. 
Conversely, the CCP leadership fought from the very begin-
ning to put in place a parliamentary body composed of rep-
resentatives of the “four classes”: the Chinese People’s Poli-
tical Consultative Conference, organised by Chang Kai-shek’s 
Kuomintang in 1946, which was responsible for establishing 
the still-born “democratic coalition government”. It was this 
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Consultative Conference that chose China’s flag, with its four 
stars representing the “four classes”.  
The National People’s Congress would only be born in late 
1954. But the CCP did not get its power from the “four clas-
ses”; it got its power from a single fact: the mobilisation of 
masses, whose movement went so far as to expropriate the 
big landowners and capital despite an official policy that 
sought to preserve the links with private ownership. But the 
CCP eluded any control by the workers and peasants, and 
therefore held power not in a relationship of trust in the 
masses, but in one of permanent fear of the workers’ and 
peasants’ movement. 
In order to administer the country and maintain order, the 
CCP was to build a bureaucratic apparatus that would appro-
priate the state for itself. In this way, an increasingly huge 
social layer was formed, the main concern of which was to 
protect its power because of the material advantages which 
it drew from its privileged positions. From the victory of the 
1949 Revolution onwards, the CCP leadership had to face up 
to several big convulsions and revolutionary movements. 
Each of those movements called into question – in different 
forms, of course – its policy of monopolising power. (We pub-
lish elsewhere in this issue some documents which illustrate 
this fact.) 
The Revolution therefore resulted in the establishment of a 
bureaucratically deformed workers’ state, deformed not 
only due to the political dictatorship exercised by the CCP 
over the working class and peasantry, but also due to its pol-
icy, which undermined the foundations of that state. 
The fact remains that there can be no state over which the 
economic and political domination of the capitalist system 
can be guaranteed. Indeed, a state is defined by the social 
relations of production upon which it is built and depends. 
What was (and is) the place occupied by the bureaucracy in 
the workers’ state?  
Trotsky explained that in the USSR: “The Soviet bureaucracy 
has expropriated the proletariat politically in order by meth-
ods of its own to defend the social conquests. But the very 
fact of its appropriation of political power in a country where 
the principal means of production are in the hands of the 
state, creates a new and hitherto unknown relation between 
the bureaucracy and the riches of the nation. The means of 
production belong to the state. But the state, so to speak, 
“belongs” to the bureaucracy.” (12) 
What was (and is) the nature of that bureaucracy? Trotsky 
recalled that “Marx wrote that in the first period of a workers’ 
state the bourgeois norms of distribution are still preserved. 
(…) This means that even the most revolutionary bureaucracy 
is to a certain degree a bourgeois organ in the workers’ 
state.” (13) He had pointed out earlier that the Soviet bu-
reaucracy “devours, wastes and embezzles a considerable 
portion of the national income. Its management costs the 
proletariat very dearly. In the Soviet society, it occupies an 
extremely privileged position not only in the sense of having 
political and administrative prerogatives but also in the sense 
of possessing enormous material advantages. Still, the big-
gest apartments, the juiciest steaks and even Rolls Royces are 
not enough to transform the bureaucracy into an independ-
ent ruling class. (…) To put it plainly, insofar as the bureau-
cracy robs the people (and this is done in various ways by 

every bureaucracy), we have to deal not with class exploita-
tion, in the scientific sense of the word, but with social para-
sitism, although on a very large scale.” (14) Trotsky reiter-
ated this: “The bureaucracy enjoys its privileges under the 
form of an abuse of power. (…) Its appropriation of a vast 
share of the national income has the character of social par-
asitism.” (15) The Chinese bureaucracy was – and is to this 
day – a caste that relayed the pressure of the bourgeoisie in-
side the workers’ state.Today, the monopoly of power is still 
held by the bureaucracy and its political body, the Chinese 
Communist Party. In the capitalist system, the government 
plays a role of “a committee for managing the common af-
fairs of the whole bourgeoisie.” (16) In a system with social 
ownership as its social foundation, the body that leads the 
economy is the State. And the bureaucracy manages the 
State. Ultimately, even the Chinese billionaires who made 
their fortune within the framework of the policy of opening 
up to foreign capital (and who built up significant links with 
it by pillaging social property) remain vulnerable to decisions 
by the State. In relation to the struggles between factions in-
side the bureaucracy’s apparatus, such a leader who was at 
the height of his business success and fame could find him-
self in prison from one day to the next. 
Commentators who are devoted supporters of the market 
(but also several organisations that are referred to as “far-
left”) are talking of a new imperialism, an imperialism sup-
posedly to rival US imperialism. One of the arguments made 
is to underline the fact that under the new rules for calculat-
ing GDP (developed by the international institutions in the 
early 1990s), China is the world’s second biggest economy, 
therefore a direct rival for the biggest, the United States. Of 
course, with this calculation model, China – with a population 
that is almost five times bigger than in the US – can be de-
clared the world’s number two. But how can we forget the 
fact that, for GDP per capita, those very arbitrary calculations 
relegate China to a rank close to that of the Dominican Re-
public? (17) 
This international propaganda campaign regarding so-called 
Chinese imperialism notably includes the question of the ter-
ritorial conflicts over islands in the South China Sea. We will 
simply observe that a status quo had existed for some 40 
years, but that Japan’s territorial claims against China reap-
peared vigorously from the moment when Hillary Clinton and 
Obama decided that the United States were “back in Asia, 
(…) [and] back to stay”, with their new policy of an “American 
pivot to Asia”. Thus, the risk of war is now present in the 
China Sea. 
Once again, we have verification that imperialism is the high-
est stage of capitalism, the stage at which capitalism has de-
finitively taken the path of decay, destruction and wars. Hu-
mankind has never seen so many “regional” wars in the last 
30 years. These wars, waged certainly by US imperialism, but 
also by French, British, German and Italian imperialisms in 
Iraq, Afghanistan, Libya, Syria, Africa and elsewhere, are be-
ing directed against the peoples and are tearing nations into 
pieces. On another level, the Belt and Road Initiative 
launched by the Chinese leadership in 2013 (18), which aims 
to allow China to improve the security of the supply of raw 
materials needed by the country’s economy as well as of its 
exports, has also been condemned as indicating imperialist 
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ambitions. In reality, the bureaucracy is simply seeking to 
give itself room for manoeuvre.  
This strategy is purely defensive in the face of pressure from 
international capital. It is not a question of an extension of 
finance capital, as defined by Lenin in Imperialism, the High-
est Stage of Capitalism. The fact that amounts of capital – 
which at the end of the day depend on the Chinese state – 
are invested abroad is not enough to change the nature of 
the social relations in China. 
All the more for the fact that those investments are of a par-
ticular type. Of course, there is no shortage of studies and 
press articles vilifying Chinese imperialism for using invest-
ment to establish a stranglehold on Africa. The reality 
demonstrated by the figures calls for a quite different analy-
sis: “China’s foreign direct investment (FDI) in Africa repre-
sented 1.2 percent of Chinese FDI in 2016, and the tendency 
in recent years is for a fall in FDI in absolute value and relative 
value, to the advantage of the United States and Europe. 
France, the United Kingdom and the United States invest 
much more than China in Africa, not to mention India, South 
Africa and the United Arab Emirates.” (19) 
In 2017, China’s direct investment in Africa fell even further, 
to just US$1 billion. But who cares about the real figures, 
when the name of the game is to give substance to the view 
that China is an imperialist state that is carving up Africa! Of 
course, for the African worker who is subject to exploitation 
by a Chinese boss, the situation is not without consequences, 
and he/she must seek to organise in order to resist and assert 
his/her rights. For those honest activists in the labour move-
ment who are wondering if China has invented a new form 
of capitalism, there should be a serious debate based on the 
facts. 
 
Regarding the reforms 
The victory of the Chinese Revolution in 1949 had completely 
changed the international situation that was set at Yalta, en-
couraging the development of national liberation struggles in 
the colonised countries and exercising a profound influence 
on the exploited and oppressed peoples. This new phase in 
the world revolution contradicted the building of socialism in 
one country, the “theory” intended to justify the interests 
and privileges of the Kremlin bureaucracy. The balance of 
forces within the framework of “peaceful coexistence” was 
changing. 
The Kremlin quickly sought an agreement with US imperial-
ism, which turned Beijing into the fall-guy in a tragic farce: 
the sacrificing of the Chinese Revolution in the name of 
peaceful coexistence. It was in these conditions that the CCP 
put forward its own “theory” of “Chinese-style socialism”, a 
pale copy of Stalin’s theory of “socialism in one country”, a 
negation of the world unity of the class struggle. At the inter-
national level, the Chinese bureaucracy sought its own 
agreements with imperialism in order to protect its hold on 
power. Its first manifestations of support for the world order 
were its condemnation – alongside Moscow’s Stalinist bu-
reaucracy – of the worker uprisings in 1953 and 1956 in Ber-
lin, Poland and Hungary.  
Then, in October 1965, the Chinese bureaucracy’s policy re-
sulted in the massacre in Indonesia of hundreds of thousands 
of working-class activists, primarily activists of the powerful 

Indonesian Communist Party. The same policy was ex-
pressed, with tragic consequences, in India and Bangladesh 
(20). 
Inside China, the Cultural Revolution movement launched by 
Mao Zedong to meet the needs of one faction of the bureau-
cracy was controlled by the bureaucracy in the beginning, 
but then partly escaped its control, with the youth criticising 
and challenging the bureaucrats. And when the Shanghai 
Commune was formed in January 1967, “on the model of the 
Paris Commune”, Mao Zedong decided to have the army in-
tervene. “If everything were changed into Commune, then 
what about the Party? (…) The Commune must have a party, 
but can the Commune replace the Party? I think we had bet-
ter not change the name, and not call it Commune”, he said. 
(21) 
The repression of the Red Guards – a movement in which 
large sections of the youth played an active part – and the 
bloody restoration of order by the army marked a turning-
point in the bureaucracy’s domestic policy. All of its factions 
regrouped against the threat of political revolution, against 
the masses. It was this fear of losing power to a workers’ gov-
ernment, the Commune, that pushed the bureaucracy into 
seeking closer links with imperialism.  
A big step was taken when Mao invited US President Nixon 
to China in 1972, meeting the latter’s demand to restore 
China to the world market dominated by imperialism. Grad-
ually, the agreements that were reached saw China subordi-
nate itself to the demands of capital. In 1978, the CCP 
adopted the policy of “reform and opening up” launched by 
Deng Xiaoping.  
In this sense, we can say that Deng Xiaoping was contained 
in Mao. From that point on, the opening-up policy was pur-
sued by every one of the leaders of the CCP without excep-
tion, although to varying degrees, with Xi Jinping calling for 
“continuing to comprehensively deepen reform” at the CCP’s 
most recent National Congress (the 19th, held in November 
2017): “Only with reform and opening can we develop China, 
develop socialism, and develop Marxism.” This was therefore 
a constant element of the policy of all the CCP leaderships. 
Albert Keidel, a former representative of the World Bank in 
China, explained just after the CCP’s 17th National Congress 
in October 2007: “China’s economic reforms really didn’t flow 
from one person. A lot of people think that Deng Xiaoping 
was the one that engineered and brought these reforms to 
the fore, but if you look at the history of China’s economy go-
ing back to the 1950s, the reforms had their origins in the 
plans for the 2nd Five-Year Plan being developed in 1955-56. 
(…) But it wasn’t a one-man show, they were then squashed 
by the Cultural Revolution and re-emerged in the early 1970s, 
where you had coastal economic zones that Zhou Enlai was 
promoting (…). So there was a bubbling of reform activity in 
China well before Mao died; and when Mao died, then this 
came to the surface and the natural person to lead it was 
Deng Xiaoping. But I would hazard to guess that if it hadn’t 
been Deng Xiaoping, if he had been killed in 1976, that you 
would have had (…) some other leader come to the fore.” (22) 
The “reforms” have tended to integrate the Chinese econ-
omy – “based” on social ownership – into a world market 
dominated by the system of private ownership of the means 
of production.  
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This logic invites a questioning of the State founded on social 
ownership, and hence of the bureaucracy itself. This was and 
remains an insoluble contradiction for the bureaucracy, 
caught as it is in the vice between the two basic classes inter-
nationally.  
The historic choice is the following: either the system of pri-
vate ownership – helped in practice by the bureaucracy – will 
win, and the bureaucracy as a whole will disappear together 
with the Chinese state; or the political revolution will drive 
out the corrupt bureaucracy and open up the path to the re-
generation of the system of social ownership, with the per-
spective of extending this to other countries (we will have 
the opportunity to come back to this in Part Two of this arti-
cle). The “reform and opening up” policy adopted by the CCP 
leadership in late 1978 consisted of establishing Special Eco-
nomic Zones (SEZs) in the coastal regions, where foreign cap-
italists were able to invest on preferential terms and exploit 
workers who had no rights whatsoever: migrant workers, 
Chinese citizens without any official existence or rights out-
side of their own village. Today they number more than 285 
million, according to official figures. 
This workforce was put at the bosses’ disposal by the CCP au-
thorities at every level, at a time when the working class and 
their children in the rest of the country benefitted from jobs 
for life, guaranteed pensions, and free training, housing and 
education – the powerful gains which the working class had 
won through struggle over the years that followed the 1949 
Revolution. Furthermore, state enterprises run by local ad-
ministrations and the municipalities that were losing money 
were ordered to restructure. The first wave of lay-offs, gal-
loping inflation and corruption among CCP cadres fed the up-
surge by the revolutionary movement in May-June 1989, 
which in practice blocked the “reforms” for a time. 
They resumed from – roughly speaking – 1995 to 2005, con-
sisting of far-reaching restructuring of state enterprises and 
the privatisation or liquidation of the smallest ones (zhuada 
fangxiao – “keeping the big ones and letting the small ones 
go” was the official slogan), as well as the further develop-
ment of SEZs. This policy resulted in the laying-off of between 
40 and 50 million workers, not without very many strikes and 
mass demonstrations (the big Liaoyang strikes in 2002, for 
example), and encouraged the development of a private sec-
tor which was beholden – through a myriad of links of de-
pendence and subordination – to the CCP bureaucracy and 
the State administration. 
Who took over the liquidated state SMEs (small- and me-
dium-sized enterprises)? Some 70 percent of them were 
taken over by their Directors (who turned them into private 
enterprises), in other words by CCP cadres and members in 
the workplace and local CCP officials, by those who enjoyed 
the support and favour of the local State administration and 
the banks – which were State banks, therefore run by the 
CCP, whose apparatus overlapped with the state apparatus. 
 
Have property relations been modified? 
The reforms conducted openly for the last 40 years pose a 
theoretical question: can they be pursued without putting 
into question the bureaucratised workers’ state? And up to 
what point? Trotsky noted in 1937: “Of course, the degree of 
this bourgeoisification and the general tendency of develop-
ment bears decisive significance. If the workers’ state loses its 

bureaucratisation and gradually falls away, this means that 
its development marches along the road to socialism. On the 
contrary, if the bureaucracy becomes ever more powerful, au-
thoritative, privileged, and conservative, this means that in 
the workers’ state the bourgeois tendencies grow at the ex-
pense of the socialist (…). However, so long as that contradic-
tion has not passed from the sphere of distribution into the 
sphere of production, and has not blown up nationalised prop-
erty and planned economy, the state remains a workers’ 
state.” (23) We should therefore examine the stage reached 
by China and those tendencies. Has the quantitative accumu-
lation of restorationist measures taken by the bureaucracy 
led to a qualitative transformation of property relations? 
China’s 2004 Constitution stipulates:  
“Article 6. The basis of the socialist economic system of the 
People’s Republic of China is socialist public ownership of the 
means of production, namely, ownership by the whole people 
and collective ownership by the working people. The system 
of socialist public ownership supersedes the system of exploi-
tation of man by man; it applies the principle of “from each 
according to his ability, to each according to his work”.  
In the primary stage of socialism, the State upholds the basic 
economic system in which the public ownership is dominant 
and diverse forms of ownership develop side by side and 
keeps to the distribution system in which distribution accord-
ing to work is dominant and diverse modes of distribution co-
exist. 
Article 7. The State-owned economy, namely, the socialist 
economy under ownership by the whole people, is the leading 
force in the national economy. The State ensures the consoli-
dation and growth of the State-owned economy. (…) 
Article 9. All mineral resources, waters, forests, mountains, 
grasslands, unreclaimed land, beaches and other natural re-
sources are owned by the State, that is, by the whole people, 
with the exception of the forests, mountains, grasslands, un-
reclaimed land and beaches that are owned by collectives as 
prescribed by law. (…) 
Article 10. Land in the cities is owned by the State. Land in the 
rural and suburban areas is owned by collectives except for 
those portions which belong to the State as prescribed by 
law; house sites and privately farmed plots of cropland and 
hilly land are also owned by collectives. (…) No organisation 
or individual may appropriate, buy, sell or otherwise engage 
in the transfer of land by unlawful means. The right to the use 
of land may be transferred according to law. (…)” So, land is 
constitutionally either collective or State property. When the 
CCP’s Central Committee adopted a document in October 
2008 that laid the foundations for the start of possible privat-
isation of the land, in the name of so-called autonomy for the 
small farmers to manage their land, when in fact foreign cap-
ital had been knocking at the countryside’s door for several 
years, there were lively discussions and proposals regarding 
that document, creating divisions at the highest levels of the 
State apparatus.  
We should point out that farmers, shepherds and fishermen 
represented more than one-quarter of the 90 million CCP 
members. Finally, the official news agency Xinhua assured 
the public that collective ownership of the land had been re-
affirmed, but a legal system for farmers for renting land, 
transferring it or exchanging usage rights had been intro-
duced. In an editorial (28 October 2008), the US weekly news 
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review The Christian Science Monitor called on the CCP’s 
then-General Secretary Hu Jintao to go further: “Mr. Hu, tear 
down this wall! Chinese leader Hu Jintao came closer than 
ever this month to tearing down the great wall that guards a 
key vestige of communism – government ownership of all 
land. But he stopped short of embracing private property.” 
Let us quote Trotsky once again: “But a victorious revolution 
is fortunately not only a programme and a banner, not only 
political institutions, but also a system of social relations. To 
betray it is not enough. You have to overthrow it. The October 
Revolution (…) has a great power of resistance, coinciding 
with the established property relations, with the living force 
of the proletariat, the consciousness of its best elements, the 
impasse of world capitalism, and the inevitability of world rev-
olution.” (24) And the very terms of the Chinese Constitution 
regarding ownership indicate that the social relations born of 
the 1949 Revolution have not been overturned at this stage, 
even though the bureaucracy’s policy is bringing their over-
turning closer every day. 
 
What about the State and its enterprises? 
The governing bureaucracy has restructured by indulging in 
a terrible ransacking, but it has also favoured the develop-
ment of industrial giants operated by the State which still 
have a quasi-monopoly in their sector of activity.  
A former Beijing correspondent of the UK financial daily 
newspaper Financial Times, who in late 2011 welcomed the 
growth of the private sector, noted with concern that “the 
main reins of the economy remain in the hands of the state: 
oil, petrochemicals, mining, banks, insurance, telecommuni-
cation services, steel, aluminium, electricity, airlines, airports, 
railways, ports, highways, auto industry, health, education 
and administration.” (25) These branches represent around 
40 percent of the industrial sector. This after more than 30 
years of implementing the “reform” policy… 
In fact, to explain this paradox where the government is at 
the same time encouraging the private sector, we can refer 
once again to the terms used by Trotsky to characterise the 
bureaucracy in 1937: 
“The function of Stalin (…) has a dual character. Stalin serves 
the bureaucracy and thus the world bourgeoisie; but he can-
not serve the bureaucracy without defending that social 
foundation which the bureaucracy exploits in its own inter-
ests. To that extent does Stalin defend nationalised property 
from imperialist attacks and from the too impatient and ava-
ricious layers of the bureaucracy itself. However, he carries 
through this defence with methods that prepare the general 
destruction of Soviet society. It is exactly because of this that 
the Stalinist clique must be overthrown. The proletariat can-
not subcontract this work to the imperialists. In spite of Sta-
lin, the proletariat defends the USSR from imperialist at-
tacks.” (26) 
The state enterprises include those controlled by the central 
government, which in practice owns the shares of the giant 
enterprises; according to the most recent figures there are 
around 100 of these, whilst a project was announced 10 or 
so years ago to reduce their number to around 60. The banks 
and financial institutions are controlled by the China Banking 
Regulatory Commission (CBRC). The insurance companies 
are also controlled by state institutions. Several entities are 

administered by the Ministries of Commerce, Education, Sci-
ence and Technology, etc. 
Then, there are the state enterprises controlled by the pro-
vincial governments and those answerable to municipalities. 
In all, there are between 150,000 and 190,000 state enter-
prises, depending on the source consulted (189,000 by the 
end of 2016, according to the official state newspaper China 
Daily). At the end of some 30 years of privatisation, restruc-
turing, merger-acquisitions and joint ventures, it is difficult 
to be sure, as the figures from different sources vary consid-
erably, for example according to whether the capital is 
owned (completely or mostly) by a government, a municipal-
ity or another entity linked to the State. (27) According to an 
exhaustive US study published in 2011, the National Bureau 
of Statistics of China (NBS) does not specify all of the entities 
whose shares are majority-held or completely controlled by 
the State. For example, in the statistics for 2010, the NBS re-
ferred to less than half of the industrial state enterprises 
(9,105 recorded, and at least 9,651 unpublished). In 2004, 70 
percent of the industrial and commercial companies quoted 
on the Stock Exchange were state enterprises. It is still a fact 
today that the large majority of listed companies are owned 
by a majority of state entities. 
Foreign companies which in certain sectors are legally 
obliged to form joint-venture companies with Chinese enter-
prises are classified as private-sector. In reality, the state en-
terprises participating in those joint ventures still own the 
majority of the capital today (in principle, 51 percent). In any 
case, when the financial crisis erupted in the United States in 
the summer of 2007 and began in 2008 to wreak havoc on 
employment in China, it was not the private sector that 
swung into action.  
The mobilisation of the resources of the State, the municipal-
ities and the state enterprises, with the creation of a 450 bil-
lion-euro (around US$530 billion) works programme on in-
frastructure, provided new jobs to tens of thousands of mi-
grant workers who had been summarily sacked, whilst the 
working class of the countries where the system of private 
ownership of the means of production reigns subsidised the 
lay-offs and poverty. This stimulus plan oriented towards 
production (with bureaucratic chaos and corruption limiting 
its scope) and not towards bailing out the banks and specu-
lators allowed China to avoid experiencing the situation of 
economic collapse which affected several other countries, 
especially in Asia. 
After that, State investment started to pick up again in mid-
2010 and continued to grow (from 10 percent in 2006 to 30 
percent in 2016), to the great displeasure of the international 
financial institutions. From 2011 onwards, the proportion of 
private investment was in virtual stagnation. 
Beyond the big enterprises, there are many individual or pri-
vate companies in China, with tens of millions of small busi-
nesses employing an average of four or five employees. 
There are also millions of people and small companies that 
live off financial speculation. A government minister said in 
2010 that 90 percent of China’s 43 million enterprises were 
private. With the “reform” policy of the 1980s, family-owned 
– therefore private – micro-enterprises (with a workforce 
limited to seven) developed, followed by limited liability 
companies (LLCs), which today account for the biggest pro-
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portion of the private sector. But the forms taken by the pri-
vate sector vary enormously, so everything that is not public-
sector is not necessarily private. The official news agency 
Xinhua reported on 4 December 2012:  
“According to the State Administration for Industry and Com-
merce (SAIC), at the end of September 2012 there were 39.85 
million individual enterprises, an annual increase of 45.3 per-
cent since 2007, while the number of private companies rose 
to 10.6 million, an annual increase of 76.1 percent over the 
same period. Individual and private companies represent 80 
percent of jobs in the urban areas.”  
Depending on which source is consulted, they employed be-
tween 180 and 200 million people, in other words fewer than 
four employees per company on average!  
The local CCP authorities’ disengagement from the public 
sector often resulted in the privatisation of unprofitable 
SMEs to the benefit of their former directors and managers, 
and sometimes to the benefit of their white-collar and blue-
collar workers (through compulsory share offers, for exam-
ple). State enterprises were also leased to private entrepre-
neurs, who entered into performance contracts and profit-
sharing contracts with the local authorities. Others were pri-
vatised, but always with a publicly-owned proportion of the 
shares, whether or not a majority holding. There are also pri-
vate companies set up as subsidiaries of public enterprises 
by senior managers, created to divert public funds, or private 
companies founded by senior managers as “private” high-
tech enterprises built and funded by university laboratories 
or State bodies. Joint-venture companies with majority for-
eign capital are often SMEs, whilst big companies retain a 
majority public holding (municipal authorities). 
Who are these entrepreneurs, the owners of these private 
companies? From the start of the “reform” policy up to the 
mid-1990s, 70 percent were former administrative or tech-
nical managers in the people’s communes in the countryside, 
and 30 percent were “owners” in urban areas (in reality 
these related to petty trade). In the 2000s, there were more 
business-owners in the urban areas than in the countryside; 
there were still many petty traders (street-sellers, individual 
services, etc), often one-person companies, but now there 
were also public-enterprise managers, researchers, graduate 
students and people returning from abroad who were setting 
up their companies with the help of family capital and per-
sonal relations, but also with the encouragement of the local 
and municipal authorities. Do all these private owners con-
stitute a social class, able to call on its own political represen-
tation and preparing to seize power, with its own newspa-
pers and organisations, and to overturn the social relations 
established following the 1949 Revolution? 
 
