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INTRODUCTION  

 
 
 
The OCRFI’s International Committee 
met in Paris on 1-3 November 2018 
 
 
 

he Second International Conference of the Organis-
ing Committee for the Reconstitution of the Fourth 
International (OCRFI), held in November 2017, set up 

an International Committee on the basis of the documents 
that were adopted (1). The International Committee is com-
posed of representatives of the organisations and groups 
affiliated to the OCRFI, as well as permanent invitees. The 
first meeting of the International Committee was held in 
Paris one year later, on 1-3 November 2018, attended by 
comrades from 31 countries (Afghanistan, Azania/South Af-
rica, Belarus, Belgium, Benin, Brazil, Canada, Chile, France, 
Germany, Greece, Haiti, Hungary, India, Italy, Korea, Mex-
ico, Morocco, Pakistan, Palestine, Peru, Portugal, Romania, 
Russia, Spanish State, Switzerland, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, 
United States and Zimbabwe).  

Comrades from four countries were excused (Bangladesh, 
Britain, Burundi and Serbia). The meeting was made possi-
ble by an international financial campaign that allowed it to 
be completely self-funded, and by the mobilisation of more 

than 110 comrades of the French section who took care of 
all necessary practical tasks. 

We have chosen to publish in this issue of The Internatio-
nale extensive excerpts from the political report that was 
presented, an article that gives an account of the discussion 
and the main decisions taken by the International Commit-
tee, as well as the documents that were adopted.  

Due to the lack of space, we will hold over to our next issue 
the contributions drawn from the newspapers produced 
with the participation of militant activists and organisations 
of the OCRFI, which we publish under the heading “Corre-
spondence of the International”.  

The editorial team 

 

_______________________ 
(1) See The Internationale, Issue No.8, November 2017, for docu-
ments of the Second International Conference. 
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 INTRODUCTORY REPORT 
 

 
The report presented to the OCRFI’s  
International Committee 
(Main excerpts) 
 
Dear Comrades, 

 
his is the first meeting of the International Commit-
tee, which was set up one year ago, and to introduce 
the discussion we need to make choices. I do not in-

tend to address every issue facing us. I will start with what 
has just happened in Brazil, because in a way it highlights the 
significance of the decision we took in February 2016 to form 
the OCRFI. 
Less than 40 years ago, the Brazilian working class lifted the 
leaden shroud of military dictatorship through a very power-
ful movement and formed a genuine working-class party in 
conditions that were certainly unexpected, partly relying on 
elements linked to trade unionism that had been integrated 
into the state, but breaking with that integration. The Brazil-
ian working class formed that party, which – going by the 
name of the Workers’ Party (PT) – was to rally together in its 
ranks all of the historical currents of the labour movement, 
including our own. In the wake of the PT, we subsequently 
saw the necessary constitution of the CUT national trade un-
ion confederation, grassroots organisations and the Landless 
Workers’ Movement (MST).  
As a result, that working-class uprising and that organising on 
a class basis contributed towards the fall of the military dic-
tatorship, forming part of a broader cycle at the continental 
level which brought down bloody dictatorships in Argentina, 
Chile and Uruguay. 
Almost 40 years later, a person who is nostalgic for the mili-
tary dictatorship has just been elected President of the Re-
public. Someone who makes no secret of his references. His 
slogan is: “Brazil above all”. He claims to want to exterminate 
the “reds”, the “radicals” and the “extremists”, and to allow 
the forces of repression to shoot on sight and murder all 
those whom the established order does not like. 
 
The Brazilian working class subjected to defeat without a 
fight (1) 
We will have the opportunity to come back to what the cur-
rent situation in Brazil means. The fact that Bolsonaro is nos-
talgic for fascism does not mean that fascism has been estab-
lished in Brazil. These are two different things. The working 
class has been subjected to defeat without a fight, but it has 
not been crushed. It retains a huge potential for fighting back 
and resisting, and I would say that its biggest battles are still 
to come. But the fact remains that right now it has been de-
feated without a fight, and it falls to us, as militant activists 

of the Fourth International, to interpret the substantive sig-
nificance of what has happened. 
This substantive significance brings us back to the essence of 
the programme of the Fourth International, which I remind 
you opens with the affirmation that the capitalist system has 
long since passed the point beyond which it can only be rot-
ting. The programme affirms that humanity’s productive 
forces have ceased to grow and that without a proletarian 
revolution in the next period, humankind is doomed to sink 
into barbarism, and that this has only been made possible by 
the treachery of the old leaderships of the labour movement. 
“The ‘People’s Fronts’ dooms the working class to powerless-
ness and clears the way for fascism”, says the Transitional 
Programme, and this is why the crucial issue is the issue of 
building the revolutionary party both internationally and na-
tionally. 
 
The Popular Front policy opened the door to Bolsonaro 
In Brazil, the Popular Front policy opened the door to Bolso-
naro. The Popular Front policy is the policy through which the 
PT – constituted and built up by the working class, and in 
power for 13 years (2003-16) – subordinated its policy to im-
perialism in every area, subordinated it to the rotting system 
of private ownership of the means of production, including 
to the institutions inherited from the military dictatorship. 
Of course, as we have said, the Brazilian working class gained 
freedom and, up to a certain point, democracy, but the PT in 
government did not challenge everything that remained of 
the institutions of the dictatorship. I include in this the army, 
the paramilitary police, the judicial system, and the anti-
working class and anti-trade union legislation. Far from 
achieving land reform, which was awaited with impatience 
by millions of landless rural workers, the PT in government 
let the big landowners carry on murdering landless rural 
workers and destroying countless millions of square kilome-
tres of Amazonia simply in order to exploit the land more 
profitably. The PT in government not only did not renation-
alise, it continued the policy of privatisation, especially of the 
country’s oil and gas resources, and pre-salt layer oil (2) in 
particular. It opened the door to the privatisation of the state 
oil company Petrobras. And this policy – the list of which 
could be extended further, which the comrade from Brazil 
could certainly do if he thinks it necessary – disarmed the 
working class. 

T 



The Internationale n°12 – November 2018 5 
 
Despite extremely powerful and repeated movements by the 
working class – general strikes, demonstrations involving 
hundreds of thousands of people – the PT and CUT leader-
ships turned themselves into a headquarters for the demor-
alisation, disorganisation and dislocation of the working 
class, instead of being a factor for working-class organisation 
and resistance. 
And when US imperialism decided to use its intermediaries 
in Brazil to step things up a notch, because things were not 
going fast enough or far enough, and decided that it needed 
to chop off the PT’s head, it launched an offensive in the 
name of the fight against corruption, which resulted in Lula 
being thrown in prison and the PT being deprived of the right 
to choose its own candidate in the presidential election. 
Comrades, I say this because it has been the source of de-
bate, it is not about knowing whether Lula was corrupt or 
not. Maybe he was. For the working class, no discussion is 
acceptable on the abstract grounds of “corruption or no cor-
ruption”. All the same, it is not Trump, a fan of the Ku Klux 
Klan who acquired his fortune in incredibly non-transparent 
conditions, who is going to dictate his “morals” to the work-
ing-class organisations! 
From the point of view of the Fourth International, which of 
course is the enemy of corruption and the rotten nature of 
the bourgeois regime, we consider it to be the right of PT 
members to choose their candidate. 
The only reason why imperialism wanted to ban that candi-
dacy had nothing to do with corruption. It was to do with the 
fact that it needed to silence the organised voice of the work-
ing class. And the PT leadership accepted this. And by accept-
ing it, the PT leadership disarmed the Brazilian working class. 
And all this resulted in a win for someone like Bolsonaro. 
Comrades, beyond the situation in Brazil, the question posed 
is the following: are these developments in Brazil a particu-
larly Brazilian feature, or do they express in Brazilian form a 
general tendency that is underway today on every conti-
nent? 
I want to talk about the tendency of the working class and 
the oppressed masses to build, develop and defend their 
own organisations on the one hand, imperialism’s tendency 
to want to destroy them on the other hand, and finally the 
tendency of the leaderships to act as imperialism’s back-up 
troops, opening the door to the defeat of the working class. 
Is this tendency underway on every continent, or not? It is. 
And it obliges us to affirm that there will not be a reconsti-
tuted Fourth International without every section committing 
at whichever level to helping towards building genuine revo-
lutionary parties that are independent of all forms of Popular 
Front, of subordination to imperialism. There are enormous 
Popular Front-style pressures in the labour movement. 
 
What are the main lessons of the German Revolution of 
1918? 
It just so happens that we are meeting a few days away from 
the 100th anniversary of the German Revolution of Novem-
ber 1918. Comrade Jean-Jacques Marie, a member of the In-
ternationalist Communist Tendency (TCI), is responsible with 
others for a history review called Les Cahiers du Mouvement 
Ouvrier [Notebooks of Labour History], which was launched 
20 years ago jointly with Soviet activists, notably the Trotsky-
ist historian Vadim Rogovin. The latest issue of Les Cahiers du 

Mouvement Ouvrier is devoted to the German Revolution. I 
regret the fact that this review is not available in other lan-
guages, but for comrades who read French, I recommend 
they read it. 
In the latest issue, various articles remind us of this point: the 
German Revolution, which broke out on 9 November 1918, 
was significantly powerful. In the space of two days, the 
country was covered with workers’ and soldiers’ councils. 
The red flag flew over Berlin. And, as recalled in one of the 
articles, the movement was so powerful that nobody dared 
to say they did not stand for socialism. Even the most dyed-
in-the-wool reactionaries converted to socialism and the red 
flag in the space of a few hours. Even those who later were 
to betray the Revolution began by proclaiming the “Republic 
of workers’ councils”. That was a very powerful movement. 
And yet it was crushed. 
The crushing of the German Revolution had incalculable con-
sequences for the isolation of the Russian revolution, acting 
as an encouragement to bureaucratic degeneracy and the 
victory of Stalinism, and had significant consequences for the 
German working class and people themselves. Everybody un-
derstands that the fate of Germany and humankind would 
have been dramatically different if the working class had 
been able to keep hold of power after seizing it. The prole-
tariat lacked neither revolutionary courage, nor boldness, 
nor spontaneity, nor highly skilled and proven leaders, begin-
ning with Karl Liebknecht and Rosa Luxemburg, who were as-
sassinated on 15 January 1919.  
Just one thing was lacking: a political party. Rosa Luxemburg 
shared Lenin’s position on a range of subjects against impe-
rialism, and against the treachery of the Second Interna-
tional. Liebknecht was one of the first to propose that work-
ers’ councils should be formed and that they should take 
power. But they had not built a party. They only proclaimed 
a party at the very last minute, in the last days of the Revolu-
tion, as a kind of conglomeration of different heterogenous 
groups which did not have the habit or tradition of working 
on a common basis, of implanting themselves, of grouping 
workers together. And at the decisive moment, the absence 
of such a party allowed treacherous social-democracy to 
snuff out the Revolution. 
 