Does a Chinese bourgeoisie exist? 
The question is: has the very real existence of Chinese capi-
talists resulted in the constitution of a Chinese bourgeoisie? 
There are indeed many capitalists, some of them very rich! 
There are even billionaires on the Central Committee of the 
Chinese Communist Party, with other rich business-owners 
sitting in the National People’s Congress (NPC) and the Polit-
ical Consultative Conference (a second Assembly, originally 
set up in 1946, now maintained as a political advisory body). 
In 2016, of the country’s 1,271 richest citizens, 203 were NPC 
members. Hurun Report, a specialist research group which 

has published its China Rich List since 1998, estimates that 
153 of the richest citizens participated in the Congresses held 
in early March 2018 and that their combined wealth amounts 
to US$650 billion, 30 percent more than in 2017. As we can 
see, there has been an exponential growth in the number of 
billionaires. Where did they come from? The richest parlia-
mentarian is the owner of Tencent (a Chinese multinational 
valued at US$540 billion, specialising in investment, internet 
and technology, gaming, and social media), with a personal 
fortune of US$47 billion.  
The reason: by the end of 2015 there were more than 1.3 
billion mobile network subscribers in China – a market pene-
tration rate of 94.5 percent – of whom 905 million had mo-
bile internet access. We could also cite as an example the 
owner of Alibaba, which operates in the economic sector of 
e-commerce. On Singles’ Day (28) last year, Alibaba, founded 
in late 1998, achieved sales that were 25 times bigger than 
those achieved by the US giant Amazon on Black Friday. The 
Alibaba Group is venturing into electric cars, and recently ac-
quired the leading online food delivery service with its 3 mil-
lion delivery persons (the Xinhua news agency has quoted 
the figure of 20 million meals ordered online every day). To-
gether with its rival Tencent, the two companies are worth 
more than US$1 trillion. 
Jack Ma, a former English teacher and today the owner of 
Alibaba, is said to have reserved 30 percent of his Group’s 
shares for children of high-level members of the nomenkla-
tura, placed with shell companies registered in the Virgin Is-
lands and Cayman Islands (29). Business-owners in the prop-
erty development sector also have the upper hand: the 
heads of Evergrande (market capitalisation of US$41 billion) 
and Henderson Land Development (US$34 billion) also sit as 
parliamentary representatives; this is not the case with Ms 
Huiyan, majority owner of property developer Country Gar-
den Holdings, who in January 2018 increased her fortune by 
US$2.1 billion in just four days following a boom in her share-
holdings. 
This fraction of the private sector has experienced phenom-
enal growth over the last 10 years or so, linked to an increase 
in purchasing power for one part of the population and the 
growth in consumption in cities and in very heterogeneous 
related sectors, which in turn has fed further growth in new 
technologies and property development.  
The financial services sector has experienced even more me-
teoric growth, but this is more difficult to measure. But in re-
ality, all of these positions are precarious. Everything de-
pends on relations with and support from the State appa-
ratus. Everything could turn on its head very quickly. One out 
of many examples is enlightening.  
In 2017, business-owners in Liaoning Province paid millions 
to the province’s 523 parliamentary representatives to en-
courage them to “make the right choice” of the people they 
would appoint as NPC members, the national parliament in 
Beijing. The appointees were in line with the demands: the 
region’s 45 NPC representatives were almost all business-
owners! But following “court” rulings, all of that select group 
were forced to resign… 
Although the number of billionaires continues to grow, be-
tween 10 and 30 percent disappear suddenly from the Rich 
List every year, and some of them end up in prison. The con-
ditions for the existence of this private sector are uncertain… 
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The owners of China’s big private companies cannot there-
fore succeed without close co-operation with local or central 
officials of the CCP. Some of them even become delegates to 
the CCP’s Congress (34 employer delegates out of 2,270 de-
legates to the 18th National Congress in November 2012, 
compared to 17 at the previous Congress), or sit on official 
bodies as advisors. In practice, the CCP promotes them to 
parliamentary posts in the provincial or local assemblies 
(they account for 15 to 20 percent of members); conversely, 
the bureaucrats – either directly or through their family or 
social network – form part of the leading layers and are ben-
eficiaries of the private companies. To the question: “Does a 
Chinese bourgeoisie exist?”, we should therefore answer 
that Chinese capitalists exist, but: as long as their situation 
remains inseparable from the fact that the State is founded 
on collective ownership of big sectors of the economy; as 
long as a capitalist, however rich, is in the final analysis vul-
nerable to decisions taken by the Party, which runs the State; 
then a bourgeois class “for itself”, one that will openly and 
directly challenge for power, does not exist. 
And the two fundamental forces that are in opposition to 
each other in China are the Chinese working class (a compo-
nent part of the world working class) and imperialism, for 
which the bureaucracy acts as agent inside the People’s Re-
public of China. 
 
What is at stake  
in the international class struggle 
All of this brings us to this issue: as long as political power 
flows from the socialised economy, and as long as the econ-
omy is in the hands of the State, everything depends on the 
government, therefore on those who administer the State. 
As long as this is in place, the laws of the market cannot be 
applied fully. Capital comes up against social relations estab-
lished by the proletarian revolution of 1949. Destroying them 
requires destroying the Chinese state in its current form, and 
in so doing destroying the bureaucracy. Hence the crisis of 
the latter, to which we will return in Part Two of this article. 
Conversely, the struggle by hundreds of millions of Chinese 
workers against the bureaucracy and the multinationals is of 
crucial importance to the international working class. 
Because the overthrow of the restorationist bureaucracy will 
protect China from the disintegration and chaos into which 
the re-establishment of capitalism would plunge it. The new 
Chinese Revolution – which will take the form of a political 
revolution to protect and preserve the social foundations of 
the system – will open up a new phase in the fight for the 
universal Republic of councils. 

April 2018 
___________________________ 
(1) In April 1949, the Fourth International adopted a position in a 
statement “on the third Chinese revolution” which defined the tasks 
of the Trotskyists in the course of the revolution itself. In the theses 
of the 17th Congress of the French section of the Fourth Interna-
tional in 1971, a substantial passage reviewed the origins of the Chi-
nese Revolution and the nature of the State that resulted from it. In 
1989, a statement by the International Secretariat drew the lessons 
of the revolutionary wave that had just shaken the bureaucracy’s 
government.  
The Sixth World Congress saw the drafting of “Preliminary notes to 
open a discussion on the balance-sheet of the Chinese Revolution”, 
in the first place among Chinese activists.  

In 2008, the International Secretariat published a statement: “De-
fend the unity of the Chinese nation, Defend social ownership, For 
the right of all Chinese workers to organise to defend their gains”. 
In 2012, the theoretical review of the Fourth International pub-
lished several articles by Alain Frandor on the Chinese working class, 
the bureaucracy and Obama’s “American pivot to Asia”. 
(2) This does not mean that clear contradictions do not exist be-
tween different sectors of the US imperialist bourgeoisie: Trump’s 
economic adviser resigned in March 2018, and 45 organisations and 
Chambers of Commerce in the US have asked Trump to abandon the 
trade war. 
(3) The term “bureaucracy” will be used frequently in this article. Let 
us therefore clarify that the Chinese bureaucracy is the social layer 
which exercises control without power sharing, which identifies it-
self with the State, and which derives its privileges and dominant 
social position from its political rule, exercised through a one-party 
system. 
(4) On this point, see the statement by the Political Bureau of the 
OCI, 20 August 1971. The OCI (Internationalist Communist Organisa-
tion for the reconstruction of the Fourth International) was the 
name of the French section of the Fourth International from 1967 to 
1981. 
(5) Office of the United States Trade Representative (USTR), “2017 
Report to Congress On China’s WTO Compliance”, January 2018. 
(6) Francis Fukuyama, “The End of History?” The National Interest 
No.16, Summer 1989. 
(7) The “bloc of four classes” theory was invented by Stalin in 1926 
in an attempt to justify his policy of subordinating the CCP and the 
labour movement to the Kuomintang within a single bloc (compris-
ing workers, peasants, intellectuals, and the “national bourgeoisie”). 
The Kuomintang was then presented as the “representative of the 
four classes” including the national bourgeoisie, i.e. capitalists who 
in a colonial or semi-colonial situation supposedly had an interest in 
breaking with imperialism. After it became clear that the national 
bourgeoisie had aligned itself with imperialism, the Kuomintang was 
then said to represent the workers, peasants, intellectuals and “ur-
ban petty bourgeoisie”. For Trotsky’s critique of this theory, see “The 
Chinese Revolution and the Theses of Comrade Stalin” in Problems 
of the Chinese Revolution (1927-1931). 
(8) This law, which applied to the whole country after the victory, 
was definitively enacted in June 1950. It imposed the confiscation of 
lands owned by big landowners (who numbered around 15 million, 
families included) and their redistribution to the 300 million peas-
ants (poor and average-income) who had no land or too little. 
Those big landowners were rural dignitaries who did not work the 
land themselves. In less than three years, almost 50 percent of ara-
ble land changed hands. Collective ownership of the land was genu-
inely established in 1956 (by late 1956, 95 percent of peasant fami-
lies worked on collective farms). 
(9) Li Lisan, “The experiences, lessons and present conditions of the 
Chinese workers’ movement”, in Trade Union Conference of Asian 
and Australasian Countries, Beijing: Workers’ Press (1950), pp.22-
31. 
(10) Leon Trotsky, The Revolution Betrayed (August 1936), Chapter 
9: “Social Relations in the Soviet Union”. 
(11) “Le Conflit Sino-Soviétique” [The Sino-Soviet Conflict], pub-
lished in La Vérité [The Truth], Issue no.528, October-December 
1964. At that time, La Vérité was the theoretical review of the OCI, 
French section of the Fourth International. 
(12) The Revolution Betrayed, Chapter 9. 
(13) Leon Trotsky, “Not a Workers’ and Not a Bourgeois State?”, No-
vember 1937. 
(14) Leon Trotsky, The Class Nature of the Soviet State, 1 October 
1933. 
(15) The Revolution Betrayed, Chapter 9. 
(16) Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, The Manifesto of the Communist 
Party, 1848. 
(17) The fact remains that a US worker produces ten times more 
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than a Chinese worker. Furthermore, if we refer to the figures for 
GDP per capita, China ranked…82nd in 2017, according to the IMF. 
Let us add that the calculation that puts China in a leading position 
is based on purchasing power parity (PPP), not the US dollar value of 
what is produced. China is far from occupying a place in the world 
economy comparable to that of the United States.  
(18) At the end of 2013, Xi Jinping called for the building of a Silk 
Road Economic Belt and a 21st Century Maritime Silk Road, collec-
tively referred to as One Belt, One Road (OBOR), but which has also 
come to be known as the Belt and Road Initiative. The Silk Road Eco-
nomic Belt refers to an overland route aimed at connecting China’s 
underdeveloped hinterland to Europe through Central Asia. The 21st 
Century Maritime Silk Road is a plan to connect China’s southern 
provinces to the Southeast Asian region, East Africa and the Medi-
terranean through ports and railways. 
(19) China expert Thierry Pairault, in an interview with French 
weekly political and news magazine Le Point, 20 February 2018. 
(20) The leadership of the Indonesian Communist Party was aligned 
with the CCP. In what might appear as a paradox, the CCP imposed 
on the Indonesian leadership the very orientation with which it had 
had to break in order to win in China: subordination to the bourgeois 
nationalist leader Soekarno. This resulted in 1965 in a catastrophic 
defeat and the massacre of hundreds of thousands of workers and 
peasants. In India in 1967, when the revolutionary upsurge of the 
workers and peasants directly threatened the stability of the regime 
that had been set up following independence and partition, the CCP 
leadership first encouraged the Indian workers to “rise up” and then 
gave its support to the Indian government. In 1971, the people of 

what was then West Pakistan – soon to become Bangladesh – rose 
up and faced bloody repression at the hands of the military dictator-
ship that governed Pakistan. The Chinese government lined up with 
the dictatorship in the name of its diplomatic interests. This is how 
the Chinese bureaucracy sacrificed the revolutionary opportunities 
in various countries of Asia, thus contributing towards maintaining 
the imperialist order. 
(21) Mao Zedong, “Talks at Three Meetings with Comrades Chang 
Ch’un-ch’iao and Yao Wen-yuan”, in Long Live Mao Tse-tung 
Thought, February 1967. 
(22) Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, transcript of the 
seminar “A New Era? What to Make of the 17th Congress of the Chi-
nese Communist Party”, 24 October 2007. Available at 
www.pdffiller.com, accessed 5 June 2018. 
(23) “Not a Workers’ and Not a Bourgeois State?”. 
(24) The Revolution Betrayed, Chapter 9. 
(25) French daily newspaper Le Monde, special supplement “Le Siè-
cle chinois” [The Chinese Century], October-November 2011. 
(26) “Not a Workers’ and Not a Bourgeois State?” 
(27) Leon Trotsky noted in Chapter 2 of The Revolution Betrayed that 
“the cynicism of the bureaucracy in its manipulations of statistics and 
public opinion is without limit.” 
(28) Singles’ Day is a holiday celebrated in China on 11 November 
each year. It is popular among young people and has become the 
world’s biggest online and offline shopping day, similar in concept to 
Black Friday in the United States. 
(29) Michael Forsythe, “Alibaba’s I.P.O. Could Be a Bonanza for the 
Scions of Chinese Leaders”, The New York Times, 20 July 2014. 
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DOSSIER  
 

Documents 
 
 

ince 1949, China has experienced a succession 
of revolutionary mobilisations. In 1957-8, it was 
the “Hundred Flowers Campaign”. In 1966, 
young people and workers surged through the 

breach opened by the crisis in the bureaucracy (which 
would be resolved two years later through repression 
of those same masses on whom Mao had called to mo-
bilise). 
In 1989, the worker mobilisation against the conse-
quences of the “reform” policy combined with student 
demonstrations in Tiananmen Square. The bureau-
cracy’s government was shaken. Bloody repression 
followed. 
Since 1992, strikes have never stopped happening. 
Despite the repression, the workers’ resistance is per-
manent. 
China – which experienced three revolutions over the 
course of the first half of the 20th century – has there-
fore never ceased to be marked by those revolution-
ary stirrings in the second half of the 20th century and 
the start of the 21st.  
Those stirrings were expressed openly at major mo-
ments and fragmented in other periods due to the bu-
reaucracy’s policy of terror. In each phase, the same 
issue came to the fore: the question of government by 
the bureaucracy. In our opinion, the documents we 
are publishing here – involving a range of actors and 
actions that took multiple forms – underline the per-
manence of what the Fourth International is fighting 
for: the political revolution. As a component part of 
the world revolution, the political revolution must 
drive out the parasitic bureaucracy and establish the 
Republic of the councils that will preserve the social 
foundations which resulted from the 1949 Revolution 
and will open up the path to socialism (see the article 
by Alain Frandor). 
Of course, we do not share all of the formulations and 
analyses expressed in these texts. Some of them even 
come from the bureaucratic apparatus. The use of cer-
tain words could even be a source of confusion.  
But the fundamental ideas shine through the form, 
which in some cases is marked by the historical cir-
cumstances of the struggle. We thought it useful to re-
produce the texts here in the form in which they were 
delivered or written (allowing for translation). Be-
cause the reflection that is needed for reconstructing 
the world labour movement on a new axis in the strug-
gle against imperialism and the bureaucracy calls for  
the broadest possible democracy. 

 
 

1957 – The “Hundred Flowers Campaign” 
 
During the “Hundred Flowers Campaign” (1) in 1956-7, a huge 
debate gripped the universities in particular. One young stu-
dent, Li Xiling, gave several speeches to public meetings. 
 
“The socialist system in which we find ourselves  
today is not true socialism” (Lin Xiling) 
“According to Marxist doctrine, every social phenomenon has a 
social and economic origin. The problem of Stalin is not the prob-
lem of Stalin the individual; the problem of Stalin could only arise 
in a country like the Soviet Union, because in the past it had been 
a feudal, imperialistic nation. China is the same, for there has 
been no tradition of bourgeois democracy. This could not happen 
in France. I think that the nationalisation of property is better 
than the system of private ownership, but the socialist system 
which we have today is not genuine socialism; or if it is, our so-
cialism is not characteristic of socialism. Genuine socialism 
should be very democratic, ours is undemocratic. I venture to say 
our society is a socialist one erected on a feudal foundation, an 
atypical type of socialism, and we must fight for genuine social-
ism! During the tempest of the Revolution, Party members 
stayed together with the people; but after the victory of the Rev-
olution, they climbed up into ruling positions and their ideologi-
cal limits appeared clearly. They wanted to exclude the partici-
pation of the people and they took advantage of the people. In 
fact, this is the stupidest of methods. (…) I am not very optimistic 
about the chances of success of the rectification campaign, be-
cause there are still too many “guardians of the rules”. These 
guardians want to use the fruits of socialism, bought with the 
blood of the martyrs, as a ladder to climb to higher positions. 
Our struggle today is not simply personal recrimination. Our ob-
jective is very clear: to establish genuine socialism to guide the 
people. A social system can be divided into two parts: the foun-
dation and the superstructure. At present, the economic founda-
tion of our country is basically one of nationalisation, and this is 
unshakeable.  
From the point of view of development, this system is a real im-
provement compared to private ownership. So the suggestion of 
some people that a fixed rate of interest be granted to business 
owners on their original investment over a period of twenty 
years should be resolutely opposed, because this is a continua-
tion of private ownership. The time for abolishing fixed interest 
is completely ripe. Things should be completely nationalised. 
Some parts of our superstructure are not in keeping with the eco-
nomic foundation, public ownership.  
The basic causes of our “three evils” (dogmatism, bureaucracy 
and sectarianism) are linked to this fact that some political prin-
ciples of the superstructure are bad and are not consistent with 
the principle of public ownership. Today in our country, dogma-
tism is very present, especially in the areas of philosophy, litera-
ture and art. Political systems are not abstract notions, and I 

S 
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would like to give you some concrete examples regarding the pri-
vate life of the individual, the hierarchy, the rapid expansion of 
police control and the spread of bureaucratic bodies, which are 
the main agents of bureaucratic phenomena. (...)  
Some Party members rushed to join the Party in order to enjoy 
the resultant privileges; those who do not join the Party have no 
future. Someone asked me to join the League, saying that if I did 
not join the Party or the League, how could I manage to settle 
my future, marriage and rank? Hearing this, I was very angry. I 
will never join the League for this reason. Let us consider the sys-
tem of ranks. The cadres even distribute desks and wastepaper 
baskets according to ranks. The ranking system has permeated 
every aspect of life. (…)  
There are many bad effects arising from the armed forces’ copy-
ing the Soviet Union. Originally, the army was dearly loved and 
honoured by the people, but now it has adopted a military-rank 
system which provides better salaries for officers and doesn’t 
permit women comrades. I object to copying the Soviet Union in 
this manner. The rank system makes for very bad relations be-
tween officers and soldiers. There are numerous examples to 
prove this, and now the veterans in the army units (the profes-
sional soldiers) are grumbling. Communism should be based on 
national characteristics, and there must be national self-respect. 
(…) Socialism is the best, highest and most beautiful form of so-
ciety. The word “most” is metaphysical. In the future, there will 
be a better form of society. (…) Some people say that dissatisfac-
tion with society will cause the people to lose their faith in so-
cialism. I think this is incorrect.  
Of course, it is necessary today for us to sing songs of praise; 
genuine praise is good. But there should be neither rote praise 
nor bragging praise; this corrupts people’s hearts and causes 
great harm. It is necessary to tell the people the truth about all 
current problems. It is necessary to tell the people about the true 
condition of things, to effect a thorough reform and to mobilise 
the people in discussion. Socialism belongs to the people, not 
only to Party members.  
All the people should be allowed to air their views to their heart’s 
content. The present “blooming and contending” is confined to 
the upper strata only. This won’t do. The top layer is made up of 
old men who are not bold enough, who are too experienced in 
life, and dare not speak up. To consolidate their current position, 
they do not dare enter into conflict with the Communist Party. 
Let all the masses discuss and express their opinions and then 
synthesise those opinions.  
That is the ideal path. The problem is that the Party has taken 
the place of the government. The Communist Party is the gov-
erning party, it has great prestige, and it is the basis of all true 
power. The law is nothing more than a simple formality. (…) I 
strongly believe that Mao’s theory resembles that of Stalin: no-
body is allowed to touch it. When you disagree with the leader-
ship you are opposed to the leadership; to be opposed to the 
leadership is to be opposed to the organisation; to be opposed 
to the organisation is to be anti-Party; to be anti-Party is to be 
opposed to the people; to be opposed to the people is counter-
revolutionary.  
Applying this formula in rendering a verdict is nothing but the 
method of Stalin. The leaders who are at a lower level have also 
inherited, consciously or not, the working method of the old 
leaders, the landowners and the tyrants. In the end, how many 
people have been accused of having committed errors, and how 
many of them have been executed? I regret that not one statistic 
is available in China on this topic.” 
This speech was delivered on 23 May 1957 at the main square 
of the university campus at Beijing University. It was recorded in 

note form by attending students, and several copies of a com-
bined version were produced and distributed to students on 
other campuses in the capital. This is how the text became avail-
able today. 
[Sources: Gregor Benton and Alan Hunter (eds.), Wild Lily, Prai-
rie Fire: China’s Road to Democracy, Yan’an to Tian’anmen, 
1942-1989, Princeton Paperbacks (1995); Dennis J. Doolin, Com-
munist China: The Politics of Student Opposition, Stanford: Hoo-
ver Institution Press (1964); Marie Holzman, Lin Xiling, l’in-
domptable [The Indomitable Lin Xiling], Paris: Bayard (1998).] 
__________________________ 
(1) The “Hundred Flowers Campaign” – the name of which derives from a 
classic Chinese poem: “Let a hundred flowers bloom; let a hundred schools 
of thought contend” – was a short period during which the leadership of the 
Chinese Communist Party (CCP) called on the masses to criticise the rem-
nants of feudalism. But very quickly, the critical fire was directed at the bu-
reaucrats. The bureaucrats ended this parenthesis. Many of those who ex-
pressed themselves freely ended up in prison. 
 