On the eve of a new major crisis 
So, Comrades, let’s learn the lessons of the past. Our respon-
sibility is to answer a single question: what to build, and 
how? This meeting of the OCRFI will be useful if it delivers – 
not a single answer to all of the aspects raised by this ques-
tion, but if it allows us to identify elements of an answer to 
this question, however partial, even for just some of our sec-
tions rather than providing an answer for all the sections. 
In Issue No.11 of The Internationale, I put up for discussion 
an article on the significance of the reproclamation of the 
Fourth International from the point of view of building the 
party today. Many comrades have read this article and spo-
ken on it. Put simply, we could summarise the problem that 
is posed in three points:  
First of these is the reminder that when we reproclaimed the 
Fourth International in 1993, we did so on the basis of an 
analysis of the situation of world capitalism, concluding that 
Lenin’s analysis in Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capita-
lism was still relevant. Capitalism has reached a stage where, 
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unable to develop the productive forces, it can only survive 
by massively resorting to parasitic and speculative develop-
ment, therefore to the mass destruction of the productive 
forces as a means of survival for the system of private own-
ership of the means of production. 
Since then, we have often had occasion to review this, and 
there is no need to elaborate at length about the reality of 
that situation today, the reality of wars that are becoming 
more widespread, breaking up nation after nation, the reality 
of the everyday barbarism perpetrated in Iraq, in Syria, in Af-
ghanistan, and in vast segments of Africa. This is the reality 
marked by the mass forced “migrations” that cross the Med-
iterranean, that are trying to move up from South and Cen-
tral America towards North America, and by the growing 
poverty and decreasing life expectancy that is taking place, 
including in Europe. 
Nor is there any need to point out that the speculative bub-
ble today is bigger than it was just before the “subprime” cri-
sis; to take just one figure as an example: the assets of the 
world’s 10 biggest banks today are 20 percent bigger than 
the combined assets of the 10 biggest banks 10 years ago. At 
that time, the capitalists reassured themselves by saying: 
“Too big to fail.” Then, everything collapsed, and they said: 
we got it wrong, we need to avoid this extreme capitalist con-
centration, better to spread the risk. 
Ten years later, the biggest banks’ capitalisation is 20 percent 
bigger. Apple’s stock market value has exceeded US$1 tril-
lion. Global debt represents 3.5 times the global gross do-
mestic product (GDP). The trillions of dollars flowing out of 
the US Federal Reserve in the name of “quantitative easing” 
(QE), and the 80 billion euros paid out each month by the 
European Central Bank (ECB) all go directly into speculation. 
Remember, QE is supposed to allow for economic recovery, 
for boosting production… 
In France one week ago, a reactionary daily newspaper ex-
plained that real estate inflation in a city like Paris, where 
prices have increased by 55 percent in recent years, is the di-
rect result of QE. In other words, the money supplied to the 
banks by the ECB for free, which the capitalists cannot valor-
ise in the production of commodities, is placed by them in 
sectors that are the surest – or the least unsure – like real 
estate, and in so doing they push real estate prices up by 
more than 50 percent in cities like Paris. 
Everybody is forecasting that this speculative bubble is going 
to burst at any time. And then the pattern of 2008 will repeat 
itself, only worse. Banks, other types of financial institution 
and currencies will collapse. And obviously, the governments 
of the day will demand even more sacrifices from the work-
ing class and working people generally. What is feeding this 
huge speculative bubble, which is growing bigger every day? 
The pillage and destruction of our Social Security healthcare 
systems and our pension systems, and the driving down of 
wages and pensions thanks to the attempted wholesale dis-
mantling of labour regulations. 
These measures are being taken irrespective of whether the 
governments are right-wing or “left-wing”, because they 
have all submitted to imperialism. So each and every com-
rade here today can refer to the situation in their own coun-
try to illustrate the affirmation that the survival of the capi-
talist system can only be achieved at the cost of the deve-

lopment of the destructive forces, at the cost of the mass de-
struction of the main productive force, the proletarian’s la-
bour-power. 
And no reform of any kind for boosting production will re-
solve this. If Keynesianism had any future, we would have 
seen it over the last century. This is nonsense, lies. All those 
who claim to introduce a different kind of politics in order to 
manage capitalism are led to take responsibility for the worst 
kind of attacks on the working class, whether they are “far-
left” like SYRIZA in Greece, or far-right like Salvini in Italy. 
The second element identified in the reproclamation of the 
Fourth International was the relevance today of its pro-
gramme, especially its slogans: the fight for the workers’ and 
peasant’s government, for the workers’ united front, for the 
working-class organisations to break with the bourgeois or-
der. We have all been led to confirm that if one does not pose 
the issue of the struggle for the workers’ and peasant’s gov-
ernment, for breaking with the institutions of imperialism, if 
one does not build political parties on this basis, one cannot 
enable the working class to detach itself from the policy of 
the apparatuses. 
 
How did the tendency to recompose the labour movement 
on a new axis manifest itself?  
The third and most important aspect is the question of the 
subjective factor. We explained in 1993 that the working 
class was fighting back. It is still fighting back in 2018. It has 
an extraordinary capacity for resistance. But it is confronted 
with the policy of its leaderships; hence the need, we said, to 
reproclaim the Fourth International and to successfully insert 
it into the processes of recomposing the labour movement 
on a new axis. It is on this point, and on this point alone, that 
in the contribution I made to The Internationale I decided to 
open a discussion.  
The year 1993 was two years after the break-up of the USSR 
and four years after the fall of the Berlin Wall, and we said at 
that time that, of course, there were huge processes of de-
composition – including the break-up of the USSR, which 
wasn’t just a detail – but at the same time, contradictorily, 
we were seeing the emergence of elements of the recompo-
sition of the labour movement on a new axis, which would 
take the form of the identification of groups, organisations 
and tendencies with which we should be able to link up, 
which posed the whole issue of the Open World Conference, 
the International Liaison Committee, etc. 
This led us to consider – although we had never written 
about it in this fashion – that there would be whole sectors 
resulting from the crisis of the Communist Parties, Socialist 
Parties and petty-bourgeois nationalist organisations that 
would move to the left and with which a linking-up would be 
possible. 
When we consider the situation as it developed over the last 
25 years, things did not happen that way. 
There is nothing serious or dishonourable in saying that one 
aspect of a forecast has not been verified, and it is even the 
duty of a Marxist to continuously compare real develop-
ments with what we thought possible.  
Over the last 25 years, what emergence have we seen of 
whole sectors of the labour movement moving to the left? I 
have one example – with all its limitations – that is indispu-
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table: what happened in Azania-South Africa after the Mari-
kana massacre. The split inside the COSATU trade union con-
federation led sizeable significant sectors of the trade union 
movement to seek a trade unionism that was independent of 
the tripartite government coalition dominated by the Stalin-
ists, and led them to reconstitute organisations on a class ba-
sis. But even this process has its limits, and it is coming up 
against a certain number of political limitations. 
If the comrades can supply other examples besides that one, 
we should discuss them. But I don’t see any others. And in 
terms of phenomena which we had seen in the preceding pe-
riod, for example in Brazil, or the constitution of independent 
trade unions in South Korea in the 1980s, or other phenom-
ena of that type, there weren’t any beyond the 1990s on that 
scale, quite simply because the decomposition of the old or-
ganisations moved increasingly to the right. All of the old Sta-
linist parties in eastern Europe supplied the worst kind of pri-
vatisers and destroyers of state property. The leaders of the 
mass Communist Parties or Socialist Parties in other coun-
tries went very far in their subordination to capitalist de-
struction. Thus in Italy, the biggest CP in western Europe 
purely and simply disappeared. 
The fact that there have not been large-scale breaks and 
moves of this type does not mean that there have not been 
processes of recomposition of the labour movement on a 
new axis. But they take other forms. 
In particular, they take the form of what is happening inside 
the movement of the working class, with the emergence of 
new generations of fighters on class grounds, organised or 
not, who are seeking the path of struggle and revolution. Our 
duty is to identify – in forms that are specific to each country 
– where and how these processes are being expressed, and 
above all, how to insert ourselves into them. 
 
What to build, and how? 
Of course, the situation differs very greatly from one country 
to the next. But if we needed to summarise, it seems to me 
that what is at issue in our discussion is the following: what-
ever the size of our sections and the particular situation in 
our various countries, it is our duty to define firstly, a strate-
gic orientation; secondly, slogans; thirdly, that this strategy 
and slogans are oriented towards building the party; fourthly, 
that they are expressed in a publication that is produced reg-
ularly; fifthly, that they are translated into practical initia-
tives; and sixthly, that they form part of the living class strug-
gle as it is being fought in each country. 
I say to you that none of us can legitimately respond to the 
tasks laid down by the Programme of the Fourth Interna-
tional if we are not compelled to reflect on proposing the 
strategic orientation, the slogans, the policy of building the 
party, the press publication, the practical initiatives and the 
forms of insertion into the living class struggle. Forget just 
one of these aspects, and you will have a real intervention, 
as the case may be, but one that is actually a para-trade un-
ion intervention, or an intervention that amounts to general 
propaganda for Trotskyism that is detached from the class 
struggle, or even a sectarian affirmation that is cut off from 
the link with the labour movement. Our duty is to address 
this strategic question as a whole. Last week, we had a dis-
cussion in the national leadership of the French section, and, 
as a section of the Fourth International, we asked ourselves 

the question of what our contribution should be to this meet-
ing of the OCRFI. Our reply was: of course, our contribution 
can consist of texts and speeches, but ultimately, our main 
contribution to this discussion is the delegates conference 
that we held 10 days ago, on 20 October, in a suburb of Paris. 
Why? 
In the weeks and months that led up to it, we had a discus-
sion on our balance-sheet as the French section. Overall, we 
have made progress. From one month to the next, we have 
more members paying their subs, and we are selling more 
newspapers from week to week. The Democratic Independ-
ent Workers Party (POID), of which we are members, is mak-
ing progress. Our initiatives, campaigns and rallies are a suc-
cess. But – and this is the biggest “but” – the apparatuses are 
continuing to betray the working class regardless. We are 
able to explain this. But are we capable of helping the work-
ers to start building the tools that will allow them to over-
come those obstacles? And up to now, the answer to that 
question has been: no.  
 
Helping the workers to start building the tools needed to 
overcome the obstacles 
So, from last May onwards, we asked ourselves the question: 
how do we take a step forward in this direction? We have 
theoretical knowledge, and we made the members read and 
sometimes re-read a certain number of texts written by Trot-
sky in 1935-6, at a time when the revolutionary crisis was ma-
turing in France and when the Trotskyist militant activists 
were very few in number. Trotsky gave them the following 
advice: in the big strike-wave that is starting, events can only 
develop towards revolution or fascism. The revolutionary or-
ganisation, Trotsky wrote, must find leverage in the current 
strike movement and link up with the workers in struggle. In 
other texts, he said: the problem is not being a small organi-
sation, because such an organisation can grow very quickly 
within the revolutionary processes. The problem is that in or-
der to grow, the forms of organisation need to be found. And 
he referred to “Committees of Action”, in other words to po-
litical committees that regrouped the workers in the work-
place, not grouping together “all and any masses”, but “the 
struggling masses”, with the aim of “breaking the anti-revo-
lutionary opposition of party and trade union apparatuses” 
(3). We asked ourselves how to move forward in this direc-
tion in France. There have been strikes, embryonic forms of 
a delegate system and strike committees. But up to now at 
least, the apparatuses have succeeded in blocking these pro-
cesses, in preventing the general strike, in allowing the 
strikes to be salami-sliced. 
We therefore proposed the setting-up of what we called 
Unity Committees, focusing on one crucial issue: the govern-
ment’s attack on pensions. We gathered signatures on an ap-
peal which to date has received a little over 20,000 endorse-
ments. We set ourselves a target.  
On 25 August, we said: in the space of two months, we want 
to set up Unity Committees in 150 workplaces throughout 
the country, with activists who are not members of our cur-
rent, with people who are in the Communist Party, France 
Unbowed and the Socialist Party, people who are union 
members or not, but who have one characteristic: they do 
not accept the government’s threat to destroy pensions, and 
they consider it necessary to engage in preparing working-
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class action, therefore in preparing unity for working-class 
action to defeat the government. 
Obviously, these Unity Committees oppose the policy of the 
apparatuses. The government wants to destroy the public 
pension schemes. The leaderships of the trade union organi-
sations in France are looking the other way, they are partici-
pating in “consultation” with the government. For example, 
in the October issue of its monthly newspaper, the CGT does 
not say a word about pensions. The other main trade union 
confederation, Force Ouvriere, is being subjected to a desta-
bilising offensive which is resulting in its paralysis; the CCI is 
participating this offensive, to which I will return later. So, 
there is the obstacle. If the government succeeds in complet-
ing its offensive, the country’s 42 existing public pension 
schemes will be destroyed. And the new system that will re-
place them will be an American-style points-based system, 
and nobody will retire before the age of 75, otherwise they 
will have a poverty-level pension. Civil servants, for example, 
will lose between 25 and 30 percent of their current pension 
level. 
 
The workers will have to impose unity, and we are organis-
ing to help impose it 
Faced with such a serious attack, the leaderships of the la-
bour organisations are avoiding the subject. What are we do-
ing? Comrades, it is a modest achievement, but we set our-
selves the target of setting up 150 Unity Committees in two 
months, and we set up 151 in 151 workplaces. We had said 
between 200 and 250 delegates, and we got 223. Of the 151 
committees, 134 sent delegates who in some cases travelled 
hundreds of kilometres to participate in the conference that 
took place on 20 October. And they included activists who 
are not in the Fourth International, who are not in the POID, 
but who spoke: 42 delegates spoke in the conference. And 
whether or not they share our political positions, they said: 
we cannot give the government a free ride. We must organ-
ise, organise, organise. We cannot wait for the trade unions 
leaderships to do it. We are in favour of unity with the trade 
unions, but the workers will have to impose that unity, and 
we are organising to help the workers impose it. 
And those 223 delegates adopted a new appeal, based on the 
previous one, but going further. It says: if the government 
leaves us with no other choice, we need to prepare a general 
strike. We ourselves are not calling for a general strike, but 
we are opening that perspective. Those delegates said: we 
are 150 committees, we are convening a new conference on 
2 February 2019, and there will be 250 committees, with an-
other 100 workplaces. We are building the political appa-
ratus of the struggle, because the only solution is the class 
struggle, and the class struggle poses the issue of unity, and 
unity poses the issue of overcoming the obstacle of the ap-
paratuses, and only the working class can do this. And as the 
revolutionary vanguard, we are building by helping the work-
ers to build their own political apparatus for the united front. 
So, we offer this up for discussion by the OCRFI conference. 
This is not a model, it is not a total success, there are many 
other issues facing the French section, that is obvious, but we 
have observed one thing: first of all, that the conference had 
different characteristics compared to our previous confer-
ences; it was younger, more female and more representative 
of the more exploited layers of the working class. 