1966 – The “Cultural Revolution” 
Among the developments of the “Cultural Revolution” (2), one 
marked a turning-point: the constitution of the Shanghai Com-
mune. In December 1966, the workers’ offensive against the bu-
reaucracy had taken a particularly significant form in the facto-
ries: the organising of elected Production Committees which 
drove out the Party bureaucrats and management and took over 
the running of the factory, thus expressing the working class’s 
wish for power, but in a form that was still fragmented and lim-
ited, within the framework of individual enterprises.  
The first committee of this type appeared in a glass instruments 
factory. It comprised 10 worker members, elected by secret bal-
lot and subject to recall at any moment. It was soon followed by 
other Production Committees at the electric plant, and then the 
naval shipyards. 
The Shanghai Commune was established on 5 February 1967 – 
it would only last until 24 February. The workers of that large 
port city took inspiration from the model of the Paris Commune. 
They proposed this model as a new form of government for the 
whole of China. Mao gave his reply in “instructions” that were 
read out in meetings.  
________________________ 
(2) By launching the Cultural Revolution, Mao mobilised – for his own inter-
ests – the youth in his struggle against other factions of the bureaucracy who 
were inclined to give in more quickly to imperialism’s demands. This mobili-
sation, which partly escaped his control, was brutally repressed by the army 
by order of Mao himself. 
 

“Can the Commune replace the party?” (Mao) 
“The Paris Commune – did we not all say that to institute a Paris 
Commune is to institute a new political power? (…) The main 
thing is which class seizes political power.  
That is the fundamental question, not what its name is.I think we 
should be more stable and should not change all the names. This 
is because this would raise the question of changing the political 
system, the question of the state system, and the question of the 
name of the country. Would you want to change [the name] to 
the Chinese People’s Commune? (…) If everything were changed 
into Commune, then what about the Party? Where would we 
place the Party? Among Commune Committee members are 
both party members and non-party members. Where would we 
place the Party Committee? There must be a party somehow! 
(…) The Commune must have a party, but can the Commune re-
place the party? (…)  
I think we had better not change the name, and not call it “Com-
mune”. It would be better to observe the old method. We should 
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still have the People’s Congress (…). The people of Shanghai like 
the people’s commune very much, and like that name very much. 
What should we do? (…) For now, don’t announce in the People’s 
Daily that everyone wants to call it People’s Commune. If the 
Central Committee should recognise People’s Commune and 
publish it in the People’s Daily, then the name will be used 
throughout the country. (…) This would necessitate a change in 
the political system and in the country’s name.” 
Source: Mao Zedong, “Talks at Three Meetings with Comrades 
Chang Ch’un-ch’iao and Yao Wen-yuan”, published in Long Live 
Mao Tse-tung Thought, a Red Guard publication, February 1967.  
The source states that this article was based on a tape-recording 
of Chang Ch’un-ch’iao’s speech at the Shanghai People’s Square 
on 24 February 1967, and on some pertinent handbills. It is 
therefore difficult to ascertain whether every word is Mao 
Zedong’s original word. 
 
“The birth of a privileged stratum”  
on “a generally socialist economic foundation” 
(Sheng-wu-lien) 
In March 1968, a group called Sheng-wu-lien (Hunan Provincial 
Proletarian Revolutionary Great Alliance Committee) published 
a programme: 
“Developing the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution under the 
dictatorship of the proletariat is something analogous to “an act 
of violence by which one class overthrows another.” (3) This 
means that the proletarian revolutionaries drive out the privi-
leged stratum of the bourgeoisie, newborn and yet decadent, 
and overthrow the old state machinery which served the privi-
leged class of the bourgeoisie. In the 18 years after the founding 
of the State, the majority of cadres has chosen the capitalist 
path, a very few of them consciously, the majority unconsciously. 
(…) The small number of people who consciously choose the cap-
italist path represent the privileged stratum that must be over-
thrown.  
A quotation from Lenin is very applicable to our state organs: 
“our state apparatus is to a considerable extent a survival of the 
past and has undergone hardly any serious change. It has only 
been slightly touched up on the surface, but in all other respects 
it is a most typical relic of our old state machine.” (4) The main 
elements of this state machinery: the army, the prisons, the 
courts and the police have become – with the exception of the 
army, which after 1960 is led by Vice Chairman Lin [Biao] and 
which is basically in the hands of the proletariat – (…) completely 
decadent. 
The birth of a privileged stratum indicates that some relations of 
production have degenerated. Although the economic founda-
tion seems generally to be socialist, the whole of the gigantic su-
perstructure can only be fundamentally capitalist. The relations 
of production are a serious obstacle to the development of the 
productive forces, and the superstructure constitutes a serious 
obstacle to the development of the economic foundation. As a 
result, the socialist transformation of the economic foundation 
underway in China has been carried out through peaceful means 
and is still unfinished. This is why the current great socialist rev-
olution – the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution – is essen-
tially the true beginning of a socialist revolution in China. 
The Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution is still in its infancy. 
The biggest achievement of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revo-
lution last year consists of the fact that the masses have been 
mobilised (…). However, given that the privileged stratum of the 
bourgeoisie is still making use of the power which it still has at 
its disposal (…), a considerable part of the masses does not yet 

understand the aim of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution. 
Their resistance to the privileged stratum has not yet advanced 
beyond the effort to change their condition as oppressed 
masses. Despite the criticism and rejection of the reactionary 
bourgeois line last year, the criticism and rejection have been 
limited to denouncing the crimes of individuals and have only 
rarely touched upon the class roots of the reactionary line or of 
the bureaucratic bodies which serve the reactionary line.  
Although the storm of January this year raised the curtain of the 
struggle to seize power from the bourgeois headquarters, the 
seizure of power was regarded as the dismissal of individuals 
from their offices, and not as the overthrow of the privileged 
stratum and the smashing of the old state machinery. Further-
more, the proletarian revolutionaries are naive. As a result, po-
litical power is still in the hands of the bureaucrats (…).” 
Sources: South China Morning Post Issue No.474 and Guangyin 
Hongqi [Guangdong Printing System Red Flag] Issue No.5, March 
1968, which even gave the group’s address. 
______________________ 
(3) Quoting Mao Zedong. 
(4) V.I. Lenin, “How We Should Reorganise the Workers’ and Peasants In-
spection” (Recommendation to the Twelfth Party Congress), 23 January 
1923. 
 

“The class of bureaucrats will be replaced (…) 
The China of tomorrow will be the world of the ‘Com-
mune’” (Sheng-wu-lien) 
In parallel with the programme from which we have quoted ex-
cerpts, Sheng-wu-Iien published a broader platform. Its authors 
asked the opinion of its readers on the possibility of adopting it 
as a founding statement of “the commune of the ‘Ultra-Left fac-
tion’”: “The class (of bureaucrats) will be replaced by cadres with 
true proletarian authority naturally produced by the revolution-
ary people in the struggle to overthrow this decaying class. These 
cadres are members of the Commune. They have no special priv-
ileges. Economically they get the same treatment as the masses 
in general. They may be dismissed or changed at any time in ac-
cordance with the demands of the masses. These new, authori-
tative cadres have not yet made their appearance. But these ca-
dres will be spontaneously produced following the increasing 
maturity of the political thinking of the revolutionary people. (…) 
The commune of the “Ultra-Left faction” will not conceal its 
viewpoints and intentions. We publicly declare that our object of 
establishing the “People’s Commune of China” can be attained 
only by overthrowing the bourgeois dictatorship and revisionist 
system of the revolutionary committee with brute force. Let the 
new bureaucratic bourgeoisie tremble before the true socialist 
revolution that shakes the world! What the proletariat can lose 
in this revolution is only their chains, what they gain will be the 
whole world! The China of tomorrow will be the world of the 
“Commune”.”  
 

Source: Sheng-wu-lien, Whither China? published in English in 
International Socialism (1st series), No.37, June/July 1969 
 

1989 – Worker and student mobilisation 
 
In May-June 1989, Students occupied Tiananmen Square and 
workers demonstrated against the high cost of living. All of them 
denounced corrupt officials and the “new mandarins”. Self-gov-
erning associations were formed by both students and workers. 
Workers throughout the world followed this struggle intently. 
The Fourth International distributed around the world a state-
ment that took a position alongside the Chinese working class 
and called for international solidarity. 
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“The political revolution that is beginning in China  
is a workers’ revolution” 
(Fourth International) 
“The workers and youth of China are fighting for democracy, for 
their right to organise, to form trade union organisations that 
are independent from the State, and for the right decide their 
own future. The roots of their movement can be found in the long 
struggle of the working masses of China for their national and 
social emancipation, which they are continuing. (…) 
These are the same democratic and social objectives that were 
embodied in the 1949 Revolution. The Revolution stated the wish 
of the working masses of China to establish genuine democracy, 
to put an end to the pillaging of the country, the terror and the 
poverty which the big landowners fostered in the countryside, 
and to put an end to exploitation. But what did those bureau-
crats who claimed to embody “socialism” actually do with it, 
those people who today are telling the workers and students: 
“You do not have the necessary expertise to discuss the country’s 
problems”? They have built an anti-democratic ossified system, 
which the Chinese people are rightly denouncing as being a sys-
tem of “the new mandarins”, just as corrupt as the old ones. 
Democracy does not, of course, mean going back to a situation 
in which China was the prey of foreign powers, in which the war-
lords shared out the country between themselves. As far as the 
working masses of China are concerned, democracy means their 
right to exercise control over the gains of the Revolution, to 
freely appoint their representatives and to ensure that those rep-
resentatives report back to them. 
They wish to stop an uncontrolled social layer, which has set it-
self up above the people, from usurping for its own account and 
parasitically living off the gains won through the sacrifices made 
by millions of workers. This wish has been expressed directly a 
number of times in China, just as it has been in the USSR and 
Eastern Europe. It resonated in China in the protests by the stu-
dents and the workers who denounced the bureaucracy and its 
privileges at the time of the Hundred Flowers Campaign. 
It was expressed through the contradictions and manoeuvres of 
the apparatus in the years of the Cultural Revolution, when hun-
dreds of thousands of young people who had been called upon 
to “struggle against the relics of the bourgeoisie” identified the 
bureaucracy itself and its anti-democratic government as the 
worst of the relics. 
It was once again expressed directly in the big demonstrations 
for democracy in April 1976, in the courageous struggle by the 
activists of the Beijing Spring (5), who today are still in prison, 
and again in the student demonstrations of 1986. 
The majority no longer wants to tolerate a minority of corrupt 
privileged people. 
Today, the day-to-day experience of millions of workers shows 
them that the corrupt and incompetent bureaucracy directly 
threatens the gains won through the Revolution, and that it 
opens up the path to the re-establishment of the capitalist sys-
tem. 
Today, even more strongly than before, the workers and youth 
are turning to those bureaucrats, who through the use of vio-
lence have assumed the right to speak in the people’s name and 
who claim to embody “socialism”, and are saying to them:  
“What have you done with what was won through the heroic 
struggles of our people? Did we do all that only to finally expe-
rience the widespread corruption and the return to unemploy-
ment and the exploitation of children which we fought against?” 
What was stated clearly by the millions of demonstrators who 
turned the whole of Beijing into a “Forbidden City” for the bu- 

reaucracy’s representatives, was that nobody can speak on their 
name. It is for them to decide and to organise freely and demo-
cratically in order to save the country from disaster. Democracy 
means the people freely electing their representatives, oversee-
ing the implementation of their mandate, and having the power 
to recall them. 
Democracy means majority rule. The majority no longer wants 
to tolerate a minority of corrupt privileged people who give 
themselves the right to speak in its name. Democracy does not 
mean lay-offs in the name of “competitiveness” or the lowering 
of living standards through inflation. Democracy means having 
the opportunity to oppose lay-offs, to take action to defend living 
standards. Democracy means the right of the workers, youth and 
small farmers to form their own organisations independently of 
the State, and in particular their own trade union organisations. 
The effective exercise of democracy and the suppression of cor-
ruption as a mode of existence for a whole social layer means 
overthrowing the bureaucracy’s government and destroying the 
tools of that government. It means refusing to allow whole re-
gions of the country to be auctioned off for the full benefit of 
imperialist capital and the bureaucrats who serve as its agents, 
it means rejecting the regressive consequences of reforms de-
signed to meet the requirements of the IMF.  
These are the aspirations which are at the heart of the vast 
movement which today is shaking the whole structure of the bu-
reaucratic dictatorship in China, and which once again is ensur-
ing that China is sending shock waves around the world. 
The revolution that is beginning in China is a political revolution, 
because it does not aim to replace the social foundations estab-
lished by the 1949 Revolution with new foundations; on the con-
trary, it aims to protect them against being threatened by the 
bureaucracy.  
It is a people’s revolution, because it rallies together the vast ma-
jority of those who work manually and intellectually to take ac-
tion against the privileged caste, their prebendaries and their 
praetorian guard. This is why the army began to disintegrate 
when the bureaucracy wanted to launch it against the people. 
It is a workers’ revolution, because its driving force is the work-
ers, and because its objectives are the very same as those of the 
international struggle of the working class for its emancipation. 
This revolution that is beginning will not end easily or quickly. 
We should expect several phases, during which advances and re-
treats will alternate; or, fed by the world development of the 
struggle by the exploited and oppressed, and feeding that strug-
gle in return, the actions of the working masses of China will en-
sure its cohesion and its strength. 
Today, through their fight for democracy and socialism, the 
workers and youth of China are imposing themselves as a factor 
of primary importance at the international level. This reality will 
be expressed by the role which the workers and youth – who are 
in the front ranks of this battle – will play in building the world 
organisation of the workers, and in organising to realise the call 
made in the old song of struggle sung by workers around the 
world, which millions of workers and students have sung in Bei-
jing and Shanghai: “The Internationale unites the human race”. 

Statement by the Fourth International,  
dated 22 May 1989. 

 
Source: Tribune Internationale, Issue No.50, July 1989. 
 
__________________________ 
(5) The Beijing Spring, so named as an echo of the Prague Spring in Czecho-
slovakia in 1968, was a period in 1978-9 when the people could criticize the 
bureaucracy’s government more freely. 
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“In the property affairs of the whole people and in collec-
tive property, (…) guarantee that the workers will be the 
real masters of the enterprises” 
(Beijing Workers’ Autonomous Union) 
Workers’ associations that saw the light of day presented their 
draft programme in leaflets. 
“Outline for the Founding of the Capital Workers’ Autonomous 
Union (Provisional Committee) (…) 
1. This organisation shall be a completely independent self-gov-
erning organisation formed by workers on a voluntary basis and 
through democratic procedures. It shall not be controlled by 
other organisations. It shall have relations as equals with the 
other mass associations.  
2. The basic purpose of this organisation shall be to advance the 
economic and political needs of the working class, as formulated 
and agreed upon by the majority of workers. It is not merely a 
welfare organisation. 
3. One of the functions of this organisation shall be to oversee 
the activities of the Chinese Communist Party. 
4. In the enterprises and property affairs of the whole people and 
in collective property, this organisation shall have the right to 
use all appropriate legal means to control all managers and su-
pervisors and to guarantee that the workers will be the real mas-
ters of the enterprises. In the other [private] enterprises and 
businesses, it shall guarantee the workers’ interests through ne-
gotiation with the enterprise management or by other legal 
means. 
5. In the constitutional and legal fields, this organisation shall 
guarantee all the legal rights of its members.” 

21 May 1989, Provisional Committee 
of the Capital Workers’ Autonomous Union. 

 
Source: October Review, a Marxist journal published in Hong 
Kong, June 1989.  
 

2018 – The resurgent Chinese labour movement 
 

Despite the omnipresent repression, labour resistance is being 
demonstrated forcefully in strikes, demonstrations and at-
tempts to set up associations. At the same time, groups and cur-
rents are seeking to restore the link with history. Thus, young 
students have recently been arrested for having set up Marxist 
study groups. Theoretical reviews are being published. 
 
“Part of the global wave of struggles” 
(Chuang, a collective of communists)  
“(…) Today, (…) [t]he rural world is dying, yet hundreds of mil-
lions of workers still seem stuck between their peasant past and 

a future that fails to arrive. Two decades of staggering economic 
growth built on a series of credit bubbles have left a legacy of 
“development” defined by wastelands of apartment complexes 
sitting next to half-empty factory cities, each year filled with 
fewer workers and more unmanned machines.  
While the elite children of the country’s financial and adminis-
trative centres collect sports cars and foreign degrees, the chil-
dren of today’s migrants are guaranteed little more than the 
fleeting chance to become yet another corpse crushed to pulp in 
the factory. 
As growth rates dwindle, the country seems nonetheless driven 
ahead by an undead, mechanical momentum. Workers are laid 
off with nowhere to return. Ruralites give up their land in ex-
change for a fraction of the condos built on them, soon losing 
their value to an inflating currency. 
 Entire landscapes are poisoned by decades of rapid industrial 
expansion, while urban centres succumb to man-made land-
slides, earthquakes and chemical explosions. Riots and strikes 
proliferate, but fail to cohere into anything larger. The working 
class has been dismantled. Nothing is left today but dead gener-
ations united in their separation, shambling through the fire and 
the dust. 
This is the character of the present moment, and it is here that 
we begin. Chuang is a collective of communists who consider the 
“China question” to be of central relevance to the contradictions 
of the world’s economic system and the potentials for its over-
coming. For us, this question is not primarily historical. Our in-
terest has little to do with the professed socialism of a country 
run by a “Communist Party” left over from the peasant wars of 
last century. Instead, the question raised by China is founded in 
the present.  
As a lynchpin in global production networks, Chinese crises 
threaten the capitalist system in a way that crises elsewhere do 
not. A bottoming-out in China would signal a truly systemic crisis 
in which the overcoming of capitalism may again become the 
horizon of popular struggles. 
In this journal, our goal is to formulate a body of clear-headed 
theory capable of understanding contemporary China and its po-
tential trajectories. In this first issue, we outline our basic con-
ceptual framework and illustrate the current state of class con-
flict in China.  
We also include translated reports and interviews with the pro-
letarians engaged in these struggles, pairing our theory with pri-
mary sources drawn from class dynamics that might otherwise 
remain abstract. (…)” 
 

Source: Chuang Issue 1 – Dead Generations, August 2016.  
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 DOSSIER 
 
 

The Fourth International  
and China 
 
The history of the Fourth International 
has been profoundly linked  
to the developments of the Chinese Revolution 
from the very beginning.  
 
The tragedy of the  
Chinese Revolution in 1927 
 

he Left Opposition in the USSR and then the Interna-
tional Left Opposition were constituted as a political 
current notably through the debates conducted in-
side the Bolshevik Party and the Communist Interna-

tional (CI) regarding the policy to be implemented in the sec-
ond Chinese revolution (1). Did the anti-imperialist united 
front that needed to be formed with the bourgeois national-
ist party, the Kuomintang, as long as the latter fought against 
imperialism, justify the political (and then organisational) 
subordination of the young Chinese Communist Party (CCP) 
to the bourgeois nationalist leadership? 
This question, which appeared to have been resolved once 
and for all by the lessons of the Russian Revolution (and the 
warnings of the CI’s Second Congress in July 1920), re-
emerged due to Stalin’s policy. The CCP had been founded in 
1921. In 1922, it proposed to the Kuomintang to form an 
anti-imperialist united front to fight against the imperialisms 
that had dismembered China and were then occupying and 
pillaging it. 
The Kuomintang refused. The CI’s representative then pro-
posed that the CCP’s militant activists should join the bour-
geois party on an individual basis. The CCP’s Central Commit-
tee rejected this. The question was put on the agenda of the 
Russian party’s Political Bureau. Only Trotsky voted against 
the proposal to enter the bourgeois nationalist party. In 
1923, despite reservations, the CCP leadership applied the 
orientation decided in Moscow. 
In 1925, the CCP leadership discussed the Communists leav-
ing the Kuomintang. The CI’s representative opposed this. In 
March 1926, the Kuomintang joined the Communist Interna-
tional as a “sympathising party”.  
Chang Kai-shek, the Kuomintang’s leader, was promoted by 
Stalin as an honorary member of the CI’s Presidium. Trotsky 
voted against. The subordination of the CCP to the national-
ist party in terms of policy and organisation was then com-
plete. From that point on, the political fight between the Left 
Opposition and the Stalinist leadership that had taken con- 
 
 

trol over the CI developed in the open. Trotsky issued more 
and more warnings regarding this suicidal course. At the 
same time, the CCP leadership tried unsuccessfully to free it-
self from the policy imposed on it by Moscow (which fraudu-
lently used the prestige of the Russian Revolution to do 
so).The Stalinist policy of subordination to the bourgeoisie 
would lead to the disaster of 1927: the bloody crushing of the 
second Chinese revolution by Chang Kai-shek’s men (2). 
 
The birth of the Chinese Left Opposition 
Trotsky and the Left Opposition demanded that a balance-
sheet of the Shanghai tragedy be drawn. Documents were 
drafted for the Sixth Congress of the Communist Interna-
tional. It was then that 600 to 800 Chinese Communist stu-
dents arrived in Moscow, on the tenth anniversary of the 
Russian Revolution. They came to study and were hosted by 
the Communist University of the Toilers of the East (KUTV) 
and Sun Yat-sen University. The Russian Left Opposition suc-
ceeded in making contact with these militant activists. 
Some of them joined the Russian Left Opposition contingents 
in the demonstrations that were organised to commemorate 
the October 1917 Revolution. This is how the Chinese Left 
Opposition came to be born in Moscow in 1927. 
A first wave of Chinese students was expelled from the USSR. 
But others arrived from Wuhan. They had just left China fol-
lowing the terrible defeat and were trying to understand 
what had happened. 
Among them was Wang Wenyuan (a.k.a. Wang Fanxi), who 
described his political journey in his book, Memoirs of a Chi-
nese Revolutionary: “[T]he main cause of the defeat was the 
opportunist policy adopted by the Stalin-Bukharin faction. (…) 
But here were we Chinese Communists, stealthily and enthu-
siastically devouring these condemned and forbidden docu-
ments (3) and turning en masse to the Opposition! (…)  
The main reason why most of the Chinese students in Mos-
cow began to go over to the Opposition after the spring of 
1928 was, as I soon realised, because the events of the last 
six months in China and the Soviet Union had confirmed the 
analysis of the Opposition with surprising speed. (…) By this 
time one could say without exaggeration that nine-tenths of 
the former KUTV students had been won over to Trotskyism. 
(…) [A]t Sun Yat-sen University, out of a total of 400 students, 
about 150 were Trotskyists (…).” 
In 1929, the successive waves of students who arrived in 
Moscow, only to be expelled, had allowed the formation of 
three Opposition groups: Our Word, October and Militant. 

T 
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The first group was expelled from the CCP in 1928. The sec-
ond remained inside the CCP and fought from within. The 
third group decided to conduct its activity outside of the CCP. 
 