In other words, we did not think that the only people who 
were entitled to speak were experienced trade union lead-
ers. Of course, there were experienced trade union leaders 
in the conference, and that is just as well. But what guides us 
is not first of all the level in the trade union hierarchy, it is 
the ability to express what is unacceptable for the masses in 
the government’s policy. And the more we track down to the 
grassroots, the stronger is expressed the rejection of the un-
acceptable, with the necessary revolutionary power. 
This is why – if you haven’t seen the photo in La Tribune des 
Travailleurs [Workers’ Tribune] – our platform speakers were 
very young; they were young trade union delegates, both 
men and women, young industrial workers, railworkers, hos-
pital workers, teachers, labour inspectors, private-sector 
workers. The second thing that struck us was that the speak-
ers were not complaining. And yet they included people fac-
ing difficult situations, women who had insecure jobs which 
they had just lost, home-makers who no longer had a way of 
earning a living. But they had not come to complain. They 
had not come to be pitied. They were there because they 
represented committees that had mandated them. So they 
were there, determined to fight. They were there because 
they felt they had a legitimate right to fight. 
So, comrades, this is how we sought to answer the question: 
how do we build while inserting ourselves into the class 
struggle? What is more, many comrades who spoke in the 
conference had already participated in strikes, demonstra-
tions and picket lines in the recent period. We are seeing a 
generation of fighters rise up. With an average age of 25, 30, 
or 40 years maximum. They don’t have the weight of Stalin-
ism’s defeats on their shoulders. They are facing conditions 
of exploitation in all their brutality, and we all know that the 
laws of exploitation also feed the laws of resistance to exploi-
tation. And this young generation has no other choice but to 
resist exploitation. They do not accept the fact that trade un-
ion leaders and corrupted political leaders are telling them 
that nothing can be done. They are seeking out the path for 
fighting back. It is our responsibility as the Fourth Interna-
tional to say to them: together, we will organise the political 
groups that will address the masses in order to enable them 
to force a way through the barriers raised by the apparat-
uses. 
How far will we go? I don’t know. As far as possible. But one 
thing is certain: by doing this, we are building the party. We 
were struck by the number of comrades who came to the 
conference with some reservations: “We’ll see what you 
want to do”; “Aren’t you competing with the trade unions?”; 
“I regard your party with some suspicion.” Or: “I’m not sure I 
want to read your newspaper.” But when they came out of 
the conference, many of them asked to join the party or took 
out a subscription to the newspaper; in other words, they un-
derstood in practical terms what a genuine revolutionary pol-
icy is. 
So, comrades, as the French section, we submit this for dis-
cussion, therefore for criticism. In any case, this is the way 
we are trying to respond practically to the issues that are 
posed. And I believe that we should have this discussion for 
each of our sections.  
It is the question: what do we do now in Brazil?  
It is the discussion that needs to be pursued on Italy. When 
the new government took office, the Italian comrades were 
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stunned by the fact that a government could be formed with 
a proto-fascist like Salvini as Interior Minister, together with 
the populists of the “Five Star Movement”. The comrades 
asked themselves: what is happening? The comrades ex-
plained how, when things are addressed from a class-based 
point of view, things become clearer and fall into place. But 
a major issue was posed: the Stalinists and social democrats 
had accomplished the feat of ensuring that Italy no longer 
had any political party that stood for the working class. This 
in a country where, 30 years ago, the Italian Communist Party 
still had one million members. Now there is not one. They 
have melted away, diluted into many and varied political par-
ties. How can our Italian comrades, organised around their 
newspaper, take another step forward? How do they pose 
the question of creating the conditions for a genuine party of 
the working class? Which initiatives, what link with the class 
struggle, what link with what is happening in the trade un-
ions? 
This is a question that is also posed in Azania-South Africa. 
The comrades have reported on a whole series of processes 
in Azania-South Africa. How do they insert themselves into 
those processes, into the orientation of fighting for a Black 
Workers Party? How do we express this? How is this linked 
to the newspaper? These are some of the concrete questions 
to which we must find an answer. 
I have read the contribution by the comrades from Pakistan 
on the consequences of the imperialist intervention, which is 
tending towards breaking up the country and tipping it fur-
ther into war. There is resistance being expressed at the 
trade union level. How do we formulate this politically? I 
don’t know, but we need to discuss this. 
 
Questions of political orientation that we are facing 
This means we are facing questions of political orientation. 
There are questions of political orientation that are specific 
to each of our countries, and others that are more general. I 
would like to refer to some of them. 
Everywhere, the offensive against the labour movement is 
taking the form of what is called corporatism, in other words, 
the attempt to integrate the trade union organisations into 
the state apparatus. Here in France right now, it goes by the 
name of “consultation, and it has other names elsewhere. 
But we are all faced with it. 
But within the corporatist offensive, there is an element that 
is to be found in every country, and that is the question of 
the environment. 
First of all, Marxists haven’t had to wait for anyone else to 
analyse the fact that by destroying the main productive 
force, labour-power, capitalism at the same time destroys 
the Nature that surrounds it. Marx wrote that for its own de-
velopment, capitalism exhausts the two sources of all 
wealth: humankind and Nature. Therefore, the working class 
which fights to save humankind is the only class capable of 
saving humankind and hence humankind’s environment, to 
which it is inextricably linked. 
Another thing is the existence, for the last 30 years or so, of 
a political current referred to as the “environmentalist” cur-
rent or “political environmentalism”. This current separates 
the question of the environment from the question of hu-
mankind, and formulates the defence of Nature or defence 
of the planet as something in itself. In practice, in so doing it 

counterposes that defence to the survival of humankind, and 
above all removes any class character from that defence. 
Today there is a kind of Sacred Union (4), where everybody 
has to be united in the same religion of “sustainable devel-
opment”, of “the fight against global warming”, of “safe-
guarding our water”, animals and who knows what else, with 
all of this put on the same level. And this takes an institu-
tional form. 
There is something called the COP, the Conference of the 
Parties to the United Nations Framework Convention on Cli-
mate Change (UNFCCC). The COP is an institution of the 
United Nations, a summit organised by the UN every year. 
The Paris summit, known as COP21, is now famous – it is 
where the protocol on climate change known as the Paris 
Agreement was adopted. The next COP is taking place in De-
cember 2018 in Katowice (Poland). So, COP21 brought to-
gether the heads of state and government of 198 countries, 
plus every non-governmental organisation (NGO) you could 
imagine, plus the trade unions, the International Trade Union 
Confederation (ITUC), the European Trade Union Confedera-
tion (ETUC), etc. And all of those people agreed that together 
they will “save the planet”. 
For example, they decided at COP21 that by the year 2100, 
global warming will not increase by more than 2 degrees. It 
is now three years later. All the specialists are saying that this 
target will not be reached. Why? The official explanation is 
that we are supposedly eating too much meat, or that we are 
using plastic bags, or that we are not sorting our rubbish – 
each of us, individually. 
The real explanation is that the capitalists are prepared take 
care of anything we want regarding the environment, bird-
life, plastic bags…provided that it makes them money. And if 
it doesn’t make them any money, they will tell you: this is all 
very serious, others need to take care of it, we’ve got busi-
nesses to run. 
 
There is no environment that is above the class struggle 
There is no environment that is above the class struggle. 
There is a capitalist class that is tipping humankind into the 
abyss, and this includes humankind’s environment. Then, 
there is a working class that is suffering lay-offs, deregula-
tion, and the pollution and destruction of the environment. 
For our part, we must address these issues from a class-
based point of view. We must firmly resist any separation be-
tween defending the working class and defending the envi-
ronment. When I read in a document written by comrades 
that it is positive that a trade union group is part of the cam-
paign called the Campaign against Climate Change in Britain, 
i.e. the COP21’s official campaign, I don’t agree. The trade 
unions have no place in a campaign led by the capitalists, led 
by Merkel, by Macron, by the European Union. The trade un-
ions have no place in a campaign led by the multinationals, 
which are the same people who are destroying the environ-
ment. 
The role of the trade unions is to defend the working class. If 
the working class is under attack on environmental issues, 
then the trade unions must defend the working class’s envi-
ronment. They must attack the capitalists and the govern-
ments, who are responsible. And the Sacred Union on behalf 
of the environment is a Sacred Union pure and simple. To 
write such a thing in a document of the Fourth International 
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is to call on the trade unions to enter into corporatism in-
stead of fighting back. I do not agree. So, we need to discuss 
this. Maybe I’m wrong. We are a democratic organisation, 
and we need to explain our views to one another. Because in 
many countries where pollution has reached dramatic levels, 
if we tell the workers: “Trust the governmental institutions 
and the capitalists”, we are putting the workers up against 
the wall. So, we need to clarify our positions. In France, our 
young comrades, members of the TCI, have published a short 
brochure on these questions (5). We need to organise the 
discussion in the International. There is no doubt whatsoever 
that humankind and its environment are being threatened 
with destruction. And we are supposed to trust the destroy-
ers to prevent the destruction? Never! 
 
For working class unity, against all forms  
of communitarianism 
There is a second question we are faced with. We are for the 
independence of the working class. Therefore, we are for its 
unity. And if we are for working class unity, we are against 
communitarianism. If we were to agree to dividing the work-
ing class according to its preferences, be they religious, sex-
ual or philosophical, in practice we would be abandoning the 
fight for the unity and independence of the working class. 
We, the Fourth International, are in favour of defending 
democratic rights, we are in favour of equal rights. For exam-
ple, we are in favour of freedom of thought, of choosing to 
believe or not to believe. I claim my right to be an atheist. But 
I recognise the right of every individual to practise the reli-
gion of his or her choice, his or her particular preference. If 
someone is discriminated against, if someone is persecuted 
due to their religious convictions, I am in favour of defending 
them unconditionally.I fight against discrimination and for 
freedom, for rights. If someone is discriminated against or 
persecuted due to their sexual preferences, I am in favour of 
defending them unconditionally, and recognise each per-
son’s right to live their private life as they see fit. We defend 
rights, freedom and equality against discrimination, against 
persecution. We don’t need to fit in with the fashion that 
consists of talking about “homophobia”, “Islamophobia”, 
etc.  
In a document signed by the organisations of the Fourth In-
ternational on the American continent – a document, by the 
way, that is correct on the subject to which it is devoted – 
there is a passing reference to “LGBTQ+”. I don’t agree. First 
of all, because LGBTQ+ means dividing up the working class. 
This fashion, which came from the United States, is all the 
rage, but it has a political foundation, namely excessive com-
munitarianism, the need to divide everybody into communi-
ties. US society was based by the capitalist class on complete 
division into communities: religious communities, each with 
its own particular persuasion; communities by national or 
“ethnic” origin; and then communities by sexual preferences, 
and others. We must refuse to simply adapt to this process 
of division. 
We oppose all persecution and all discrimination on the 
grounds of private or sexual life. Just as we are against all re-
ligious discrimination. We have no need to say anything else. 
These are questions we should discuss among ourselves. As 
far as I am concerned, I think we should state that we are 

against communitarianism and in favour of defending demo-
cratic rights. A third aspect: we are in favour of uncondition-
ally defending the independence of the trade union organi-
sations. Now, in every country around the world, there is the 
development of what we in France call “dégagisme” in the 
trade unions (6); in other words, the idea that you can get rid 
of a trade union official, and that will solve all the problems. 
In reality, behind this phenomenon there are often opera-
tions mounted by the government and the bosses to desta-
bilise the trade unions as working-class organisations. We 
must be extremely vigilant. We are in favour of defending the 
trade union organisations, and we are in favour of them re-
solving their problems internally. We are not in favour of the 
State intervening in the trade union organisations.  
 