Chen Duxiu, founder of the CCP, 
joins the Left Opposition 
It was then that one event changed the conditions of the Left 
Opposition’s fight. Stalin – who had done everything possible 
to avoid a debate that would call his responsibility into ques-
tion – picked out some scapegoats. He put the full blame for 
the disaster on the CCP leadership, and in particular on its 
Secretary Ge-neral, Chen Duxiu.  
A brilliant intellectual, Chen Duxiu was a respected leader 
who had participated in every struggle since the first Chinese 
revolution in 1911 and was one of the founders of the CCP. 
For an initial period, Chen Duxiu and his comrades agreed to 
take the blame. But this only lasted a short while. During the 
summer of 1929, Chen Duxiu and his comrade Peng Shuzi 
(like him, a founder of the CCP) were hugely relieved to dis-
cover the Left Opposition documents which the young Chi-
nese Communists had brought back with them from Mos-
cow. These documents were a real eye-opener for them. 
Chen Duxiu called for a discussion to be opened in the party. 
Due to pressure from the CI leadership, this was refused. He 
was expelled in August 1929. In an Appeal to All the Com-
rades of the Chinese Communist Party (10 December 1929), 
he sought to take stock, without hesitating to address the 
question of his own responsibility (4). 
The news that Chen Duxiu had rallied to the Left Opposition 
in China convinced the Stalinist bureaucracy to take brutal 
measures: by night, 200 Trotskyists were grabbed by an 
armed detachment of the GPU as they slept in the dormito-
ries of Sun Yat-sen University and the KUTV. Taken away to 
unknown destinations, they were to disappear (only two of 
them escaped from Siberia). 
In China, Chen Duxiu’s joining the Left Opposition led to a 
significant strengthening of its forces. However, it was not 
that simple, because as far as the earliest oppositionists were 
concerned, Chen Duxiu stood as someone who bore respon-
sibility for having carried out the CI’s policy. On 15 December 
1929, 81 cadres and founding leaders of the CCP issued a 
public statement that supported the statement by the Left 
Opposition. In the summer of 1930, there were four Opposi-
tion groups. To the three that had been formed by students 
returning from the USSR was added the group of Chen Duxiu. 
 

The unification conference 
Trotsky intervened and pushed for the unification of the 
Communist Left Opposition in China. Of course, he had not 
gone easy on Chen Duxiu in the past, but he appreciated the 
rigour and honesty of the analysis contained in Chen Duxiu’s 
open letter to all CCP members. 
On 8 January 1931, Trotsky wrote to the Chinese Left Oppo-
sition: “[T]here is no difference in principle at all among the 
various groups that have entered on the road to unification. 
(…). The entrance of the Communist Party into the Kuomin-
tang was a mistake from the very beginning. (…) Dear friends, 
fuse your organisations and your press definitively this very 
day! We must not drag out the preparations for the unifica-
tion a long time, because in that way, without wanting to, we 
can create artificial differences.” 

On 1 May, the unification conference of the Chinese Left Op-
position took place. The delegates of the four groups repre-
sented 483 members. The International Left Opposition 
warmly welcomed the unification statement. 
 

Imperialist and Stalinist repression 
A few weeks after the unification conference, the young or-
ganisation was cruelly struck by repression. The Kuomin-
tang’s secret police managed to arrest most of its officials. 
Chen Duxiu slipped the net, but he was arrested later, in 
1932. The CCP’s Stalinist leadership called on the Kuomin-
tang to apply the death penalty to the party’s founder. It was 
only Chen Duxiu’s fame that allowed him to stand trial pub-
licly. He was sentenced to 13 years in prison. He addressed a 
magnificent letter to the Kiangsu High Court (5), in which he 
denounced the Kuomintang for "forcing the Chinese people 
to kneel meekly before imperialism". 
 

The Trotskyists take part in the struggle  
against Japanese imperialism 
At a time when most of its leaders had been imprisoned, the 
Chinese section of the Left Opposition was subjected to iso-
lation, repression and pressure by Stalinism. Then, July 1937 
saw the start of the war between China and Japan. The 
Fourth International immediately took a position alongside 
China and the Chinese people in its war against Japanese im-
perialism. Just after a bombardment of Nanking by the Japa-
nese army, the Kuomintang government decided to release 
most of the political detainees, including most of the Trotsky-
ists (and Chen Duxiu). The latter then engaged actively in the 
armed struggle against Japanese imperialism. 
Nevertheless, differences emerged within the Chinese sec-
tion regarding the attitude to adopt towards the Kuomintang 
government as it led the war against Japan. Discussions were 
held in the difficult conditions of illegality (not forgetting the 
fact that agent provocateurs were creating an internal cli-
mate of suspicion). Those discussions were exacerbated by 
the issue of the position to adopt towards Japanese imperi-
alism when the Pacific War broke out. In 1941, a split took 
place in the Chinese section of the Fourth International.  
 
In 1949, supporting the third Chinese Revolution 
At the end of the war, the Chinese section had several hun-
dred members (547 in 1949). The Trotskyist militant activists 
participated in the military struggles, seeking to support the 
formation of autonomous bodies of workers and poor farm-
ers. At the international level, the Fourth International un-
hesitatingly committed to supporting the Chinese Revolu-
tion. It did so in full independence from the CCP leadership. 
In China itself, anti-Trotskyist repression was unleashed. It 
would prove to be merciless. Hundreds of militant activists 
were physically eliminated.  
The 1949 repression posed a strong risk to the existence of 
the Chinese section. But the repression does not explain eve-
rything. There was to be a break in the history of the struggle 
of the Fourth International in China due to the crisis that 
struck in 1951-3 and Pabloite treachery (6). 
 

After the 1949 Revolution, part of the struggle 
for the political revolution 
In 1958, the Fourth International lined up with the students 
and workers who were embarking on the “Hundred Flowers 
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Movement”. They were being asked to drive out the last ves-
tiges of feudalism, and “behind the feudal lords the workers 
discovered the bureaucrats”. 
In late 1966, a faction of the apparatus led by Mao tried to 
make use of a “controlled” mobilisation. During the first 
phase of the Cultural Revolution, the Chinese workers sought 
to revive the traditions of the Paris Commune. When the 
Shanghai Commune developed, Mao organised its repres-
sion by the army. Against repression and in favour of the 
State-Commune, the Fourth International stood shoulder-to-
shoulder with the youth and the working class. 
From 1978 onwards, the bureaucracy sought a solution 
through opening up to the world market. The Fourth Inter-
national took a political position against what was referred 
to as the “reform policy”. 
In May-June 1989, the Fourth International stood shoulder-
to-shoulder with the youth and the workers, whose move-
ment opposed the social consequences of the reforms policy. 
It adopted a position in a statement by its International Sec-
retariat (see the “Documents” section) and organised (and 
participated in) rallies and street demonstrations to express 
the solidarity of the workers of the whole world against the 
repression. 
Since 1990, it has continuously supported every independent 
initiative and every campaign for the workers’ right to organ-
ise freely and for the release of imprisoned labour activists. 
Fraternal links of struggle and solidarity have been estab-
lished with Chinese activists of all political tendencies.  
The initiatives taken by the Fourth International and those in 
which it has participated along with others over many years 
have created the conditions for a dialogue between activists 
and currents who seek to prevent China from being dragged 
into a spiral of destruction and are striving to contribute to-
wards the organising of the working class. 
 
Towards the reconstitution 
of the Chinese section 
From the Fifth World Congress in 2002 onwards, Chinese mil-
itant activists have participated as observers in the Con-
gresses of the Fourth International (7). This was also the case 
at the Second International Conference of the Organising 
Committee for the Reconstitution of the Fourth International 
(OCRFI).  
During the struggle and joint action, and in the course of mul-
tiple exchanges, we have never hidden our intention to 
achieve the reconstitution of the Chinese section of the 
Fourth International, which has its roots in the long struggle 
by the Chinese people, workers and peasants, and in the 
struggle of Chen Duxiu and the Left Opposition in China. 
The Chinese section, which had taken part in the national lib-
eration struggle, was physically crushed after 1949. Its recon-
stitution requires dialogue and a patient exchange on the dif-
ferent stages of the Chinese Revolution. It is inseparable 
from the tasks aimed at rebuilding the Chinese labour move-
ment as part of the fight against the offensive of disintegra-
tion engaged in by imperialism with the help of the parasitic 
bureaucracy. May the articles and documents contained in 
this issue of The Internationale contribute towards this. 
 

_______________________________ 
(1) The revolution of 1911 resulted in the fall of the Manchu imperial 
dynasty and the proclamation of the Republic. But it was on 4 May 1919 
that nationalist students supported by the workers (100,000 industrial 
workers took part in the movement) gave fresh impetus to the Chinese 
revolutionary movement, by demonstrating against the unfair treaties 
that were continued by clauses contained in the Treaty of Versailles. 
(2) On 4 April 1927, Stalin delivered a speech in Moscow. In it, he de-
nounced those who “arrive with very revolutionary slogans: “Break with 
the right wing! Drive out the right!” (…) Now we need the right. It has 
capable men who still lead the army.” Stalin then gave as an example 
Chang Kai-shek, who “commands the army and can do nothing other 
than lead it against the imperialists”. On 6 April, in Shanghai, Chang Kai-
shek had some 40 Communist leaders arrested then strangled. On 12 
April, gangsters under his orders and the army began the massacre of 
thousands of Communists. 
(3) Stalin banned the publication of Left Opposition documents that es-
tablished the overwhelming responsibility of the policy of the CI’s Sta-
linist leadership for the defeat of the Chinese revolution. 
(4) “I sincerely executed the policy of opportunism of the international 
leaders, Stalin, Zinoviev, Bukharin and others making the Chinese revo-
lution suffer a shameful and sad failure. (…) Not only am I willing to 
acknowledge my past errors, (…) I humbly accept or shall accept all crit-
icism, but not rumours and false accusations. (…). 
I decisively recognise that the objective cause of the failure of the last 
Chinese revolution is second in importance, and that the chief point is 
that the error of opportunism is the error of our policy in dealing with 
the bourgeois Kuomintang. (…). [T]he Communist International sent its 
delegate, Maring [Sneevliet], to China (…) [H]e suggested to the Chinese 
Party that it join the Kuomintang organisation.  
He strongly contended that the Kuomintang was not a party of the bour-
geoisie, but the joint party of various classes (…). At that time, all five 
members of the Central Committee of the Chinese CP (…) unanimously 
opposed the proposal. The chief reason was: to join the Kuomintang was 
to confuse the class organisations and curb our independent policy. (…) 
[F]or the sake of respecting international discipline, the Central Commit-
tee of the CPC could not but accept the proposal of the Third Interna-
tional (…). The international delegate said openly: “The present period 
is a period in which the Communists should do the coolie service for the 
Kuomintang.” (…) Formerly, I made many mistakes because I took the 
opinions of the Third International. Now I am expelled because I am not 
satisfied with those opinions. (…) Now I have recognised fundamentally 
that comrade Trotsky’s views are identical with Marxism and Leninism. 
(…) We know that comrade Trotsky has decisively opposed the oppor-
tunist policy of Stalin and Bukharin. (…) Every party member has the ob-
ligation of saving the party. We must return to the spirit and political 
line of Bolshevism, unite together solidly, and stand straightforward on 
the side of the International Opposition led by comrade Trotsky (…).” 
(5) “A Protest to [the] Kiangsu High Court”, 20 February 1933. 
(6) When the repression started, the Chinese Trotskyist militant activists in-
formed the leading bodies of the Fourth International. The liquidationist cur-
rent led by Pablo had begun to take control of them. Peng Shuzi has de-
scribed how, at an enlarged meeting of the International Secretariat in Feb-
ruary 1953, he asked for a discussion on the question of the repression. 
Pablo replied to him: “Compared to the achievements of Mao Zedong, the 
arrest of a few hundred Trotskyists is insignificant.” He wrote off the exist-
ence of the Chinese section! This shameful covering for the repression being 
carried out against the Trotskyists heralded the degeneration of the revi-
sionist centre and its capitulation to Stalinism. 
(7) The Fourth International has nothing whatsoever to do with the or-
ganisation that bears the name of United Secretariat. Indeed, it is un-
conditionally – and in complete independence from the bureaucracy – 
for the defence of State ownership, of collective ownership. This means 
that the urban workers, rural workers and youth should be able to or-
ganise freely to defend their gains and their rights or to win them back. 
It is always the social relations, the nature of social property, that serve 
as political criteria for defining our position. Contrary to those who 
fraudulently claim to represent Trotskyism but declare that this is “re-
gardless of the system of ownership”. 

 



The Internationale n°10 – May 2018 25 
 

ANALYSIS  
 
 

Europe: to put an end  
to the “prison of the peoples”  
that is the European Union 
 
Militant activists of the European organisations of 
the Organising Committee for the Reconstitution of 
the Fourth International (OCRFI), together with la-
bour activists of all political origins, took part in the 
European Workers Conference that was held in 
Paris on 12-13 May 2018. The 100 activists from 16 
countries (1) were responding to an appeal 
launched a few months earlier by activists from 
Germany, France and Italy entitled “This Europe is 
not our Europe!. This Europe, namely a Europe “of 
capital and war”, constituted by the 1992 Maas-
tricht Treaty that founded the European Union and 
the range of institutions (European Central Bank, 
European “Parliament”, etc.) which for 25 years 
have been the headquarters for putting labour and 
democratic rights into question. The activists who 
were delegated to this conference decided to form a 
Liaison Committee For a Workers’ Europe, and set 
the first deadline: an internationalist rally in April 
2019 in Strasbourg, the seat of the European “Par-
liament”.  
For the militant activists of the OCRFI’s organisa-
tions, who are fighting on the perspective of the So-
cialist United States of Europe, this is a question of 
intervening in the class struggle in Europe on a 
united front orientation through a broad regroup-
ment of labour activists in Europe, in other words a 
question of helping to mobilise the masses in favour 
of breaking with the bourgeoisie, therefore break-
ing with the European treaties, institutions and di-
rectives which today threaten every one of the 
working classes in every country of Europe (beyond 
the 28 members of the European Union). In the 
framework of this discussion, The Internationale 
publishes below substantial excerpts from the  
contribution made by one comrade during 
the discussion at the conference. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

“The European Union, prison of the peoples” 
 

esterday, in the forum entitled “The European Union, 
prison of the peoples”, there was a discussion that 
deserves to be reported on to all the participants in 

this conference. Obviously, when we talk about “The Euro-
pean Union, prison of the peoples”, we are led to talk about 
Catalonia. And the comrades from the Spanish State as-
sessed the significance of the fight for the free Republic of 
Catalonia. The discussion also addressed the fact that, for ex-
ample, in a country like Belgium, the European Union’s policy 
seeks to divide the French-speaking and Dutch-speaking 
components of the working class, including by dividing the 
labour organisations on a language basis. 
And the discussion led to the question: is the EU also a prison 
of the peoples for France, for example, where there are no 
oppressed peoples, where there is one nation, and we can 
even say that France is one of the oppressor peoples rather 
than the oppressed peoples when we consider its colonial 
past, its current neo-colonialism and the imperialist charac-
ter of its government. 
And yet, in my opinion it is correct to say that the prison of 
the peoples also applies to France. This led us to discuss the 
precise nature of the EU, and slogans. In a conference like 
ours, it is normal that there can be different approaches, sub-
tle differences and disagreements, for example on a question 
that generally provokes a lot of discussion: is it right to de-
clare oneself in favour of breaking with the EU, is it realistic, 
possible or necessary? Within the labour movement, there 
are various points of view on this question. Among all those 
who oppose the EU’s policies, there are different approaches 
regarding how far to go, and how far one can go. This discus-
sion deserves to be continued here. 
 

The prehistory and history of the European Union 
Firstly, because it is good to recall where the European Union 
came from. The “prehistory” of the European Union begins 
in 1947, when US General Marshall, the bearer of the famous 
Marshall Plan, declared that the European nations absolutely 
must come together and agree on “the part those countries 
themselves will take in order to give proper effect to what-
ever action might be undertaken by [the US] Government.” 
US aid was made conditional on the fact that steps needed 
to be taken towards that European “unity”. This call by Ge-
neral Marshall found its first positive response in 1951, when 
the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) was estab-

Y 
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lished, the main result of which would finally be the elimina-
tion of coal and steel production in the countries concerned. 
Still in the EU’s prehistory, this was followed by the Treaty of 
Rome in 1959, then the European Communities in 1972. We 
passed from prehistory to history with the signing of the 
Maastricht Treaty in 1992. That is when the European Union 
was officially born. 
It is important to remember this, because this means that up 
to 1992, the peoples of Europe were not living under the iron 
rule of the European Union. So there was a very long history 
before the EU…and one can imagine that there will be a long 
history after it. All those who are threatening us that “the sky 
will fall on our heads” if we were ever no longer in the Euro-
pean Union should show a bit of humility. The European Un-
ion is 26 years old. Humankind must be a million or more 
years old. 
 

Where does the “3 per cent rule” come from? 
It is important to remember what those institutions, estab-
lished by a pact and treaties, actually are. The Maastricht 
Treaty established a crucial institution, the euro, from which 
everything else flows, beginning with the European Central 
Bank (ECB), the function of which is to guarantee the stability 
of the euro. Why guarantee the stability of the euro? Be-
cause it is finance capital that dictates its needs through the 
European treaties. Finance capital’s major preoccupation is 
for capital not to lose its value in conditions that are beyond 
control (for example, inflation, collapsing exchange rates, 
etc.). Therefore, the focus of that treaty – and all those that 
followed, incorporating the Maastricht Treaty and adding ex-
tra elements – was the euro and the conditions for monetary 
stability. What are those conditions? The public debt of 
Member States must not exceed 60 per cent of gross domes-
tic product (GDP), and public deficits must not exceed 3 per 
cent of GDP. Every worker in Europe knows this, because 
every day from morning to night they hear: “be careful about 
the 3 per cent, the stability pact, the responsibility pact, the 
public deficits”, etc. 
This “3 per cent rule” is presented to us like modern-day Ten 
Commandments, from which we have no right to depart, 
handed down to us by, no doubt, superior powers who stand 
above us mere mortals, leaving us with no other choice than 
to prostrate ourselves before these modern-day divinities. 
But in fact, why 3 per cent, who invented this norm? A short 
while ago, the French bourgeois newspaper Le Monde pub-
lished a very interesting interview with the illustrious 
stranger who invented the 3 per cent. One day, the former 
“socialist” President of France, François Mitterrand, who was 
working on the Maastricht Treaty, called in this nondescript 
bourgeois economist and said to him: I need you to invent 
me a binding rule, because we will be heading towards a sin-
gle currency and we need to be sure that there will be no 
variations, we need a very restrictive tool that will oblige all 
the countries that will join the single currency, whatever hap-
pens at home – strikes, revolutions – to protect the stability 
of that single currency. The economist thought about it and 
reached the following conclusion: currencies often lose their 
value due to inflation, which is linked to the fact that budgets 
are in deficit. So, what would be good would be to invent an 
obligation to limit budget deficits: you can’t put a 100 per 
cent ban on any budget deficit, but you do need to set a limit 
that cannot be exceeded, arbitrarily set at 3 per cent. There 

you have the conditions in which the sacrosanct “3 per cent 
rule” was born. 
 

“Good” and “bad” debt 
But allow me to make a preliminary remark on the question 
of debt. Here again, we need to expose the hoax. They tell 
us: “Being in debt is very serious.” That all depends… A few 
days ago, the International Monetary Fund (IMF) issued a 
warning: world debt is growing very quickly, the total debt 
today being the equivalent of more than double the world’s 
GDP. So everything that will be produced as wealth between 
now and December 2020 has already been spent. 
The paradox is that someone who wants to buy a car, a TV or 
furniture goes into a shop, where she/he is told: “No problem 
about buying, even if you don’t have the necessary cash: we 
can offer you a loan over two years, five years, 10 years… and 
we encourage you to get into debt.” Because the capitalists 
need their merchandise to be bought by people who don’t 
have the means to do so. The starting-point of the famous 
crisis in 2008 were subprime mortgages, where unfortunate 
people who had no financial means were pushed into debt 
and were then financially ruined.  
So the capitalist economy, which is always eager to sell mer-
chandise, on the contrary encourages loans and private debt 
on a massive scale that is often unregulated. And these are 
the same people who tell you: “Be careful, debt is increasing 
too fast.” What debt? Not private debt, because up to a cer-
tain point, not only is capitalism not worried about it, capi-
talism needs it. 
What is a problem for them is public debt. And again, not all 
public debt, because when it is a question of a State buying 
weapons, there is no problem whatsoever about taking out 
loans. What does pose a problem to the supporters of the 
failed system of private ownership of the means of produc-
tion are the astronomical and unjustified – in their eyes – 
amounts of money devoted to the wages paid to civil serv-
ants, to nurses, to postal workers, to teachers. Debt becomes 
“intolerable” in France when this allows them to justify the 
cutting of 120,000 jobs in the public sector over three years, 
as well as cutting 60 billion euros from the budgets of the 
regional and local authorities. For them, this kind of debt is 
intolerable. 
 

The only adjustment variable: the cost of labour 
Debt therefore has a variable geometry. There is debt which 
the capitalists need, and debt that is “intolerable” and allows 
them to justify the fact that they need to eliminate the exist-
ing gains of the working class. In short, the Maastricht criteria 
have a class character. In fact, someone has already said so 
openly; that was Hans Tietmeyer in 1997, on the eve of the 
launch of the euro in 1999.  
Tietmeyer, at that time President of the Deutsche Bundes-
bank (Germany’s central bank), was one of the main financial 
officials of the main capitalist country in Europe. He said: 
once we have created the single currency, governments will 
no longer be able to exploit inflation by letting it grow or the 
opposite, by squeezing credit. From then on, with the euro, 
“the burden of adjustment (…) will lie almost exclusively with 
national labour costs.” (2) So they needn’t come to us and 
present the “60 per cent rule” or the “3 per cent rule” as so 
many deities without any class character, in front of which 
we should all prostrate ourselves. Their only function is to 
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reduce the value of labour-power. Besides, over the course 
of the last 25 years, each one of us in his/her own respective 
country can list the 10, 20 or 40 counter-reforms and attacks 
on labour rights which have all been justified by the need to 
“rein in the public deficit” or to “respect the 3 per cent”. We 
could talk about the privatisations of the railways and postal 
services, about the hundreds of thousands of jobs cut in hos-
pitals and education, about the attacks on labour rights (for 
example in France, the El Khomri Law against the Labour 
Code or Macron’s executive orders), about the measures to 
strip the youth of qualifications and skills, about the threat 
to academic qualifications, and so on. All of this has one and 
the same function: to reduce the value of labour-power and 
realise more profit for the capitalists.  
 

This is really about the class struggle 
So this is really about the class struggle. All the flim-flam 
around the Maastricht Treaty and what some refer to as the 
“European project” is an attempt to make us believe – as al-
ways, in the name of “peace and fraternity between the peo-
ples” – that those institutions do not have a class character 
and must apply to everybody, and that we are all bound to 
obey their laws, whether a boss or a worker. It’s a con: there 
are no institutions with a greater anti-labour character that 
the EU institutions, the whole lot of them, from the Brussels 
Commission, via the so-called European “Parliament”, to the 
European Council. In reality, the crucial institution from 
which everything else flows is the European Central Bank. 
The real political headquarters of Europe is neither in Brus-
sels nor Strasbourg, but in Frankfurt. 
The ECB has a special characteristic: it is completely inde-
pendent from States and governments. This was written into 
the Maastricht Treaty. We all know that historically, the right 
to issue currency has always been the exclusive prerogative 
of the ruling political powers. Kings, queens and sovereign 
States issue currency. National central banks like France’s 
Banque de France were under State and government control 
up to the 1970s. Those political powers decided whether the 
central bank could let inflation grow, squeeze credit, etc. 
Others decided other things. They were political choices. 
This exclusive prerogative, an essential element of sover-
eignty, was put into question in two stages. First, all central 
banks were declared “independent” of the government, and 
then the ECB was constituted. It is there in black and white 
in the Maastricht Treaty that the governments have no right 
whatsoever to interfere in the ECB’s affairs.  
 