Against all forms of populism 
And then, finally, we need to say that we are against all forms 
of populism. Because the specific characteristic of populism 
is that it dissolves all class borders. And today we are con-
fronted with a development of populism, in right-wing and 
left-wing forms. For example, the form of populism we are 
facing in France with France Unbowed finds its inspiration in 
ideologues, one of them Argentinian and the other Belgian, 
Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe. We need to work on this 
question, because this fashionable ideology is causing con-
siderable damage inside the labour movement.  
To take just one example: Jean-Luc Melenchon, who origi-
nally was “left-wing”, has recently stated that in the so-called 
arm-wrestle between the far-right government in Italy and 
the European Commission, we should support the Italian 
government (7). He stated: “French national identity is a re-
publican identity which merges with the idea of popular sov-
ereignty. This is why we should obviously take the side of the 
Italian government against the European Commission.” The 
attitude of the Italian government must be supported be-
cause it is saying “no” to the European Union? At whatever 
price? But Hitler said “no” to the Treaty of Versailles. Then 
what? Was this a reason for saying that we should “take 
sides”? This is the kind of aberration that “left-wing” popu-
lism leads to. An aberration that consists of saying that mi-
grants should be blocked from arriving in France, a position 
that is also supported by the CCI. 
This leads to a more general question: the Fourth Interna-
tional fights for working-class independence, therefore for 
breaking with imperialism. We should give some thought to 
various aspects to which I would like to refer in passing. The 
North American comrades are quite rightly discussing an ini-
tiative relating to the new United States-Mexico-Canada 
Agreement. This is very important, all the more for the fact 
that – as highlighted by the Mexican comrades – this poses 
the whole issue of Obrador’s positioning when he is sworn 
into office on 1 December. In the document by the Moroccan 
comrades, I saw a reference to the fact that the Baker Plan 
for dismantling the nations of the Maghreb region is being 
revived, which is not only a Moroccan, Tunisian or Algerian 
issue, but an issue for all of us. What initiative can we pro-
pose? In Europe, we are facing elections to the European 
“Parliament”. There is a joint initiative for a European inter-
nationalist rally on the slogan “This Europe is not our Europe”, 
on 11 May 2019; we need to discuss this as an issue in itself. 
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Trump is putting forward a new Middle East initiative, chris-
tened the “Deal of the Century”! it amounts to nothing more 
than putting in place two concentration camps christened 
“solution to the Palestinian question”. In what form should 
we take a position on this? Shouldn’t this OCRFI conference 
adopt a statement on Palestine? 
More generally, there is posed the question of the struggle 
against war. We said that the Mumbai World Conference 
(November 2016) was “Against War, Exploitation and Precar-
ious Work”. What next? How do we give the International 
Workers’ Committee (IWC) all of the prominence it de-
serves? We need to debate the proposals which we must 
submit to the activists of all the political tendencies that are 
associated with the IWC. 
And there is a particular question on which we must pursue 
the discussion with our comrades within the IWC framework, 
and that is what is happening right now in China, with a real 
development of a labour movement, of a linking-up with 
youth who regard themselves as Marxists. 
Another issue we must look at in the next three days, as part 
of the specific tasks of the Fourth International, is the issue 
of working women and the youth issue.  
Traditionally, we hold initiatives on 8 March [International 
Women’s Day] in various countries. Would it be possible to 
have a joint initiative on 8 March 2019? First of all because 
women are confronting the European Union, and then be-
cause next year, International Women’s Day comes a few 
weeks after the 100th anniversary of the assassination of 
Rosa Luxemburg.  
Of course, Rosa Luxemburg’s role in the labour movement 
and in history certainly can’t be reduced to the fight for 
women’s emancipation, it is much bigger than that. But it in-
cludes the women question, and we should reflect on 
whether a link could be made between paying tribute to Rosa 
Luxemburg and the current state of women’s fight for their 
emancipation.  
Regarding the youth, can we decide to hold an international 
camp for youth of the Fourth International? With all that this 
implies in terms of a financial campaign and mobilisation, but 
a genuine international camp? Among the youth, the ques-
tion of internationalism is a major defining element. 
 
What about the revisionist centre?  
In conclusion, two questions. First of all, the comrades will 
have noted that this report has made very little reference to 
the revisionism of the CCI. Why? Because in our building pro-
cess, we have gone past the stage where we were asking 
questions about the roots of the 2015 crisis. Those questions 
were legitimate. We asked them of ourselves. We replied to 
them in the Turin Conference (February 2016). We pursued 
that discussion in the last OCRFI Conference, and I believe 
that we do not feel the need to continuously define ourselves 
in relation to those ex-comrades. We have our responsibili-
ties in the class struggle, we have questions to which we have 
to provide answers in front of the workers. That is our main 
responsibility. 
And yet, we cannot ignore their activity. Why? Because they 
are carrying out that activity in the name of Trotskyism. And 
in many cases, that activity in the name of Trotskyism is det-
rimental to the Fourth International. We could give several 