What is the European Central Bank dependent on? 
During the discussion in our conference, one comrade asked 
the question: “Has there already been a left-wing majority in 
the various European governments?” A legitimate question, 
but it should be clearly noted: whether there is a left-wing 
majority or a right-wing majority, or a coalition between the 
two, nothing changes as far as the ECB is concerned. Is the 
ECB somehow “suspended in mid-air”? Not completely. A 
currency is a “general equivalent”. The European general 
equivalent is measured against other general equivalents, 
mainly the US dollar. You will see that every time the US Fed-
eral Reserve (the central banking system of the United 
States) decides to drive down the value of the dollar, because 
the capitalist class in the US considers at a given moment that 
this would allow it to sell its merchandise more cheaply and 

flood the world market (it can do the opposite at other mo-
ments), the value of the euro goes up. And vice versa. Now, 
unlike the ECB, although the US Federal Reserve is formally 
independent, it is subject to legal oversight and influence by 
the US government. So the ECB is not independent of every-
body. It is independent of the working class, obviously, and it 
is even independent of the European bourgeoisies and of all 
the European governments, the European “Parliament”, the 
European Council, the European Commission, and so on. But 
it is dependent, in part, on the US Federal Reserve, which in 
turn is dependent on the US government. A government that 
expresses the best interests of US finance capital.  
The ECB’s evolution is therefore first and foremost dictated 
by the decisions of Mr Trump, and Mr Obama before him; in 
other words, by the most powerful capitalism in the world. 
And the EU’s leadership is no different. The proof, as the dis-
cussion in our conference has shown, is that all the workers 
of Europe understand each other, especially because – 
broadly speaking – we are all facing the same plans. Nothing 
looks more like the labour law reform in France than the la-
bour law reform in Italy or in Belgium. Nothing looks more 
like the privatisation of the railways in Britain than the pri-
vatisation of the railways in France. Nothing looks more like 
the attacks on healthcare in Germany than the attacks on 
healthcare elsewhere, and so on. It is logical.  
 

Behind the “discussions”  
between Macron and Merkel 
Take Mr Macron, the French President, who is getting a lot 
of attention. He keeps repeating: “We need to move beyond 
the current stage of the EU, we need true European economic 
governance, a European budget…” As if US imperialism in-
tended to let a united European competing power be 
formed! Macron tries to sell this project to the German bour-
geoisie, which is much more powerful than the French bour-
geoisie. The German bourgeoisie, and its spokesperson Mer-
kel (who is a realist), say: we don’t see what there is to gain. 
Then Macron, in an attempt to convince the German bour-
geoisie, addresses it in these terms: “Wake up, France has 
changed, it is making these long-awaited reforms and will 
continue to do so.” That’s what the European Union is: the 
“reforms” so long-awaited…by capital!  
Tietmeyer said in 1997: “The only adjustment variable will be 
the cost of labour.” Twenty years later, Macron is basically 
saying: “Look how we have attacked the cost of labour, so 
you German capitalists can trust us.” For all that, the German 
bourgeoisie still don’t trust him. But there is a basis of truth 
in what Macron is saying: every government in France over 
the last 30 years has been committed to driving down “la-
bour costs”, and they have all implemented the European di-
rectives. We all remember the so-called “left-wing transposi-
tion” of the European directive on energy privatisation in 
2000, by a government in France that included ministers 
from the Socialist Party, the Communist Party, the Greens, 
and even Jean-Luc Melenchon, who was part of that “left-
wing” government. That so-called “left-wing transposition” 
resulted in the privatisation of the public gas and electricity 
company. The Greek comrades could add, based on the ex-
perience of Tsipras’s SYRIZA government, that any attempt 
to implement a different policy, but without calling into 
question the framework of the European treaties, at the end 
of the day results in applying those treaties. 



28 The Internationale n°10 – May 2018 
 
Reponses to some objections 
Since we are militant labour activists, we all set the objective 
of a different kind of government and policies, policies that 
are favourable to the workers’ interests. So we are all faced 
with the same question: break with the EU, or not? This 
raises a number of other questions: if we break with the EU, 
won’t there be another disaster, terrible currency devalua-
tion and inflation, with everybody losing their purchasing 
power?  
To this objection, we would point out that in Portugal, Spain 
and Greece, there have been real disasters in the last few 
years: millions of both retirees and wage-earners have found 
themselves deprived of any wealth and forced to beg in the 
streets…without leaving the euro. So there is no need to 
leave the euro for disasters to happen. Rather, the opposite 
is true. 
Sometimes, another objection can be heard: “What do you 
want, to go back to the franc (France’s national currency be-
fore the euro)?” We would therefore be caught in a dilemma 
between the euro (still rather European) or a return to the 
franc in the company of the far-right. Do we have to accept 
the artificial alternatives fabricated by our class adversaries? 
The normal imagination of the average worker goes beyond 
two options: the euro or the franc.  
We can imagine other options, for example that the peoples 
reclaim their sovereignty and decide not only to break with 
the existing treaties, but to build new relations on an equal 
basis with all the people of Europe, including to lay the foun-
dations of a workers’ currency, the course of which would 
not be determined by Washington, but by the needs of the 
workers and peoples of Europe, by the need to build social 
housing, to have more teachers, more nursing staff in the 
hospitals, more postal workers, more railworkers, an option 
where currency would once again become the tool of a sov-
ereign policy of sovereign nations that answers the needs of 
the working classes, including co-operation, collaboration 
and joint action by all of the peoples of Europe. 
There is nothing outlandish about this option; it has already 
been expressed in the past. 
 

There is a world to be built 
In any case, it indicates that we cannot remain confined by 
the kind of ultimatum that is given to the workers: “Either 
this, or that.” No, there is a world to be built, but one way or 
another it will involve putting those straitjackets into ques-
tion. 
To conclude, I would like to give my view on the proposal 
submitted to this conference to hold an internationalist rally 
next year in Strasbourg. Why? There are elections to the Eu-
ropean “Parliament” in 2019. We are all of us engaged in var-
ious organisations, and some of those here today will be 
campaigning in those elections for this or that party, others 
perhaps will not campaign. But whichever campaign each of 
us might be engaged in, one fact is beyond dispute: the Eu-
ropean “Parliament” is a sock-puppet, it is a fake “Parlia-
ment”. Therefore, to give ourselves the means to all meet up 
together in a mass internationalist rally in Strasbourg (one of 
the two seats of the European “Parliament”), in a city that is 
as much German as it is French and sits on the French-Ger-
man border, is to allow us to regroup all those who, like us in 
the labour movement, consider that “This Europe is not our 
Europe”, all those who are in favour of “a Europe of the work-
ers and peoples”, who reject those institutions that act as a 
front for the real decision-makers, and who counterpose to 
them the aspiration for genuine unity of the workers and 
peoples of Europe. 

_________________________________ 
(1) Belarus, Belgium, Britain, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ire-
land, Italy, Macedonia, Portugal, Romania, Serbia, the Spanish State 
(Catalonia, Basque Country and Galicia), Switzerland and Turkey. 
(2) Hans Tietmeyer, speaking at the 1st European Equity Traders Con-
vention of the Federation of European Stock Exchanges, Frankfurt (Ger-
many), 16 June 1997:“By dispensing with the exchange rate, the partic-
ipating countries will be doing without the mechanism which they were 
previously able to use to cushion differences between countries in terms 
of inflation, productivity or the growth of government debt. In the euro 
currency area, there will be no comprehensive financial adjustment 
scheme in support of economically weaker countries. (…) The burden of 
adjustment in the case of changes in productivity and demand will lie 
almost exclusively with national labour costs.” 
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History of the North African Star  
1936-7: The Popular Front dissolves the ENA (Part Two) 
 
In the previous issue of The Internationale, we 
published the first part of a dossier put together and 
commented upon by our OCRFI comrades in 
Morocco: “Revisiting a history of the Maghreb: The 
North African Star”. 
In Part One, we reviewed the origins and setting-up 
of The North African Star (ENA) “under the direct 
impetus of the October 1917 Revolution”, tracing its 
roots in the Intercolonial Union (UIC) and the 
Committee of North African Workers (CONA) and its 
promotion through the policy of the Communist 
International and its French section.  
The CONA led directly to the birth of the ENA in 
1926 as an organisation of the workers of Algeria, 
Morocco and Tunisia, building on the actively 
expressed solidarity of those three peoples with the 
Rif uprising in Morocco against Spanish and French 
imperialisms. But through its links with the French 
Communist Party, in the late 1920s the ENA had to 
come to terms with the degeneration of the USSR 
and the rise of counter-revolutionary Stalinism. As 
early as the International Congress Against Colonial 
Oppression and Imperialism, held in Brussels in 
February 1927, where Messali Hadj delivered a 
speech on behalf of the ENA in which he called for 
political rights, the abolition of the Native Code and 
complete independence for Algeria, relations with 
the Stalinised leadership of the French Communist 
Party began to chill. Basically because the latter, like 
the Communist International leadership, was 
hostile to the development of a genuine workers’ 
organisation that continued to grow in size and 
strength among North African workers, initially 
among migrants and then in the Maghreb itself.  
As early as 1927, Messali “firmly believed (…) 
especially at the organisational level, in his capacity 
to build The Star as a mass organisation. [The ENA’s 
newspaper] L’Ikdam [Courage] had a print-run of 
8,000 and was starting to be distributed in North 
Africa. Recruitment was intensifying and membership 
was growing fast: in February 1927, the ENA had 
3,000 members, a figure that had grown to 3,500 by 
the end of that year” (1). Some ten years later, the 
ENA was confronted by Stalinism’s counter-
revolutionary policy in France in the form of the 
Popular Front policy. As Trotsky pointed out in the 
Transitional Programme: “By betraying the 
international proletarian revolution for the sake of 

friendship with the ‘democratic’ slavemasters, the 
Comintern could not avoid also betraying 
simultaneously the liberation struggle of the colonial 
peoples, and, indeed, with even greater cynicism than 
the Second International did before it. One of the 
tasks of People’s Front and ‘national defence’ politics 
is to turn hundreds of millions of people from the 
colonial population into cannon fodder for 
‘democratic’ imperialism.” This betrayal forms the 
focus of this Part Two of our study of the history of  
The North African Star. 

 
Hopes vested in the Popular Front 
 

ressured by the Stalinist leaders of the French 
Communist Party (CP), in 1935 a reluctant Messali finally 
agreed to the ENA joining the Popular Front (2). 
Recruiting its members among the proletariat of 

Maghrebi origin who had migrated to mainland France, the ENA 
had regularly demonstrated in 1934 and 1935 alongside the 
French workers and their organisations in response to the riot by 
far-right leagues on 6 February 1934. On 14 July 1935, 7,000 
Maghrebi workers together with the ENA participated in a 
500,000-strong march by the French working-class 
organisations, which was the starting-point for the Popular 
Assembly that sealed the alliance between the main working-
class organisations (Socialist Party, CP, and the CGT and CGTU 
trade union confederations) and the representative of the 
imperialist bourgeoisie, the Radical Party. The National 
Committee of the Popular Assembly asked the ENA – which had 
become a member – to spell out its programme. The ENA 
reaffirmed its position in favour of independence for the three 
countries of the Maghreb, reminding the working-class member 
organisations of the Popular Front that “those organisations 
which support Ethiopia (3) cannot deny to North Africans the 
hope of one day freeing themselves and putting an end to the 
hateful colonial system”. But the ENA’s members were greatly 
disappointed when they learned of the position adopted by the 
Popular Front in January 1936, calling for the setting-up of a 
“parliamentary committee of inquiry into the situation in North 
Africa”. In a letter to the Popular Assembly published in the 
ENA’s newspaper El Ouma [The Nation], the organisation stated:  
“The North African Star joined the Popular Assembly as soon as 
it was created. Admitted as a member organisation, it marched 
on 14 July 1935 at the head of 7,000 North African workers and 
intellectuals. It shouted the slogans “Bread,  
Peace and Liberty!” (4), it asked that these should also be applied 
to North Africa, and took the oath to remain united with the 
organisations of the Popular Front whatever happens, in 
happiness and in adversity. During that march, it met with 
sympathy, and raised the enthusiasm of the people of Paris.  

P 
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(…) Within the Popular Front, our organisation wants to defend 
the democratic freedoms that are being threatened by the 
seditionists. It is also fighting for those freedoms to be extended 
to North Africa. It should be remembered that the North African 
Star is neither an anti-Jewish organisation nor an anti-French 
organisation, as some ill-informed people have said. It groups 
together North African workers and struggles for national and 
social emancipation. It is also responsible for the workers’ 
defence in France when they are bullied by management or 
struck off the unemployment register. It has no racial prejudice 
whatsoever, and fights against imperialism, the creator of 
poverty and ignorance. (…) 
But how disappointed it was to read the programme of the 
Popular Front! In fact, in that programme, the Popular Front 
provides for the setting-up of a parliamentary committee of 
inquiry into the situation in North Africa. 
We all know through experience what a committee of inquiry 
does: it compiles voluminous dossiers which are then filed away 
in the archives. Besides, does the Popular Front need to set up a 
committee of inquiry to ascertain the appalling situation of the 
indigenous peoples in North Africa? Is it not aware that a regime 
of dictatorship exists in Tunisia? That the Algerian people is 
suffering from a deep malaise, and that Morocco is experiencing 
a crisis which requires immediate measures? 
Is it not aware that in all three countries, there are deportees and 
political prisoners? That freedom of the press, freedom of 
assembly and freedom of association do not exist in those 
countries? Is it not aware of the poverty and ignorance of the 
indigenous populations who have been expropriated and 
exploited by colonialism? (…) Also, we call on the National 
Committee of the Popular Assembly and its member 
organisations to look squarely at the colonial problem, provide 
clear-cut and courageous solutions to it, and above all to support 
our immediate demands, which are simply the most basic 
freedoms needed by every human being.” (5)  
 
A programme of immediate demands for North Africa… 
One month later, in February 1936, the ENA, the Committee for 
the Defence of Freedoms in Tunisia and the Committee for the 
Defence of Moroccan Interests presented a Charter of Demands, 
a “programme of immediate demands for North Africa, 
addressed to the Popular Front”. 
In order to avoid rejection, the question of national 
independence was not included. But a number of social and 
democratic demands in favour of the North African populations 
suffering under the colonial yoke were stated. 
“In submitting our immediate demands to you today, we wish to 
believe that we are contributing towards preparing the path to 
that good and useful policy of understanding, which is the only 
policy capable of conveying the North African peoples into the 
evolution which they count on achieving with the help of the 
French people. Finally, we would like to point out that our most 
urgent demands consist of asking that the Moroccans, Algerians 
and Tunisians be granted freedom of association and freedom of 
expression in both languages, French and Arabic, so that they 
can legally express their legitimate grievances and aspirations. 
Citizens, there is not only a pressing need for this, it is an 
indispensable condition for any work of mutual understanding 
and a fair application of the traditional principles which you have 
inherited from the Revolution and which must remain your code 
in your relations with the colonial peoples.”  
Among the political demands, the North African organisations 
pointed out that “a Popular Front government should be 
determined to abandon the privileged race policy which so far 

has inspired all legislation and administrative organisation in the 
colonies”, on which basis they asked for “a broad amnesty 
covering all deportees, exiles and political prisoners, whichever 
party they belong to” and “the abolition of all the special laws 
and all the special measures such as: the Berber Dahir [decree] 
in Morocco; the Native Code and the forestry laws in Algeria; all 
of the wicked decrees in Tunisia”, but also the basic democratic 
rights that were recognised under French law but denied to the 
colonised populations (freedom of the press, freedom of 
assembly, freedom of association, freedom of expression, trade 
union rights, equal rights in the military services, etc.).  
The Charter also put forward social demands, in particular: free 
compulsory primary education; school teaching in Arabic; the 
application in North Africa of all the gains made by the French 
working class (social insurance system, unemployment system, 
40-hour working week, etc.); an end to foreclosure sales of 
property and collective expropriations for the benefit of official 
colonisation; a debt moratorium for fellahs [peasant small 
farmers], craftspeople and small retailers; etc. 
 
…rejected by the Popular Front, the guarantor of the French 
colonial empire 
But the Popular Front was an alliance between the working-class 
parties and a faction of the imperialist bourgeoisie, which meant 
the subordination of those parties to the interests of protecting 
the colonial empire. Even these “modest demands” as described 
in the Charter were too much. 
Faced with this obstinate rejection by the leaders of the working-
class parties (the SFIO and CP), the ENA leaders decided to 
radicalise their positions, and in particular to oppose the 
“assimilation” policy through which French colonialism sought 
to rely on the indigenous bourgeois and petty-bourgeois forces 
in order to deny the existence of sovereign nations in Algeria, 
Morocco and Tunisia. In spring 1936, speaking at the funeral of 
an Algerian worker, Messali declared: “The only solution to the 
problem is the complete emancipation of North Africa, and we 
say frankly that we desire and wish to see that emancipation 
achieved through the effective help of France, taking into 
account our common interests.” 
On 3 May 1936, the Popular Front coalition won the legislative 
elections. Leon Blum, leader of the Socialist Party-SFIO, formed 
a government with the bourgeois Radical Party, and was 
supported in Parliament by the Communist Party as it applied 
the “popular front” policy of Stalin and the bureaucracy.  
To justify his policy of subordination to the imperialist 
bourgeoisie, Leon Blum stated on 31 May: “Not only does the 
Socialist Party not have a majority, the proletarian parties do not 
have one either. There is no Socialist majority; there is no 
proletarian majority. There is a Popular Front majority, of which 
the programme of the Popular Front is the point of intersection. 
Our mandate, our duty, is to accomplish and execute that 
programme.” A programme which, let us repeat, guaranteed 
private ownership of the means of production and therefore 
guaranteed the capitalist exploitation of the workers in France, 
just as it guaranteed the colonial yoke at the expense of the 
oppressed peoples of the “French Empire”. 
The French workers did not see matters in this way, and as far as 
the working class was concerned the Popular Front’s electoral 
victory was the signal that things had to change radically: strikes 
combined with factory sit-ins spread throughout the country, 
and the Maghrebi proletarians took part in these actions like 
every other worker. Leon Trotsky wrote at that time: “The French 
Revolution has begun”. On 24 May 1936, an ENA rally at the 
Communards’ Wall in Père-Lachaise Cemetery brought together 
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10,000 Maghrebi workers of the Paris region in a double tribute 
to the Paris Commune of 1871 and the anti-colonial Mokrani 
Revolt, which took place in Algeria that same year. In June 1936, 
El Ouma condemned the fact that “the government made up of 
yesterday’s comrades is responding to the cries of anguish by the 
North African people by sending them Commissions”.  
Indeed, the Blum government sought to rely on the support of 
the Algerian Muslim Congress (CMA), a composite regroupment 
of which one faction – notably supported by the CP’s Algerian 
radio station – took a position in favour of “assimilationism”, in 
other words of justifying the colonial yoke by denying the 
existence of an Algerian nation. This position was energetically 
fought against by the ENA, just as the ENA was to oppose the 
Blum-Violette proposal.  
“Violette had been Governor General of Algeria in 1924. L. Blum 
drew up with him a proposal for assimilation that gave French 
citizenship – without renouncing one’s personal Koranic status – 
to around 20,000 educated indigenous people. Given a 
favourable reception by the “Elected” (6) and a more reservedly 
favourable one by the Ulema (7), the proposal was categorically 
rejected and fought against by Messali, who saw in it “a new 
instrument of colonialism, in keeping with France’s usual 
methods, designed to divide the Algerian people, to separate 
the elite from the masses”. As for the CP, which up to that point 
had described the Violette proposal as a bribe by imperialism to 
buy off the Elected, it gave the proposal its firm support, 
regarding it as “the first step on the path to greater political 
liberties for the colonial peoples”.” (8)  
On 14 July 1936, as part of the traditional march in which the 
working-class organisations participated, a strong contingent of 
5,000 Maghrebi workers marched in response to a call by the 
ENA on slogans which were clearly in favour of national 
emancipation: “Free North Africa, free Syria, free the Arab 
world!” 
On 23 July, a delegation of the Algerian Muslim Congress carried 
out a tour in France to validate the “assimilationist” position and 
combat the aspiration of the Algerian masses for independence. 
The delegation was received by Blum and the Radicals, and by 
Maurice Thorez on behalf of the Central Committee of the 
Stalinist party. But even from the point of view of the 
“assimilationists”, the position of maintaining the colonial 
empire which was part of the common programme shared by all 
of the component parts of the Popular Front left no room for 
manoeuvre., One disillusioned member of the delegation, Ben 
Badis, said on his return to Algiers: “We came back with empty 
hands, and they are still empty.” 
 
Messali’s speech at the Algiers municipal stadium 
On 2 August, the CMA delegation gave a report on its tour to 
20,000 Algerians in the municipal stadium in Algiers. Their 
intention was to have the crowd acclaim the attachment of 
Algeria to France. Messali Hadj, who had travelled back on the 
same ship as the CMA members, asked to speak; the 
embarrassed organisers on the platform finally gave him 10 
minutes. He then gave his famous speech, counterposing the 
election of a sovereign Constituent Assembly to the 
“assimilationist” endeavour. 
“On behalf of the North African Star, I bring you the fraternal 
greetings and solidarity of the 200,000 North Africans who live 
in France. Out of respect for our national language, the Arabic 
language which we all cherish and admire, and also for the 
nobility of the brave and generous Algerian people, I must 
express myself, after 12 years of exile, in my mother tongue. 
Standing before you, I am happy and deeply satisfied to be able 

to have official contact with you and take the opportunity 
offered to me to tell you how happy and moved I am to step onto 
the soil of our ancestors, and tell you how much I have suffered 
in my soul for having been far away from my homeland for so 
long. 
Of course, we approve the immediate demands, which are 
modest and legitimate, contained in the Charter of Demands 
which was presented to the Popular Front government, and 
which we will support with all our power in order to see them 
realised, despite their weaknesses, because we are very 
interested in even the smallest, most minute demand if it 
contributes towards relieving the poverty of this unfortunate 
population. 
Here, I give my commitment on behalf of my organisation and in 
front of the venerable Sheikh Ben Badis, to do everything 
humanly possible to support these demands and serve the noble 
cause which we all champion. But we say frankly and 
categorically that we disapprove of the Charter of Demands with 
respect to the attachment of our country to France and 
parliamentary representation. 
In fact, today our country is administratively attached to France 
and is dependent on its central authority. But this attachment is 
the consequence of a brutal conquest, followed by a military 
occupation currently being conducted by the 19th Army Corps, 
to which the people has never agreed. 
Now, the attachment referred to in the Charter of Demands is 
asked for voluntarily, on behalf of a Congress which supposedly 
represents the unanimous voice of the Algerian people. As a 
result, there is a fundamental difference between the 
attachment of our country against our will, and the voluntary 
attachment agreed to willingly at the Congress held in Algiers on 
7 June (a Congress that was rushed through in the space of three 
hours). We too are children of the Algerian people, and we will 
never accept that our country be attached to another country 
against its will; we do not wish, under any pretext, to mortgage 
the future of the Algerian people and its hope for national 
freedom. That future belongs to the generation to come, and 
that generation alone has the right to decide how it intends to 
manage its fate and its destiny. We are also against 
parliamentary representation for several reasons. And we are in 
favour of the suppression of the Financial Delegations and the 
Government General, and for the creation of an Algerian 
Parliament elected by universal suffrage, without distinction of 
race or religion. 
This Algerian national Parliament, once established, will work 
under the direct control of the people and for the people. We 
believe, for our part, that this is the only way for the Algerian 
people to express itself freely and frankly, safe from all 
administrative oppression and intrigue. It is not possible for me, 
in the little time I have here, to say to the generous people of 
Algeria everything I would like to say; I have already exceeded 
the time allocated to me by the honourable delegation. However, 
I would like to draw your attention by asking you, my brothers, 
to understand, to reflect and to really examine, without 
impetuosity, the issue for our country that is being played out 
before us. Though very tired and depressed by a terrible sea-
crossing, I came here the moment I disembarked, and I would 
not like to leave this platform before expressing to you all my joy 
and emotion at being here with all of you, standing on the soil of 
our homeland. Finally, before I end my contribution, I thank the 
honourable delegation who were kind enough to allow me to 
speak from this platform. 
A short while ago, I heard the speakers who came before me say 
how much consideration and goodwill was shown to them when 
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they were received in France by the Popular Front government. I 
do not wish to discuss or diminish the atmosphere in which that 
reception took place, but I do say that the Algerian people owe 
it to themselves to be vigilant. It is not enough to send a 
delegation to present a programme of demands and delude 
oneself over the reception received, and then expect things to 
happen just like that. 
My brothers, now is not the time to sleep soundly at night, 
thinking that all the action is over, because it has only just begun. 
You need to organise, to unite within your organisations in order 
to be strong, to be respected, and to ensure that your powerful 
voice can be heard on the other side of the Mediterranean. For 
the freedom and the rebirth of Algeria, group in massive 
numbers around your national organisation; the North African 
Star will defend and guide you on the road to emancipation. 
I end by shouting: Down with the Native Code! Down with the 
Emergency Law and race hate! Long live the Algerian people, 
and long live the North African Star!” 
(Speech printed in El Ouma, Issue no.42, 26 August 1936). 
Messali ended his speech by picking up a handful of dirt from 
the stadium floor and brandishing it, declaring: “This land is not 
for sale! This land, my brothers, its heirs are here! It is offered 
neither for sale like a carpet nor for mortgage, and the North 
African Star will be vigilant about this!” This speech, delivered in 
Algiers to an enthusiastic crowd, marked the entry of the ENA – 
an organisation formed among an émigré population – into 
Algeria’s national territory. 
 
“Let the Spanish Popular Front declare the independence of 
Spanish Morocco!” 
From the point of view of the Popular Front government, to 
which fell the task of defending the colonial empire, this was the 
straw that broke the camel’s back. The time had come for 
repression. It was the Stalinist apparatus, the mercenary 
apparatus serving the interests of the counter-revolutionary 
policy of the bureaucracy in the USSR, which took the lead (just 
as it had taken the lead, faced with the general strike in France, 
to peddle the line that “no, everything is not possible”).  
A few days before Messali delivered the words that would live 
on in history, in July 1937 the coup d’état by General Franco 
began in Spain’s colonial possessions in Morocco. The coup 
immediately provoked the armed resistance of the workers and 
peasants throughout Spain. But in January 1936, with impending 
elections in mind, the main working-class leaderships in Spain 
had also sealed a Popular Front pact. As soon as the coup was 
launched, the Stalinist and social-democratic leaders who had 
subordinated themselves to the defence of private ownership 
counterposed the “Republican camp” to “fascism”, while the 
workers and peasants themselves sought the path of the 
proletarian revolution as the only means of beating fascism. In 
France, the Popular Front demanded that everybody line up 
“alongside the Republic” (without, however, supplying it with 
even the smallest load of weapons). The ENA activists refused to 
be turned into a force for backing up the Madrid regime, which 
– although it declared itself to be democratic – refused to free 
Morocco from the colonial yoke.  
In its September-October 1936 edition, El Ouma declared: 
“Some people need to know that we do not want to always be 
taken for fools! The 1914 War was enough to teach us that 
lesson! Some people need to know that we are not complacent 
mercenaries. If we must fight, we want to know for whom and 
for what we are fighting! We are asking the question, and we 
need an answer. And an answer with actions, not promises. The 
lives of Algerians are just as dear as the lives of others. If they 

must be sacrificed, they want to know for what and for whom!” 
El Ouma added: “We will not serve as shock-troops for any party. 
Our bodies are not for sale, any more than our souls. If one day 
we must die, gentlemen, know that it will not be for your cause, 
nor will it be for any ideal other than our own! (…) As for the 
fascist danger in general, and the danger in Spain in particular, 
we also believe we have found a very simple remedy: if the 
Spanish Popular Front is worried at this point, the Spanish 
Popular Front needs only to declare the independence of Spanish 
Morocco!” 
It is obvious that such a declaration – barely 13 years after the 
crushing of the Rif Republic jointly by French and Spanish 
imperialism – would probably have radically changed the course 
of the Spanish revolution, and beyond that the course of history. 
An uprising by the oppressed masses in Morocco would certainly 
have broken up the army led by Generals Franco and Mola (who 
relied on “native battalions”). For its part, the Trotskyist group in 
Spain declared: “We support the right of the national minorities 
to freely decide their own destiny and the right of the Moroccan 
people to freedom, including separation [from Spain]. Morocco 
for the Moroccans! As soon as this slogan is proclaimed publicly, 
there will be an insurrectionary ferment which will bring with it 
the breakdown of the fascist mercenary army.” 
A delegation of Moroccan nationalists from the Moroccan 
Action Committee went so far as to travel to Spain in August 
1936 to plead this cause to the Republican leadership. In keeping 
with their internationalist and anti-colonialist position, the 
Trotskyist militant activists not only supported this initiative but 
also participated in the delegation, in the person of David 
Rousset (representative in Morocco of the Internationalist 
Workers Party (POI), the party which was fighting in France for 
the Fourth International).  
Although the Moroccan delegation had no problem whatsoever 
in convincing the Central Committee of Anti-Fascist Militias and 
the Generalitat [Catalan government] in Barcelona, on the other 
hand it was ultimately refused a meeting with the central 
government led by Largo Caballero and supported by the 
Stalinists. In his 2016 book Révolution dans la guerre d’Espagne 
(1930-1939) [Revolution in the War in Spain, 1930-9], Wilebaldo 
Solano, a former leader of the Workers’ Party of Marxist 
Unification (POUM) (9), commented that organising an uprising 
by the masses in Morocco against Spanish colonial rule (with all 
the risks that this implied for French colonial rule in Morocco) 
would have been “evidently against the interests of the western 
democracies that were concerned about their hold on their 
colonial empire. As the Popular Front was the guarantor of the 
unity of Spanish territory, the offer [by the Moroccan 
nationalists] was rejected.” The proposal by the Moroccan 
nationalists threatened to strike a blow against the colonial 
possessions of the Spanish bourgeoisie, hence to private 
ownership, and this is why the Popular Front and all of its 
protagonists rejected it. In this way, the Popular Front in Spain 
deliberately turned its back on an initiative “which could have 
changed the course of the confrontation between the Republic 
and international fascism”, Solano added.  
 
Stalinist slanders and provocations 
In France, the ENA’s refusal to support the colonial power in the 
name of the “anti-fascist struggle” was the pretext seized upon 
by the Stalinist apparatus in France to begin a vicious campaign 
against the ENA. Just as all those in France and Spain who, from 
the point of view of the working class, opposed the alliance with 
the bourgeoisie (the Trotskyist militant activists, obviously, but 
also some anarchists, left-wing socialists and others) were 
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slandered, described as “Hitlero-Trotskyists” and hounded, so 
were the ENA’s activists accused of being “Hitlerites” and guilty 
of “collusion with fascism and with Franco”. A few months later, 
the “theoretical” organ of the French Stalinists said the 
following: “Those who – having understood nothing or having 
wanted to understand nothing about the political situation in 
France and the world – would like to see the colonial peoples rise 
up this very day in a violent struggle against French democracy, 
on the pretext of independence, in reality are working for the 
victory of fascism and the strengthening of the enslavement of 
the colonial peoples” (10). 
This campaign was to reach its climax in the use of State 
repression by the Popular Front government. The North African 
Star, a founding member of the Popular Assembly in July 1935, 
was dissolved on 26 January 1937… by the Popular Front 
government, making use of the 1935 Régnier decree on the 
“repression of anti-national demonstrations against French 
sovereignty in Algeria”. Two days before the ban, the Stalinist 
security detail had physically expelled ENA activists from a CMA 
meeting just after they started to sing the anthem of 
independence… 
As far as Imache Amar, one of the ENA’s leaders, was 
concerned: “The collaboration by the leaders of the workers’ 
parties is not a guarantee; rather it constitutes a threat to both 
the workers and the colonised peoples”. The Popular Front was 
“just words like all the others; it refused to grant rights to the 
Riffians and it tolerated the [Italian] conquest of Ethiopia. It was 
the French Popular Front that dissolved our organisation and 
gagged us. This was to be expected and was logical, since it is 
always the imperialist bourgeoisie who govern, whether they call 
themselves left-wing or right-wing”. 
 
“They have betrayed us!” 
 “They have betrayed us!”, wrote Imache Amar in a special 
edition of El Ouma dated 29 January 1937. 
“The Popular Front is a traitor! The Popular Front has sacrificed 
one of its members with the support of the Communists! The 
North African Star, member of the Popular Front, has just been 
dissolved by that same Popular Front! The political party [French 
CP] which was the keenest to make an alliance with us and on 
which many of our members thought they could rely has become 
our fiercest adversary and an accomplice of the government that 
has just dissolved us. The most senseless and unjustified attacks 
were simply intended to prepare public opinion for the terrible 
blow which the government was preparing to deliver against an 
organisation of the Muslim workers. 
Benali Boukortt, who was lined up to be put in charge in Algeria 
(11), was given the task by his masters to begin the attack, and 
the stupidest accusations were printed in black and white, first 
in Lutte Sociale and then in L’Humanité. (12) “Hitlerites”, we who 
have fought against fascism and have suffered more from it than 
any other organisation or party? “Hitlerites”, we who stood at 
the workers’ shoulder from the very first? We who have 
demonstrated alongside the people and have supported its 
struggle in all circumstances? Come on now, Messrs “Proletarian 
Comrades”! There is not a single sensible and honest worker who 
could believe your claptrap. Rather, just say that you have taken 
the place of imperialism or that you have agreed to wear its 
livery and that you have become chauvinists of the worst kind, 
allies of colonialism. Besides, we have suspected this for a long 
time, and it is only a mystery to blind people or fanatics. Because, 
after all, the programme of the North African Star dates from 
1926. Since then, you have known its programme and also its 
leaders. Knowing this, you had approved it through your 

statements. Better still, you had supported and defended it 
through your lawyers, right up to June 1936. In other words, all 
the time you were not in power. In other words, before you 
started singing The Marseillaise and before those whom you 
called “thugs” became “general comrades”. Changes? Of course, 
there have been changes, but not with us. If you took a bit of a 
break from your preoccupation with “national defence”, you 
would perhaps remember that your old doctrine was for defence 
of the oppressed and liberation of the colonies. But that was 
back when you were against the bourgeoisie and against war. 
Today, you yourselves have become bourgeois and you are more 
qualified than anyone for arming your homeland to the teeth 
and oppressing your slaves.This was unexpected, many of our 
members do not believe their eyes. But everybody will be obliged 
to face the facts. Everybody will also be able to have a taste of 
the paradise that awaits us when you will be completely in 
power, when the Soviet will reign supreme. 
Our compatriots are already realising this, in some factories 
where they are having to choose between the party card as well 
as the trade union card, or the door. And the shadow of the 
unfortunate Acherchour has barely disappeared (13) and you are 
calling North Africans “anti-French” in the workers’ newspaper. 
This is not only effrontery, it is pure cynicism, and it is a horrible 
provocation aimed at our brothers. By branding as fascists the 
very people who have attracted the hatred of fascism, you are 
only provoking antagonism between French and Algerian 
workers. But perhaps this no longer worries you. The fascist 
danger has no doubt been dismissed now. 
Fraternity with “the North African comrades” was good when 
that danger threatened. Back then, the contribution of the North 
African Star was excellent. You admitted us into the Popular 
Front. But now, you need to bury us, and to do this you need to 
make us out to be rabid dogs. It may be, Messrs “Defenders of 
the Oppressed”, that you have your hand on your weapon. Strike, 
but strike hard, because we do not die easily. Others, as you 
know, have already hit out a fair bit, but without any result; your 
blows, even delivered so treacherously, will only make us more 
vigorous. And whatever the result of the fight, we will be the 
victors. 
First of all, because Algeria and the Algerians are ours, and 
secondly because French public opinion itself will confound you 
and condemn you if your conscience does not punish you for 
having disowned your doctrine, trampled on your promises and 
betrayed the oath of 14 July 1935, “Bread, Peace and Liberty!”. 
“Liberty for all”, but you only want it for you and you alone.” 
 
“Only the Trotskyists were clearly in favour of independence 
for the oppressed peoples” 
Barely two months after the dissolution of the ENA, the Algerian 
People’s Party (PPA) was founded on 11 March 1937 in the Paris 
suburbs, at a time when its main leaders were in prison, and 
repression was unleashed. In his memoirs (14), Messali Hadj 
referred to the reaction in France to the dissolution of the ENA 
and the repression that followed against the PPA:  
“The Popular Front was in power when the PPA leaders were 
arrested, but can one say that all French people and all members 
of the Popular Front were responsible for this? No! The Socialist 
Party had expressed its disapproval of the measure and 
condemned the repression and our arrest. On the other hand, 
many French people, men and women, had opposed the 
repression and the arrests, while at that time very few of them 
were in favour of independence for the colonies. Of the 
organised people, in fact only the Trotskyists were clearly in 
favour of independence for the oppressed peoples. In a spirit of 
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friendship, we used to call those brave French people the ‘Baraka 
handful’.” (15) 
 
By way of a conclusion 
The long struggle for national emancipation by the countries of 
the Maghreb, which was betrayed by the apparatuses and 
especially by the Stalinist apparatus and its satellites, has led to 
the current situation, one of unachieved independence. In fact, 
the independence of our countries has not resulted in genuine 
sovereign Constituent Assembles, nor in genuine land reform, 
democratic and labour rights, and so on. It is to complete this 
struggle that today’s generations, the labour movement activists 
organised in the countries of the Greater Maghreb (16), must re-
appropriate their own history, as one element in helping 
towards constituting independent workers’ parties that will 
serve the struggle in favour of our North African countries 
breaking with the imperialist institutions (IMF, World Bank, but 
also the European Union and its Association Agreements with 
the Maghreb countries) that are ravaging the nations and 
pillaging our economic and natural resources, the struggle for 
the unreserved sovereignty of our countries, for democracy, and 
for the nationalisation of every sector of the economy. In so 
doing they will be able to revive the call by Abdelkrim El-Khattabi 
(17) (quoted in Part One of the dossier, in Issue No.9 of The 
Internationale) for the constitution of “a Grand Republic uniting 
all of the countries of North Africa” as free and sovereign 
republics. 

________________________ 
(1) Benjamin Stora, Messali Hadj, Paris: Le Sycomore, 1982. 
(2) In France, the term “Popular Front” refers: first to the joint political 
strategy ratified by the French Communist Party and the French Socialist 
Party (SFIO) in July 1934; then to the mass movement (Rassemblement 
Populaire, or Popular Assembly) constituted by the CP, SP and the trade 
union confederations, which was joined by the Radicals following the 
massive demonstration in July 1935 and in anticipation of the legislative 
elections in April-May 1936; and finally to the government formed by SFIO 
leader Leon Blum in May 1936, which collapsed in late 1938. 

(3) Fascist dictator Benito Mussolini’s Italy invaded Ethiopia on 3 October 
1935 and declared victory in May 1936. 
(4) The rallying cry of the Popular Front. 
(5) El Ouma, No.38, January-February 1936). 
(6) The pro-assimilation Fédération des Élus Indigènes [Federation of Elected 
Natives] was formed in 1926 by the Young Algerians, a group drawn from 
well-educated, middle-class Algerians. 
(7) The Association of Algerian Muslim Ulema (AOMA) was a cultural and 
religious movement which supported Islamic reformism. Its leadership 
consisted largely of middle-class men, most of whom were Arabic-speaking 
school teachers. Although formally opposed to assimilation, the AOMA did 
not support independence, instead supporting linguistic nationalism and 
loyalty to France. 
(8) Benjamin Stora, Messali Hadj. 
(9) The POUM was formed in 1935 by the fusion of the Communist Left of 
Spain (ICE), at that time the Spanish section of the International Left 
Opposition, and the Workers and Peasants Bloc (BOC), despite opposition by 
Leon Trotsky. Trotsky described POUM’s move in January 1936 to join the 
Popular Front as its “betrayal”, providing left-wing cover for Stalinism, the 
gravedigger of the Spanish Revolution. 
(10) Les Cahiers du bolchevisme [The Notebooks of Bolshevism], 20 May 
1937. 
(11) Benali Boukortt was a Moscow-trained cadre of the Algerian Communist 
Party (PCA), which was founded in October 1936 with the active support of 
the French CP. 
(12) Lutte Sociale [Social Struggle] was the newspaper published by the 
French CP for its Algerian region. L’Humanité was the French CP’s main 
agitational newspaper. 
(13) In early November 1936, a strike and sit-in began at a factory in Clichy 
(Paris region). A gang of strike-breakers attacked the strikers on 23 
November 1936. Tahar Archerchour, a striking worker of Algerian origin, was 
shot and died of his wounds the following day. His funeral was attended by 
200,000 people. 
(14) Messali Hadj, Les Memoires de Messali Hadj. J C Lattès, Paris, 1982. (15) 
In Islam, Baraka is a kind of continuity of spiritual presence and revelation 
that begins with God and flows through that and those closest to God. 
(16) The Maghreb is the region of North Africa that lies west of Egypt, 
covering five countries: Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia, Libya, and Mauritania and 
the disputed territory of Western Sahara. 
(17) Mohammed Ben Abdelkrim El-Khattabi (1882-1963), led the Riffian 
resistance against Spanish rule in northern Morocco from 1920 to 1926, with 
the aims of uniting the tribes of the Rif into an independent Republic of the 
Rif, dismantling the entire French-Spanish colonial project in Morocco, and 
introducing modern political reform. 
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A chronicle of revisionism 
 

“Everyone is a reformist” in a trade union? 
 
 
The national leadership of the Internationalist 
Communist Tendency (TCI), French section of 
the Fourth International and member of the Or-
ganising Committee for the Reconstitution of 
the Fourth International (OCRFI), met on 5 and 
6 May 2018. It adopted the general line of the 
report that was presented to it. Among several 
other questions, the report considered the bal-
ance-sheet of the Confederal Congress of one of 
France’s two biggest trade union confedera-
tions, the CGT-FO, and the policy that was de-
fended during that Congress by the representa-
tives of the revisionist centre. The Internatio-
nale publishes below an excerpt from the re-
port for its readers, offering for their reflection 
this new level reached by those who decided to 
organise a split in the Fourth International  
almost three years ago. 
 

his is a special time. In many respects, it presents the 
characteristics of at least the opening of a new phase, 
if not a full turning-point, from a subjective point of 

view. This relates to what happened recently during the Con-
gress of the reformist trade union confederation, and on a 
different level, to what we are in the process of achieving (to-
gether with others) for [the national demonstration in Paris 
on] 13 May. I think this marks a progression. Also, the open-
ing of a new phase in the political situation in France, espe-
cially with the upsurge of the railworkers’ strike and every-
thing that this redistributes in terms of the positioning of all 
the forces, and as a result, the opening of a new phase in the 
crisis of the political regime itself. 
To begin this report, I will start with a recent event: the 
speech delivered by Patrick Hébert at the CGT-FO Congress. 
I would like to point out straight away that this is not about 
attaching a special or disproportionate importance to the CCI 
(1) as such. But as soon as the press presents Patrick Hébert 
as the spokesperson of the “Trotskyists-Lambertists”, we 
need to explain – not for the press or Patrick Hébert, but for 
ourselves, our members, our sympathisers and the comrades 
around us – what Trotskyism really is, and to refer back to 
the tradition and the orientation which we assimilated from 
Pierre Lambert, at this moment in the crisis of the labour 
movement.  In his speech, Hébert stated: “Reformism is a po-
litical concept; as for me, I am a revolutionary, but revolution 

is not the role of the trade union. At the trade union level, we 
are all reformists, because our objective is to improve the ma-
terial conditions of the workers”. In Frantz Mehring’s biog-
raphy of Karl Marx – a new edition of which has just been 
published, which we are distributing – a lengthy biographical 
note by Gérard Bloch relates how Mehring broke with his re-
ligious education at a certain point. In an article entitled 
“Three = one?”, he explained that he had been obliged to 
break with religion when he realised that the mystery of the 
Holy Trinity – where three divinities were united into one – 
was such a source of “dislocation of the brain” that he pre-
ferred to put it out of his mind. Listening to that representa-
tive explain that he is “a revolutionary” right up to the trade 
union’s doorstep, then he becomes “a reformist” when he 
goes in, then “a revolutionary” once again when he comes 
out, one might fear a similar “dislocation of the brain”.  
In fact, there is nothing new under the sun: the Transitional 
Programme refers to so-called Marxists who are in favour of 
“socialism on major holidays” and consider that for the rest 
of the week, we need to just deal with the system as it is. 
 

A triple break 
That statement – “at the trade union level, we are all reform-
ists” – formulates a triple break which is important to analyse 
at a theoretical level. Firstly, a break with the Charter of Am-
iens (2), according to which the trade union includes the day-
to-day work of defending the material and moral interests of 
the wage-earner in an overall perspective: the perspective of 
the abolition of wage-earners and employers. This does not, 
of course, make the trade union a tool of the proletarian rev-
olution, but it includes the activity of the trade union within 
that perspective of emancipation. To state that the trade un-
ion means reforms, full stop, is to break with the content of 
the Charter of Amiens. 
Secondly, this CCI official breaks openly with the Transitional 
Programme, which unequivocally condemns the dead-end of 
reformism in the epoch of decaying capitalism and de-
nounces “the opportunistic character of the proletarian lead-
ership, its petty-bourgeois cowardice in front of the big bour-
geoisie and its treacherous links with it, even in its death ag-
ony.” 
In principle for Trotskyists, this question was resolved a long 
time ago. By fighting to defend labour reforms and to extend 
reforms in a progressive direction, the Trotskyists are fighting 
politically against reformism, particularly when its policies 
undermine and destroy reforms. One of the expressions of 
this today is participation in the consultation process (3). And 
if there is one thing that Pierre Lambert explained, ham-
mered home and repeated, in every way, it is this. The third 
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break is an open break with the politics of Lambert, who in 
all circumstances was committed to drawing the distinction 
between the reformist current (with which he could and 
knew how to reach agreements for defending the independ-
ence of the trade union organisation and/or for defending 
demands) and the class-struggle current. This statement by 
Hébert, delivered publicly to thousands of delegates, was in-
tended to erase any demarcation line between reformists 
and revolutionaries. We need to reflect on this. German so-
cial-democracy delivered its betrayal in August 1914. We had 
to wait until 1959, in a Congress in Bad Godesberg, for it to 
declare officially that, after all, the fight for socialism and col-
lective ownership of the means of production was no longer 
on the agenda. 
For the CCI, this happened much more quickly, taking just a 
few years. At least now they are saying it without shame: 
they are reformists. For our part, how would we formulate 
the issue in a discussion with a reformist comrade? “I am a 
revolutionary. You are a reformist. I am talking to you, a re-
formist, to say: in terms of the reforms which you claim to 
stand for, logic would demand that you commit to defending 
and extending the working class’s reforms, which would al-
low for social improvement from your reformist point of view. 
As far as I am concerned, as a revolutionary, I am committed 
to defending and extending the working class’s reforms with 
the aim of backing up the working class, of strengthening its 
cohesion, as an element of preparing for a head-on clash with 
the bourgeoisie. 
And as a revolutionary, I am talking to you, a reformist, to 
say: in terms of the reforms which you claim to stand for, you 
can only defend the Labour Code, the public pension schemes 
and the Social Security system; you cannot contribute to-
wards creating the conditions which would allow those re-
forms to be put into question, nor can you participate in dis-
mantling the reforms. Now, what is the consultation process, 
if not the framework for destroying reforms? That is why I as 
a revolutionary and you as a reformist, with objectives that 
are not identical, we can and must achieve an unwavering 
united front on the battlefield of defending and preserving 
the reforms, therefore of fighting against accompanying the 
counter-reforms, therefore of the fight for the independence 
of the trade union organisations.”  
We can engage in this language inside the trade union con-
federation led by the reformists as soon as we identify our-
selves clearly as revolutionaries, in the minority within a con-
federation which we do not try to lead and on which we do 
not seek to impose our positions.  But if I as a militant activist 
identify with the reformists, then I am identifying as a partic-
ipant in the leadership of the confederation and its appa-
ratus, more or less on an equal basis with all of its component 
parts. 
 
Reclaiming our history and our traditions 
At the moment, the dialogue that is underway is not aimed 
at a united front on one point in line with the needs of the 
working class, but at finding the lowest common denomina-
tor shared by all of the factions of the reformist apparatus. 
This might appear abstract. Let us take a concrete example. 
During her speech to the Confederal Congress, a railworker 
delegate explained one precise, simple, limited thing: the 

railworkers must not be left isolated. She posed the ques-
tion: can the confederation talk to the other union confeder-
ations and decide together on a day of strike action, mobili-
sation and demonstration, with one sole objective, making 
the government back down on the issue of the railways pact? 
This proposal, which matches a need of the working class, 
was appreciated by the delegates, who applauded her. Be-
cause the feeling that the strike must not be left isolated was 
shared by many workers, and undoubtedly by most of the 
delegates. 
On the other hand, the official of the railworkers federation 
gave a correct speech on the strike issue, concluding as fol-
lows: we need a day of interprofessional strike action. This 
classic proposal allows the apparatus to escape the pressure 
of the concrete class struggle that is being put on it by the 
railworkers’ strike, in the name of the eternal ritualistic for-
mulation of a “mandate given to the Executive Committee for 
the eventuality of a day of interprofessional strike action”, 
which defers any decision and leaves this in the hands of the 
apparatus. 
In one case, a speech which seeks – in the true meaning of 
the word – to make the pressure of the strike and the dele-
gates count in order to move in the direction of a policy of 
independence from the Macron government; and in the 
other case, a speech which contributes towards allowing the 
apparatus to escape the pressure of the immediate class 
struggle. 
In one case, it is the united front for which the revolutionar-
ies are fighting; in the other case, it is the search for the low-
est common denominator in order to allow the apparatus to 
muddy the waters and avoid the question. These are funda-
mental issues.  
Why is this clarification necessary? Not so much in relation 
to the CCI, however important it is to inform the whole Inter-
national of the fact that the CCI leadership defines itself as 
reformist, but this is not crucial. 
What is crucial is that this must be an opportunity for us to 
fully appreciate what our policy means, to completely re-
claim our history and our traditions, and to break loose from 
years of pressure-submission to the apparatuses. This is all 
the more important for the fact that we have reached a pre-
cise moment in the situation, one where, we must repeat, for 
the last year the working class of our country has been facing 
an offensive waged from outside and within its ranks, an un-
precedented offensive aimed at destroying it as an organised 
class, through the destruction of its organisations, beginning 
with its trade unions. I am choosing my words carefully.  
This is an old story. In Class Struggle and Globalisation (4), we 
demonstrated that as far as imperialism is concerned, the 
conditions for maintaining its rule – in its stage of decay – 
required the destruction of the working class and the value 
of its labour-power, hence of its organisations. This was a 
general orientation which began to be applied at that time. 
Since then, it has seen a significant expansion. For the last 
year in France, we have been facing a policy of which every 
aspect is aimed at destroying the working class and its organ-
isations. And when I say an offensive waged from outside and 
from within, people can well understand what this means: 
waged from outside by Macron’s imperialist government, 
and from within because it is being relayed within “the left” 
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and the labour organisations by the “populist dégagiste” cur-
rent. (5) Therefore, positioning in relation to the organisa-
tions of the working class and their defence is a crucial ques-
tion for the militant activists of the Fourth International. 
From this point of view, we need to reclaim some lessons of 
our history and some principles which flow from them. 
 

“Centres of organisation of the working class” 
First of all, on the question of reforms. Is there on one side  
reforms, the prerogative of the trade union, and on the 
other, the fight for the revolution, the prerogative of the po-
litical party? This is a commonly held conception, but it is nei-
ther correct nor in keeping with the history of the labour 
movement. It does not correspond with the traditions for 
which we stand. This does not mean that we need to move 
to a revolutionary syndicalist position, according to which 
the trade union can resolve the question of power. Simply, 
the relationship between reform and revolution is not estab-
lished by following a dividing line between trade union and 
political party.  
Let us take the First International. For the First General Con-
gress of the International Workingmen’s Association, held in 
Geneva in 1866, Marx posed the question of the relationship 
between the International and the trade unions in these 
terms: “The disunion of the workmen is created and perpetu-
ated by their unavoidable competition among themselves. 
Trades’ Unions originally sprang up from the spontaneous at-
tempts of workmen at removing or at least checking that 
competition, in order to conquer such terms of contract as 
might raise them at least above the condition of mere slaves. 
The immediate object of Trades’ Unions was therefore con-
fined to everyday necessities (…), to questions of wages and 
time of labour. This activity of the Trades’ Unions is not only 
legitimate, it is necessary. It cannot be dispensed with so long 
as the present system of production lasts. On the contrary, it 
must be generalised by the formation and the combination of 
Trades’ Unions throughout all countries. On the other hand, 
unconsciously to themselves, the Trades’ Unions were form-
ing centres of organisation of the working class (…). If the 
Trades’ Unions are required for the guerrilla fights between 
capital and labour, they are even more important as organ-
ised agencies for superseding the very system of wages la-
bour and capital rule.” (6) 
Allow me to insist on this point: struggles for demands are 
important, but from a historical perspective they are “guer-
rilla fights”. The role of the trade union is not limited to these 
necessary “guerrilla fights”; its role is to use those fights to 
constitute “centres of organisation” in order to hasten the 
abolition of wage-earners as a class. In other words, the fact 
that the trade union organises the working class as a class 
carries within it – beyond the demands and guerrilla fights – 
the outline features of the seizure of power by the working 
class. Its role is not: “I am a revolutionary outside the trade 
union, but then I take off my shoes and put on reformism’s 
slippers to wear inside”!  
It is the famous Charter of Amiens (which some people claim 
to stand for whist forgetting what it contains) that says: eve-
rything falls within the perspective of the abolition of wage-
earners and employers. At the same time, we know that in 
the imperialist epoch, the working class comes up against the 
fact that those organisations are permanently subjected to 
an attempt to integrate them into a corporatist system. 

The tendency towards integrating the trade unions into the 
State 
We are familiar with Trotsky’s 1940 document on Trade Un-
ions in the Epoch of Imperialist Decay. In it, he explained that 
“there is one common feature in the development, or more 
correctly the degeneration, of modern trade union organisa-
tions in the entire world: it is their drawing closely to and 
growing together with the state power.” The tendency to be 
integrated into the State results from social conditions, 
namely from the decay of imperialism and the fact the re-
formist and Stalinist leaderships – whose vocation is not to 
put an end to the bourgeois State – will seek to be integrated 
into this framework. 
Comrades, the passages I have just read out were quoted in 
the resolution adopted by the Central Committee of the 
French section in October 1990. Some of us here were 
among those who voted for that resolution, and even partic-
ipated in its drafting. At that time, it was a common point of 
reference for the whole of the leadership of the French sec-
tion. In 1990, we added the following commentary to those 
historical references: “Of course, the tendency towards inte-
gration is only a tendency, one that is continuously foiled by 
the resistance of a working class that is committed to protect-
ing its organisations.” In a few minutes I will come back to 
the way that, today also, it is still a tendency and is still partly 
foiled by the resistance of the working class, inside both the 
CGT and the CGT-FO. 
Continuing with the quote from the 1990 resolution: “But in 
the epoch of imperialism, reaction all down the line, the bour-
geoisie cannot tolerate any of the gains and collective rights 
won through struggle by the working class. The source of 
every continuous attempt to integrate the trade union organ-
isations can be found in the wish to turn the working class 
into a collection of dispersed individuals without any rights, 
members of “enterprise communities”.” Is this not, word for 
word, what we are seeing today? Isn’t the El Khomri law to 
begin with, then Macron’s executive orders, the whole offen-
sive against the Labour Code, the fragmentation of the work-
force, enterprise-based agreements, the individualisation of 
the workforce, and so on, is this not exactly what was being 
talked about? 
Now, what did we write at that time as a result of this analy-
sis? “Although the ultimate form of corporatism is the insti-
tutionalisation of State trade unions (like under the regimes 
of Franco, Hitler, Mussolini, etc.), the fact still remains that 
this is a question of a permanent tendency to replace organ-
isations founded on the existence of distinct collective class 
interests with new labour relations in which the worker is an 
isolated individual and the trade union becomes a cog in the 
State machine and the enterprise within the concept of the 
total State.” Is this not what is happening today, comrades? 
We added at the time: “The whole function of the Bonapart-
ist institutions of the Fifth Republic in France that resulted 
from the 1958 coup d’état was precisely to try continuously – 
whichever government was in power – to establish rules and 
procedures which presupposed that there are no opposing 
class interests, only interests that are common to members 
of the enterprise and the nation.” (Today you have a “left-
wing” political demonstration to “have a go at Macron” on 
the theme of “the common good”.) Back in 1990, we added 
the following: “Fighting in all circumstances in defence of the 
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independence of the trade union organisations, whatever 
their leaderships, is for us a policy of principle, because this is 
a question of a leverage-point in the working class’s emanci-
patory struggle.”“A policy of principle”, not a temporary 
question. A policy of principle which cannot be carried out as 
“reformists” alongside other reformists, because it calls for 
independence.  
 

We are in favour of the united front 
We are in favour of the united front. The united front does 
not mean that we overlook reformist positions. We recognise 
the reformists’ right to be reformists, just as we recognise 
our own right not to be. We do not build a united front with 
ourselves. 
Today, we would need to add the following to the quote from 
the Central Committee text from 1990: fighting in all circum-
stances for the defence of the independence of the trade un-
ion organisations against the consultation process, since con-
sultation is the concentrated form through which the labour 
organisations have been put under that integrationist pres-
sure for the last year.  
Let us come back to Hébert’s speech: “This counterposing of 
negotiation to strike action… Comrades, all this is completely 
artificial. Where is the real discussion? Of course, nobody has 
talked about the fact that the Confederal Bureau attended 
the discussions on the executive orders, that is clear. The is-
sue is where does that leave us, and that is where the discus-
sion takes place.” 
Let us overlook the conjuring trick which consists of saying 
that these are “discussions” and not “consultation”. The 
speaker says at least one thing that is true: at the Confederal 

Executive Committee, he did not in any way oppose partici-
pation in the consultation process. That is true. But the con-
juring trick verges on fraud when Hébert claims that every-
thing is concentrated in “where that leaves us”. Because 
what results from the consultation process is what the gov-
ernment sets as its goal from the very start, and it is in this 
sense that they do not amount to negotiation. 
__________________________ 
(1) The member organisation of the revisionist centre in France. 
(2) The Charter of Amiens, adopted at the Congress of the old General 
Confederation of Labour (CGT) held in the city of Amiens in 1906, stipu-
lates that: the role of trade unionism is to defend the material and moral 
interests of the workers, regardless of their political, philosophical or 
religious opinions; trade unions and political parties, as French tradition 
dictates, are mutually independent from each other; and the ultimate 
goal of trade union activity is “the disappearance of the wage system 
and the employing class.” 
(3) Consultation is the widespread method used by Macron and his gov-
ernment, consisting of systematically seeking to associate the leader-
ships of the trade union organisations with the “co-elaboration” of de-
structive counter-reforms. 
(4) Daniel Gluckstein, Class Struggle and Globalisation, San Francisco: 
APIO Publishing, 2000. 
(5) Namely, in France, by supporters of Jean-Luc Melenchon, who are 
calling for the working class’s traditional forms of organisation – politi-
cal parties and trade unions – to “clear out” for the benefit of a move-
ment which claims to “federate” the people. “Dégagisme” is a relatively 
new political term in France, derived from the popular slogan “Dégage!” 
[Clear Out!] used against the Ben Ali regime by the revolutionary move-
ment in Tunisia in 2011 (referred to as the “Arab Spring” in the bour-
geois press). As a political concept it is limited to demanding that those 
in power should leave, without proposing concretely who or what 
should replace them. 
(6) Karl Marx, “Instructions for the Delegates of the Provisional General 
Council on The Different Questions”, August 1866. 
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BOOK REVIEW  
 
 
 
 
 

A Marxist contribution  
to the history of Africa 
 
Our comrade Paul Nkunzimana has just 
published Contribution à l’étude  
de la préhistoire et de l’histoire sociales  
de l’Afrique des Grands Lacs et de l’Est. 
 

member of the OCRFI’s International Committee 
and a revolutionary militant activist of the Fourth 
International for decades, our comrade Paul 

Nkunzimana has just had published, in French by Les Édi-
tions du Travail (Paris), his book Contribution à l’étude de la 
préhistoire et de l’histoire sociales de l’Afrique des Grands 
Lacs et de l’Est [A Contribution to the Study of the Social 
Prehistory and History of the Great Lakes Region and East 
Africa]. To present this important contribution to our read-
ers, we reproduce below some excerpts from its Preface, 
written on 20 January by Daniel Gluckstein.  
 
How convenient it would be if Africa had no history! 
How convenient it would be if Africa had no history! It would 
then have no other choice but to borrow the history of the 
“civilised nations”, those same nations which subjected it to 
the most atrocious pillage and the destruction of human lives 
in their millions.  
An absurd statement? And yet it was made just a few years 
ago by the man who was at that time President of the French 
Republic, a reminder of which is given to us by Paul 
Nkunzimana: “The African has not fully entered into history.” 
(1)  
A statement that was as ridiculous as it was suffused with 
ignorance and racism, and which recalled the speech 
delivered one and a half centuries ago by a British lawyer: 
“Now, gentlemen, (…) to that condition of bondage the Negro 
is assigned by Nature... (…) And that Nature which deprived 
him of the will to labour, gave him a master to coerce that 
will, and to make him a useful... servant in the clime in which 
he was capable of living, useful for himself and for the master 
who governs him... I maintain that it is not injustice to leave 
the Negro in the condition in which Nature placed him, to give 
him a master to govern him... (…) and afford to that master 
just compensation for the labour and talent employed in 
governing him and rendering him useful to himself and to the 
society.” (2). “Nature” for some, “history” (or its absence) for 
others: the apostles of the exploitation of man by man are 
never short of supposedly scientific arguments to justify their 
misdeeds.  
Apart from its other merits, Paul Nkunzimana’s book sweeps 
away this nonsense and provides a solid contribution to our 
knowledge of the history of East Africa and the Great Lakes 

Region. He demonstrates that the region’s prehistoric and 
historic development follows a path dictated by laws that are 
common to all societies: the development of the productive 
forces and the constitution of social relations of production. 
But he also shows how, although that prehistoric and historic 
development followed the same laws, it took different forms 
compared to those seen on the European continent, taking 
into account the material conditions of human race’s 
existence in that region of the African continent. Thus, the 
tools and instruments fabricated by humankind during the 
same time in the Palaeolithic Period were much more 
sophisticated in that region of Africa than in Western Europe. 
On the other hand, “the prehistory of the Great Lakes Region 
and East Africa lasted much longer than elsewhere”. 
 
An approach based on historical materialism  
Paul Nkunzimana’s approach is based on historical 
materialism. Considering that “humankind’s social existence 
and labour are inseparable” and relying on a vast array of 
documentation, he shows how human civilisation in East 
Africa and the Great Lakes Region arose from the slow 
development of labour productivity. He then establishes that 
having reached a certain stage, “the prehistoric period (…) led 
society to produce a social surplus, to produce more than 
people needed to live on. In the Congo Basin and the Nile 
Valley, where development of the productive forces was 
certainly limited, the soil became fertile and the harvests very 
plentiful; in the plains flooded by waterways and rivers, 
especially the Nile, agriculture led to the same result, as well 
as a growth in the population”.  
This new situation led to a differentiation between social 
groups – what Nkunzimana refers to as “social fissuring”. (…) 
From the very first chapter, therefore, by counterposing 
social fissuring and relations of domination and exploitation 
on the one hand, and specialisation between different 
groups according to their activities on the other, 
Nkunzimana crosses swords on a question of great 
relevance today. Namely, the supposedly ethnic character 
of the wars that are ravaging Africa and other regions of the 
world, and in particular the conflicts between Hutus and 
Tutsis, the “justification” for which rests on the 
differentiation of their social tasks – farming for the former, 
cattle breeding for the latter. To which the author 
counterposes the argument which demonstrates that it is a 
question of social division and the introduction of relations 
of domination. In this region of the world as in others, social 
division saw the realisation of a social surplus-product that 
led to a small group of men (a minority) acquiring the means 
to appropriate that social surplus-product by force; a 
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domination which, coinciding with the beginning of a division 
into social classes, saw the establishing of relations of 
exploitation and the appearance of embryonic State forms. 
(…)  
One of the characteristics of the class-based society formed 
in East Africa and the Great Lakes Region is that, contrary to 
what was happening in Europe, it “was not set in stone”, 
since “elements from the owner class could be downgraded 
and expelled into the producer class, in the same way that 
the reverse could happen”. 
 
The tribute paid by the peoples of Africa towards the 
constitution of capitalism 
It is this characteristic, particular to this region of Africa, that 
leads Paul Nkunzimana to enter into a polemic against 
authors who want to tack the veneer of the European model 
onto Africa’s social reality at any cost, for example describing 
the upsurge of “hierarchical feudal societies” in the 14th 
century. Nkunzimana denounces “this ideological 
schematism and oversimplicity [which], under the pretext of 
science, has been systematised in order to characterise the 
mode of production found in the Great Lakes Region and East 
Africa, as if those societies had to follow in a linear fashion 
the formation of western Europe over time”. 
Let us insist on this aspect, which gives Nkunzimana’s work 
its power. He makes no secret of this: as far as he is 
concerned, the developments of the class-based society in 
this region of Africa fully verify the analysis made by Marx 
and Engels, especially the analysis made by the latter in The 
Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State 
(published in 1884).  
Namely, that the development of social production leads to 
differentiation between the classes and allows the rapid 
development of the State, at the same time as the rapid 
development of the class struggle in close relation to the 
development of the productive forces. However, the way in 
which that differentiation between the social classes and the 
rapid development of the State occur, displays both shared 
and different characteristics in different regions of the world. 
(…) 
Here we arrive at another remarkable aspect of Paul 
Nkunzimana’s book. Namely, the relationship between the 
birth and development of capitalism on the European 
continent and the breakdown-restructuring of state forms or 
pre-state forms in that part of Africa; a relationship that is 
formed on the basis of slave plundering. (…) This is why Paul 
Nkunzimana decided to devote a chapter to the 
“Contribution to the development of capitalism”. (…)  
Nkunzimana’s observation is closely akin to the way in which 
Marx posed the problem. For Marx, “it is one of the civilising 
aspects of capital that it enforces this surplus-labour in a 
manner and under conditions which are more advantageous 
to the development of the productive forces, (…) and the 
creation of the elements for a new and higher form than 
under the preceding forms of slavery, serfdom, etc.” (3). 
Nevertheless, he did not ignore the tribute paid by the 
peoples of Africa towards the constitution of capitalism. 
Volume One of Capital devotes a section to 
“primitive accumulation”. In it, Marx notably wrote: “The 
discovery of gold and silver in America, the extirpation, 

enslavement and entombment in mines of the aboriginal 
population, the beginning of the conquest and looting of the 
East Indies, the turning of Africa into a warren for the 
commercial hunting of black-skins, signalled the rosy dawn of 
the era of capitalist production.” (4). (…)  
Faithful to his materialist method, Marx established that 
capitalism has allowed a development of the productive 
forces that was unprecedented in history.  
But this acknowledgement of the progressive role of 
capitalism in terms of the rapid growth of the productive 
forces is in no way contradictory – it is linked dialectically – 
with Marx’s awareness that this “contribution to the 
development of capitalism”, to use Nkunzimana’s phrase, 
was made at the cost of the voracious consumption of the 
flesh and blood of millions of human beings and the 
destruction of entire civilisations, especially on the African 
continent. (…) 
 
The imperialist pillaging of Africa 
Closer to our time, Nkunzimana shows how once again, in the 
imperialist epoch, i.e. at a time when the productive forces 
tend to decline, the pillaging of Africa led to the tendency 
towards dismantling all of the infrastructure that was in 
place. Thus, “the whole economy of East Africa would be (…) 
placed under the control of one of the two British bank trusts 
that managed the pillaging of the wealth of all three 
countries, Kenya, Uganda and Tanganyika (…)”. He points 
out that “in the Congo, from 1908 onwards (…), the 
monopolies, necessarily linked to the banks, occupied several 
sectors, in particular mining, transportation, trade, real 
estate, the food industry, heavy industry and electricity.” (…)  
Finally, the later sections of the book recall that “immediately 
following the Second World War”, Africa witnessed “the rise 
of the mass movement aimed, throughout the continent as 
well as in the Great Lakes Region and East Africa, at breaking 
with imperialism”, and therefore at breaking also with the 
disastrous consequences of the policies of pillage, 
privatisation, destruction of the productive forces, the debt 
economy and Structural Adjustment Programmes, which 
together led to veritable genocide throughout the region. 
He points the finger at the criminal role of imperialism which, 
by provoking the conflicts in the Great Lakes Region and East 
Africa, bears responsibility for “the Great War of Africa or the 
Second Congo War (5) (…) [which] became the deadliest 
conflict since the Second World War”, to quote the terms 
used by David Van Reybrouck in his book Congo: The Epic 
History of a People (6), which supplies this estimate: “For 
Congo alone, since 1998, at least 3 million and certainly 5 
million people have died due to the war, which is more than 
the number of victims of the high-profile conflicts in Bosnia, 
Iraq and Afghanistan put together.” (…) 
 
A contribution to the fight for worker emancipation 
There has been no shortage of resistance struggles in the 
recent period in the Great Lakes Region and East Africa. But 
here again, there has been a delay in terms of the subjective 
factor, the leadership of the working class and the 
emancipation of the peoples. (…) We know that Lenin 
established the relationship that exists between the 
constitution of the labour aristocracy, the leading circles of 
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which live off the “crumbs that fall from the table” of 
imperialism, and the pillaging of the colonies (7). Today, this 
reality is expressed in the submission of several leaderships 
of working-class organisations in the imperialist countries to 
the rules of the United Nations, the IMF and the European 
Union, which involves the acceptance of wars and pillage 
through the external debt, or the refusal to combat the policy 
of dividing the working class between “native-born” and 
immigrant workers, or again the refusal to fight for the 
opening of the borders to migrants who have been driven 
from their countries by imperialist wars and pillage.  
To this reality, there is counterposed the perspective opened 
by Paul Nkunzimana: that of the Revolutionary Workers’ 
International based on the programme of the Fourth 
International. The reconstitution of the Fourth International 
requires an uncompromising struggle for the unity of the 
workers and the peoples on every continent and in every 
country, unity against any submission to imperialist rule and 
for the cancellation of the debt, the welcoming of 
immigrants, an end to imperialist wars and the sovereignty 
of nations.  
Paul Nkunzimana’s book is an essential contribution to this 
cause. Reading and studying it will benefit the workers, youth 

and activists for workers’ emancipation in every country and 
on every continent. 

Daniel Gluckstein, 20 January 2018 
 

__________________________ 
(1) Keynote address by President Nicolas Sarkozy at the University 
of Cheikh Anta Diop, Dakar, Senegal, on 26 July 2007. 
(2) Quoted by Karl Marx in Capital, Volume Three, Chapter 23: 
“Interest and Profit of Enterprise”.  
(3) Capital, Volume Three, Chapter 48: “The Trinity Formula”. 
(4) Capital, Volume One, Chapter 31: “Genesis of the Industrial 
Capitalist”. 
(5) The Second Congo War (also known as the Great War of Africa 
or the Great African War) began in August 1998 in the Democratic 
Republic of the Congo, little more than a year after the First Congo 
War (1996-7). Ultimately, nine African countries and some 25 
armed groups became involved. Although it ended officially in July 
2003, violence and conflicts have continued in many regions of the 
country. By 2008, the war and its aftermath had caused 5.4 million 
deaths, principally through disease and starvation. Another 2 
million people were displaced from their homes or sought asylum 
in neighbouring countries. 
(6) David Van Reybrouck, Congo. Een geschiedenis [Congo. A 
History], first published in Dutch in 2010. 
(7) V I Lenin, The Discussion On Self-Determination Summed Up, 
July 1916. 
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 Correspondence of the Fourth Internationale 
 
 

Germany 
Freie Plattform für Arbeiterpolitik 
(Open platform for working-class pol-
itics) is published in Germany. The 
headline on the front page of Issue 
No.22 (15 March 2018) is “15 years of 
the Agenda policy is enough!” 
 

Azania/South Africa 
 

Black Republic is published by the Aza-
nian section of the Fourth International 
(AS-FI) 

he editorial in Issue No.9 (May 
2018) highlights the fact that: 
“The Azanian Section of the 

Fourth International (ASFI) met in Dur-
ban on 21 April 2018, to discuss and as-

sess the political situation in Azania. The decision to support 
the call for a Workers Party was taken, taking into consider-
ation Lenin’s concerns in April 1917, that “Which class holds 
power decides everything.” (1) It has become abundantly 
clear that those in power, though mouthing revolutionary 
rhetoric, do not and cannot represent the interest of the Black 
working class and poor in Azania. (…) The 1994 Kempton Park 
Agreements entrenched the right of whites to ownership of 
80 per cent of the land in Azania and gave them full command 
of the economy. (…) The [ANC’s slogan] “land expropriation 
without compensation” is the biggest political scam after the 
“1994 Freedom” scam. The debate over whether to amend 
the constitution or whether Section 25 adequately allows for 
such expropriation, is merely a smokescreen. (…) Only a rev-
olutionary workers party would drastically change the prop-
erty relations and socialise all of the country’s resources, the 
land and all that accrues from it, for the benefit of majority: 
the Black working class and poor. This is the realisation of the 
Black Republic!” 

(1) V.I. Lenin, “One of the Fundamental Questions of the Revolu-
tion”, first published 27 September 1917. 

Bangladesh  

The Manifesto adopted by the Sec-
ond International Conference of the 
OCRFI has been translated into Ben-
gali by members of the Bangladesh 
section of the Fourth International 
who are active in the Democratic 
Workers’ Party. 

Belgium 
Bulletin du Comité unité –  
Eenheidscomité 
Issue No.42 dated 14 March 2018 (pro-
duced with the participation of mem-
bers of the Internationalist Socialist Or-
ganisation, or OSI, the Belgian section 
of the Fourth International) is pub-
lished in French and Dutch 

 
Benin 
The members of the Trotskyist Liai-
son Committee of Benin (CLTB), 
jointly with the comrades of Togo, 
publish Le Bulletin du Golfe (Bight of 
Benin Bulletin), Issue No.3 of which 
appeared in April 2018. 

 
Brazil 
Jornal Resistir  
(Resist Newspaper) 
Statement by the editorial com-
mittee of Resistir Newspaper 
against the arrest of Lula (ex-
cerpts), 5 April 2018  

 

udge Sergio Moro has just ordered the arrest of Lula 
(…). This is proof that the fraudulent coup d’état 
that swept President Dilma’s legitimately elected 

government from power, setting up a usurper government in 
its place, continues. Finance capital, the major national and 
multinational economic groups, the Trump administration 
and others of this ilk need to pursue the coup d’état in order 
to get their hands on the nation’s wealth, be it the deep-wa-
ter oil fields or our public enterprises, and to profit from the 
cheap labour of workers who are deprived of rights. (…) 
Down with the coup d’état, Temer out now! 
It is the coup d’état and the putschist institutions that are 
threatening sovereignty, social rights and democracy. It is the 
authoritarian legacies of the dictatorship, which live on in the 
1988 Constitution, that have allowed those institutions to 
survive, even though they are in contradiction with the aspi-
rations of the majority of the people, even though they are 
hated and rejected by practically the entire population. (…) 
The military intervention by the armed forces in Rio de 
Janeiro, decided on by Temer, resulted in the execution of 
PSOL councilwoman Marielle – a barbaric crime that remains 
unsolved. The continuation and intensification of police mili-
tarisation is feeding a wave of repression and murder of poor 
young Blacks in the favelas. It is the sponsors of Marielle’s 
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assassination who must be put behind bars, not Lula, who has 
been convicted without any proof. The backdrop to this new 
phase in the coup d’état in Brazil is the wish to prevent Lula 
from standing as candidate in the next presidential elections, 
as the polls are making him the favourite to win. (…) Lula’s 
arrest, of course, is an attack against all the working-class or-
ganisations in the cities and countryside – against all the po-
litical parties, the trade unions, the landless movement, the 
homeless movement and student associations.  
Consequently, the broadest unity is needed to fight against 
the jailing of Lula. Democracy must be defended, and the 
fight must be waged for a sovereign Constituent Assembly, in 
order to put an end to the existing reactionary institutions, 
institutions that only serve to guarantee the privileges of a 
few at the expense of the aspirations of the majority.  
This is the time to organise rallies and meetings in work-
places, neighbourhoods, schools and universities to express 
loud and clear the rejection of the coup d’état, to express 
democratic demands and an end to the politics of social re-
gression.” 
 

Canada 
Liaison Bulletin No.3 (April 2018) 
of the Liaison Committee of Trot-
skyists in Canada – OCRFI 

apital, struck by its historical 
crisis, is led to administer 
measures which obviously 

cannot save it, within the frame-
work of intense contradictions in-
side the different national bourgeoi-

sies which nevertheless are united against the working class 
and peoples around the world. It is in this context that the 
Trump administration, which dominates global capital, has 
increased tariffs by 25 percent for steel and 10 percent for 
aluminium imported into the United States, as well as in-
creased tariffs for Chinese products.  
The same administration states that it will postpone the ap-
plication of these measures for the European Union and that 
these measures do not concern Mexico and Canada. It is clear 
that these decisions are new attacks against the working 
class and the peoples, including in the United States itself. Re-
garding Mexico and Canada, engaged with the United States 
in the NAFTA renegotiations that have been going on since 
last year, this can only be a means for these two countries to 
pressure their government representatives to accept US dik-
tats for even more draconian measures.  
Remember that for Canadian processed wood, the United 
States has unilaterally raised the border tax by 27 percent in 
2017. NAFTA is today the framework of deregulation and at-
tacks on public services, while class struggles are developing 
in recent periods, as is the case at Molson in defence of 
wages, the pension plan and group insurance, or at the Alu-
minerie de Bécancour (Quebec) in defence of career progres-
sion and against the two-speed retirement scheme. (…)” 
 
 
 
 

Spanish State 
The inaugural issue (April 2018) of La Internacional,  
the publication of the sympathizer OCRFI Group in the 
Spanish State, has just been published. 
 

he government of the…Francoist 
state apparatus. The mo-nar-
chy’s regime in crisis, the go-
vernment and party on which it 

relies, which carry Francoist corruption 
in their genes, is unable to govern 
through the parliamentary process and 
to obtain – for now – the support it 
needs for the general state budget 
(PGE). The Cortes [Parliament] is con-

strained, powerless to impose a majority that will put an end 
to the wave of counter-reforms imposed by the absolute ma-
jority of the [right-wing] People’s Party (PP) in the previous 
legislature. The special courts and high-level judiciary, stuffed 
with Francoists, have ended up becoming the country’s real 
government. (…) 
At the same time, judicial decisions against democratic rights 
throughout the country have marked the situation. Artists, 
people on Twitter and ordinary citizens have been convicted 
of the offences of “glorifying terrorism”, “insulting the mon-
archy” or “hate”; convictions forced through to the maxi-
mum, using the same method as was used to “tweak” the of-
fence of “rebellion” in order to prosecute political and social 
organisations in Catalonia and imprison their representa-
tives. More than 20,000 citizens and groups have received le-
gal punishment under the “gag law” [passed in July 2015], 
while dozens of trade unionists and ordinary workers are still 
facing the threat of prison for having taken part in strikes and 
pickets. 
The varnish covering the mask of the “1978 regime” has be-
come cracked and frayed over recent years, and its true col-
ours are now plain to see: those of the Francoist state appa-
ratus, with its judges and forces of repression, the enemy of 
both workers’ rights and the peoples’ rights, the last bastion 
of defence for the interests and privileges of the minority of 
bankers and speculators – both domestic and “international” 
– who hide behind the monarchy and its Constitution. In prac-
tice, we are witnessing the implementation of a state of 
emergency. Nobody is in any doubt that the defeat of the re-
gime and all its supporters in Catalonia on 1 October 2017 
and – despite the repression – on 21 December 2017 in the 
elections called under Article 155 of the Constitution is the 
origin of this situation of crisis and breakdown that heralds a 
social explosion. (…) 
The labour movement, working people, has in its hands the 
opportunity to get rid of the government and judges of Fran-
coist reaction once and for all, to get rid of its social, employ-
ment and democratic counter-reforms and to open up the 
path to satisfying all of the social and democratic aspirations 
of the workers and peoples. But it will not be able to do so if 
it continues to accompany Rajoy and the Francoist judiciary 
against the democratic wishes of the Catalan people.The 
leading circles of the trade unions and political parties that 
claim to represent the workers and democracy must break 
with the Francoists and take the lead in the mobilisation 
against the repression, for the annulment of Article 155 and 
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all of the indictments relating to 1 October, for the release of 
the prisoners and the return of the exiles, for the right of the 
[Catalan] Parliament to elect its government, and in defence 
of the Catalan people’s right to live in a Republic. This is the 
only way of re-establishing “cohabitation” in Catalonia and 
to seal the alliance between the workers and the peoples, 
which will allow an end to be put to this regime, the enemy 
of democratic freedoms and social and labour rights. For 
every activist faithful to the interests of the workers and de-
mocracy, there is no more urgent task than to break with the 
double straitjacket of the 1978 Constitution and the policies 
of “social consultation” that have ruined all of the labour and 
democratic gains.” 
 

United States 
 

Socialist Organizer, section of the 
Fourth International in the United 
States, publishes The Organizer, of 
which the May 2018 issue has just 
appeared.  

 

 
France 
Issue No.139 of La Tribune des Trav-
ailleurs (Workers’ Tribune), the 
weekly newspaper of the Demo-
cratic Independent Workers Party 
(POID) – in which the Trotskyist mili-
tant activists of the Internationalist 
Communist Tendency (TCI) are ac-
tive – includes a report on the na-

tional demonstration on 13 May for unity to drive Macron 
from power. 
 
Haiti 
Haiti Liberté (Haiti Freedom) is a weekly independent 
newspaper that participates in the activities of the Inter-
national Workers’ Committee. 

he editorial in its 2 May 2018 is-
sue highlights the fact that: 
“May Day is a day of struggle for 
all of the world’s exploited! We 

must not allow the ruling classes to 
make fun of us while clawing back the 
fruits of working-class struggles. Faced 
with this depraved oligarchy, we need 
strong organisations. Faced with the in-
cessant decline in the political and eco-

nomic situation, the wish and aspirations for real social 
change must be stated more often and much more forcefully. 
Faced with the vacuum it has created, the ruling class is de-
vouring itself, with the risk of self-destructing. At this stage, 
we need at all costs to address the lack of an alternative for 
social change with which the great mass of disadvantaged 
people can identify! There is an urgent need for a new Haitian 
revolution – this time an anti-imperialist revolution – to arise 
and carry out fundamental changes in all of the country’s vi-
tal structures. The survival of the country and of the people in 

general, whose social aspirations are no longer in any doubt, 
depends on this. It is to this path that the newspaper Haiti 
Liberté commits without the slightest hesitation, aiming for 
the victory of all of the world’s exploited forces. Long live May 
Day, the Workers’ Day, International Workers' Day! Long live 
the struggle of the world working class!” 
 
India 
Spark is published by the Indian militant activists of the 
OCRFI. 

he editorial in the April 2018 is-
sue asks: “Four years have 
passed since Prime Minister 

Modi was given an overwhelming ma-
jority in parliamentary elections (…) and 
what do we see? Modi turned out to be 
the biggest supporter of corporate 
groups in India and of the capitalist and 
imperialist countries in the world. He 

has compromised the non-aligned policy of the country and 
has moved into the lap of imperialist USA, and is following its 
diktats. In the name of his “Made in India” policy (…), Modi 
has started to dismantle and dilute the many labour laws that 
exist in the country. In the name of “ease of doing business”, 
Modi has announced the merger of all existing labour laws in 
the country into four codes, and in the process will dilute the 
labour laws and make them pro-employer. (…) 
The Central Trade Union Organisations (CTUOs) have decided 
to hold a dharna [sit-in] at New Delhi on 15 March 2018, to 
protest against the government’s moves to dismantle the ex-
isting labour laws and to bring in new laws to make the cas-
ualisation of jobs legal. The CTUOs are also contemplating re-
sorting to indefinite strike. (…) 
The Modi government has no qualms at taking political ad-
vantage whenever required by creating communal divides. 
Modi and the BJP (2) have never hesitated to attack Muslims 
and Christians whenever the opportunity presented itself. (…) 
While farmers are driven to commit suicide because they are 
unable to repay their loans due to a bad crop resulting from 
bad weather, the big corporate groups continue to rob the 
banks and run away with the money to foreign countries, 
never to return to India. (…) One percent of the rich have cor-
nered 73 percent of the wealth created in the country last 
year, and half of the poor got only 1 percent of the wealth 
created in the country last year, according to a report pre-
pared by OXFAM. Government policies have been framed 
only for the benefit of the rich corporate groups. The working 
class and the poor have received nothing from the govern-
ment. 
The time has come for a change. The time has come for de-
ciding on an alternative. The people of India have seen how 
both the Congress and the BJP operate. Both are pro-capital-
ist, pro-rich and pro-corporate groups. The time has come to 
throw both of them out, lock, stock and barrel. The alterna-
tive cannot be another political party which is pro-capitalist, 
pro-rich and pro-corporate groups. 
The alternative has to be pro-working class and pro-poor. 
There is an urgent need to provide a new alternative political 
party which is wedded to the ideology of the working class 
and which is pro-poor. To go forward in building such a party 
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requires the drawing of a balance-sheet of the past and a 
thorough democratic discussion among all those who share 
the objective of the emancipation of the working class. Spark 
intends to be a vehicle for such a discussion.” 
__________________________________ 
(2) BJP: Bharatiya Janata Party, or Indian People’s Party. 

 
Italy 
The May 2018 issue of the monthly independent work-
ers’ magazine Tribuna Libera (Free Forum), produced 
with the participation of the Italian Trotskyist militant ac-
tivists, focuses on the political crisis following the legis-
lative elections.  

hat could be a positive solution for 
the workers and the people in gen-
eral? Whatever the result of the ne-

gotiations [to form a new government], 
it is clear that we are faced with an un-
precedented political and institutional 
crisis. But while everyone is becoming 
alarmed and repeating that “the country 
urgently needs a government”, without 

however finding a way to form one, political and economic 
life continues to follow its course almost calmly. The town 
halls and regions – whatever their political stripe – are pursu-
ing their policy of budget cuts, privatisations carry on hap-
pening, just like the lengthy hospital waiting-lists that are 
leading to thousands of deaths, just like the insecure working 
under the Jobs Act (3), the  
cause of lay-offs and poverty wages, just like the implemen-
tation of the school education “reform”, and so on. From this 
point of view, it is no surprise that the stock markets are not 
alarmed by this election. This is for one reason alone, which 
in fact was stated clearly by ex-President of the Republic Na-
politano on the TV programme Che tempo che fa (4): “One 
should bear in mind that sovereignty no longer belongs to 
each nation, it belongs to the European Union.”  
In other words – and let us note that a similar situation has 
already occurred in Belgium, Spain and Germany – if a coun-
try’s institutions do not allow the formation of a government 
able to deliver additional blows, at the end of the day this is 
not a big problem: the town halls, regional governments and 
other structures are quite capable of continuing with their de-
structive policies for months or even years, for the simple rea-
son that their decisions are framed by the treaties of the Eu-
ropean Union. 
However, one issue does arise: in this situation of fragility for 
the national institutions, with a political crisis that is just as 
significant, a mobilisation or even just a few firm and clear 
slogans directed at the government (repeal the Jobs Act, a 
“proper” school education system, stop the privatisations, 
stop the budget cuts, increase real wages) could open up a 
perspective. (…) So why are the trade union leaders keeping 
quiet, or in some cases formulating proposals that open the 
door to even worse measures? Does this not lead, as CGIL 
[Italian General Confederation of Labour] activists are saying 
in the contributions we are publishing, to threatening the 
very existence of the labour organisations and exposing the 
workers to huge risks? Should not the lesson of the defeat of 
the Democratic Party (PD) and Liberi e Uguali [Free and 

Equal, a split from the PD], following the defeat of the Com-
munist Refoundation Party and the Party of Italian Com-
munists (PdCI) in 2008, which were rejected for having sup-
ported the worst kind of measures, alert every activist to the 
risk being run by the CGIL and the other trade union organi-
sations, whose leaderships are accepting or – even worse – 
promoting the destructive plans, with or without a govern-
ment in place, at the very moment when they could open up 
another perspective? 
Soon, on 12-13 May, the European Workers Conference will 
take place in Paris, following an appeal launched last Septem-
ber by activists from France, Germany and Italy. Our delega-
tion will be there to take part.” 
________________________________ 
(3) The so-called Jobs Act was a major labour market reform, 
pushed for by (Democratic Party) Prime Minister Matteo Renzi and 
approved by Parliament in December 2014 after heated public de-
bate. The Democratic Party was created in 2007 following the mer-
ger of various forces “of the left”, including the remnants of the Ital-
ian Communist Party (dissolved in 1991). 
(4) The title of this late-night TV talk show is a play on words, literally 
meaning “look at the odd/awful weather we’re having“, or more 
figuratively, “look at the times we are living in”. 
 
Morocco 
Issue No.4 (April 2018) of Tribune des Travailleurs (Work-
ers’ Tribune) has been published by militant activists 
who support the International Workers Committee. 

he editorial emphasises that: “To 
confront the social protests, the 
government has resorted to 

bloody repression, as was the case at Al 
Hoceima and Jerada… It hopes that this 
will silence the insurgent masses, who 
are simply demanding their right to a 
job and dignity. The same bourgeoisie is 
calling for consultation (round-tables 

and social dialogue), aiming to make the trade union leader-
ships “co-participate” in the implementation of its counter-
reforms. This amounts to one and the same weapon aimed at 
the elimination of the labour organisations, their destruction 
pure and simple. The government that has decided to devote 
tens of billions of dinars to the organising of the World Cup 
tournament in 2026 wants to accumulate those enormous 
sums through a wage-freeze, the introduction of fixed-term 
contracts in the public sector, the abolition of free education 
and the destruction of the public pension schemes…  
But the government is trying to make the trade union leader-
ships participate in this programme, and therefore to make 
them participate in the destruction pure and simple of the la-
bour organisations. On the contrary, democracy demands the 
recognition of opposing interests in society, it demands the 
recognition of the class struggle, and therefore of the class 
independence of the labour organisations, without which de-
mocracy is just hollow words. The activists grouped around 
the newsletter Tribune des Travailleurs are starting a debate 
in the ranks of the workers and trade unions in defence of the 
workers’ demands. That defence first of all involves ending 
the consultation process. Down with consultation! Down with 
social dialogue! Let us defend the workers’ organisations and 
their class independence!” 
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Peru 
The militant activists of the OCRFI in 
Peru participate in the publication of 
the monthly El Organizador (The Or-
ganiser), open platform for the work-
ing class and the people”. 
 
 
 
Portugal 
O Trabalho (Labour),  
of which the latest issue  
is No.9 (25 April) 
 
 
 
 
Turkey 
The 20 April 2018 issue of  
Sosyalizm (Socialism) published a 
statement on the calling of early elec-
tions by Turkish President Erdogan: 
“These are not early elections, it is a 
decision to wipe out all democracy!” 
 

 
Zimbabwe 
“Is Zimbabwe up for grabs? Can we trust imperialists?” 
by the OCRFI group in Zimbabwe that publishes 
The Chimurenga Vanguard. 

ecently in Zimbabwe, the 
new administration which 
has taken power from Rob-

ert Mugabe has been on an aggres-
sive drive to seek re-engagement 
with its erstwhile enemies under the 
aegis or mantra that “Zimbabwe is 
open for business”. 
What is yet to be known is to what 
extent Zimbabwe is opening up to 
global capital. The global corporate powers are stampeding 
over each other to come and explore vast business opportu-
nities which Zimbabwe has. Zimbabwe is endowed with vast 
mineral resources, some which have never yet been ex-
ploited. 

What is disturbing is the conditions which are being set now 
as a basis to bring capital to Zimbabwe, capitalising on the 
country’s desperate state. There has been capital flight in 
Zimbabwe over the years. Some of the conditions, like the 
United States’ recent demands on the forthcoming elections, 
are a direct violation of democracy and the sovereignty of 
Zimbabwe by the government of Donald Trump. It is tanta-
mount to interference in the internal affairs of a sovereign 
nation. These are the conditions set for the removal of the 
economic sanctions on Zimbabwe. The lifting of sanctions is 
what we as Zimbabweans have always wanted, but uncondi-
tionally. We are not in favour of conditions that compromise 
the self-determination of the Zimbabwean people. (…) 
The illegal sanctions of the US government and European Un-
ion against the Zimbabwean people, which seek to destroy its 
economy, also erode the revolutionary gains and liquidate 
the working-class layer of our society and break the demo-
cratic will of our people. (…) 
As if this is not enough, there has now been an escalation of 
demands by the whites who were dispossessed of their land 
during the Zimbabwe land revolution, which addressed and 
brought closure to the skewed colonial land imbalances, 
where 90 percent of the arable land in Zimbabwe was in the 
hands of only 4,500 white farmers. 
The dispossessed white farmers have lodged a US$9 billion 
compensation claim with Zimbabwe’s new administration, 
for expropriated assets and land during the land revolution. 
This claim was submitted shortly after the inauguration of 
President Mnangagwa. They are also pushing for arbitration 
at the Singapore International Arbitration Centre (SIAC).  
The Zimbabwe government must also quantify the damages 
incurred by the country when the white settlers killed our an-
cestors and forcibly took their land, and demand reparations 
unconditionally. These same whites are the same people who 
added their voices to the call for the illegal economic em-
bargo against Zimbabwe. The government of Zimbabwe lost 
almost US$42 billion due to the impact of economic sanc-
tions. 
Zimbabwe should revisit the [1979] Lancaster House Agree-
ment (…). These demands by the disgruntled Zimbabwean 
white farmers are coinciding with the South Africans’ de-
mand for the expropriation of land.  
The overtures are meant to scare and intimidate the landless 
South Africans from doing what is morally right for the Black 
man. Who will compensate Africa for colonialism?  
This is a ludicrous demand. These farmers benefited from sto-
len loot, they are the ones who should be compensating us 
instead. (…)” 
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