examples of this, but I will only refer to a few so that we can 
come back to them in the discussion.  
There is what happened in the Spanish State, where the POSI 
(8) leadership turned their backs on the proclamation of the 
Catalan Republic. Even worse, they condemned it, and in the 
recent period they have given critical support to the budget 
agreement between the ruling Socialist Party (PSOE) and Po-
demos. An agreement which falls completely within the 
framework of the European Union. This, while the Sanchez 
government is still holding the Catalan independentist lead-
ers in prison. And with exceptional cynicism, as the govern-
ment does not have a majority in the Cortes (the monarchist 
parliament), it is sending emissaries to the prisons to ask the 
Catalan independentists if they could kindly get their parlia-
mentary representatives to vote with the government so 
that it can achieve a majority! I must confess, I have never 
seen a situation where people are being held in prison, only 
to be asked for their votes in order to allow the government 
to govern…and keep them in prison. And the revisionist cen-
tre is providing cover for all this. 
The second element: in the United States, in the framework 
of the mid-term elections, there was a surge to the left 
around the Democratic Party. Some people stood for elec-
tion with “socialist” labels, whilst carefully remaining prison-
ers of the Democratic Party framework, in other words of 
one of the two parties of capital. In the columns of its news-
paper Informations Ouvrieres and its review La Vérité [The 
Truth], the CCI regards this development as being positive. 
The whole struggle waged since the beginning by the Fourth 
International, for the US trade unions to break with the Dem-
ocratic Party, for them to stop funding capitalist candidates 
to the tune of millions of dollars, for them to take the path of 
a Labor Party…everything that was gained by the Trotskyist 
movement has been thrown in the trash. The comrades in 
the United States will no doubt explain to us how all of the 
“very left-wing” candidates inside Democratic Party frame-
work, like their leader Bernie Sanders, are still subordinating 
themselves to imperialist policy, beginning with its war ef-
fort. 
The third element we need to give, regarding France, is the 
active participation of the revisionist centre in the front line 
of the operation that triggered the downfall of the Secretary 
General of the CGT-Force Ouvriere trade union confedera-
tion. A Secretary General whom they had got elected just six 
months earlier. At a time when the union was engaged in a 
battle with the government, an alliance was formed between 
the CCI and the right wing of the union to drive out the Sec-
retary General, paralyse the union organisation, and place it 
under the supervision of a kind of oversight committee com-
posed of two political factions: four members of the faction 
linked to the employers in the metalworking industry, and 
three CCI members. And all of the press said: this union or-
ganisation is now bureaucratically controlled by an alliance 
between the right wing and “the Trotskyists”. This is why we 
had to publish an article in La Tribune des Travailleurs on the 
subject of “Defence of Trotskyism, defence of the labour 
movement. What Trotskyists are and what they are not”. In 
the article, we explained that this is not Trotskyism, Trotsky-
ism means respect for trade union independence, it means 
that a union is not confiscated by a political faction. 
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“One must know how to end the strike” 
This has had immediate consequences in the class struggle. 
This week, two well-known CCI leaders called for a strike to 
end in one case, and in the other case for a strike not to be 
started. 
In the French city of Niort, there was a hospital strike that 
lasted 49 days. The département-level Force Ouvrière union 
is led by a member of the CCI leadership. The press reported 
that this leader stood in front of a mass strike meeting and 
said to the strikers: your strike can no longer win; there is a 
day of action planned for 19 November, so we are calling on 
you to end your strike and wait for the day of action on 19 
November. This statement result in division with the other 
unions, which remained on strike. In another sector, where 
it was announced that 4,000 jobs would be cut, some trade 
unions decided to organise a strike. The union led by the CCI 
sent out a circular that said, and I quote: “If the railworkers 
on their own did not manage to make the government back 
down, how could employment centre workers do so?”  
Comrades, for French militant activists, this reminds us of 
something.  
In 1936, when the Stalinists were supporting Blum’s Popular 
Front government (a governmental alliance between the So-
cialist Party and the bourgeois Radical Party, supported by 
the Stalinist party) and trying to put a stop to the general 
strike, Communist Party Secretary General Maurice Thorez – 
following Stalin’s orders – said to the workers (many of 
whom were CP members): “One must know how to end the 
strike”. That phrase has lived on in the French labour move-
ment as the infamous mark of Stalinism. And today, it is peo-
ple who claim to stand for Trotskyism that are telling the 
workers: you need to stop the strikes! 
I will read out what Trotsky wrote on the subject – I’m sure 
he could not imagine that someone would do such a thing in 
his name. He wrote, in 1935: “The greatest danger in France 
lies in the fact that the revolutionary energy of the masses 
will be dissipated in spurts, in isolated explosions (…), and 
give way to apathy.” Of course, there is always a danger. But 
Trotsky added this: “Only conscious traitors or hopeless mud-
dle-heads are capable of thinking that in the present situation 
it is possible to hold the masses immobilised up to the mo-
ment when they will be blessed from above by the govern-
ment of the People’s Front.” And Trotsky added: “Strikes, pro-
tests, street clashes, direct uprisings are absolutely inevitable 
in the present situation.” (9) In other words: the strike by em-
ployment centre workers and the Niort hospital strike are ab-
solutely inevitable. 
This is what we are trying to do by publishing everything we 
can on the current strike actions in our newspapers, even 
when those actions are isolated, because those isolated 
strikes are preparing the ground for an all-out strike move-
ment. Hopeless muddle-heads or conscious traitors – or both 
at the same time – who unfortunately claim to stand for Trot-
skyism, are today endeavouring to stop and paralyse the 
strikes.  
We therefore need to refer to this, because even though it is 
not the focus of our attention, it is our duty to defend the 
stainless flag of the Fourth International – and defend that 
stainless flag against those who, while claiming it as their 
own, are carrying out a policy that is against the workers’ in-
terests. 

One last remark to finish: throughout our discussions, we 
need to think about the way in which we translate them at 
the organisational level. There is no political provision possi-
ble without translating it into organisational terms, whatever 
the size of our organisations. 
 
Having a newspaper is a crucial issue 
For example: having a newspaper is a crucial issue. It can be 
a weekly or monthly newspaper, it can have 16 pages or 
simply be one double-sided sheet of paper – that is not im-
portant. What is important is the fact that we express our-
selves regularly, that we oblige ourselves to give a position 
on the political situation; this means that we can then talk 
with any worker and say: “Here’s what my party thinks, 
here’s what it is proposing, what do you think?” 
We have had an important discussion in the French section. 
At the start, when we launched the weekly newspaper La 
Tribune des Travailleurs, we were happy because it sold. Af-
ter a while, we realised that each week, there were more 
subscriptions than in the previous week. So, at the start, it 
became a game between us. How many next week? Then, at 
a certain point, it was no longer a game, because it was a po-
litical question. We have now reached Issue no.162 of La 
Tribune des Travailleurs, and (apart from the summer holiday 
period, which is very specific), we have seen a drop in the 
number of subscriptions only once, for Issue no.7. Therefore, 
on an ongoing basis for more than 150 issues, in other words 
for the last three years, we have seen uninterrupted progress 
every week. 
At one point, we had a discussion in the TCI’s national lead-
ership: are we obliged not to lose ground? Would it be seri-
ous if we lost ground? No, of course not, it wouldn’t be seri-
ous in itself. We had a serious discussion on the question: is 
there a reason why we would lose ground? Is there a limit in 
our activity that would emerge before us and would oblige 
us to have fewer subscriptions than in the previous week? 
We examined the parameters. We have recruited more Trot-
skyist militant activists and more POID members, and people 
who buy the newspaper appreciate its content – they tell us 
so in dozens of letters sent weekly to the editorial team. The 
working class is fighting back despite the difficulties, it is stag-
ing more strikes, and every time we turn up at a strike with 
the newspaper, we are extremely well received by the strik-
ers, who give interviews for the newspaper. Is there a reason 
why we would lose ground? At the end of that discussion, we 
adopted a resolution that said: we think that there is no rea-
son for losing ground even once in terms of subscriptions to 
La Tribune des Travailleurs. This is our challenge every week. 
It is not easy, but it is a political position about the organisa-
tion which flows from an assessment of the situation and our 
place in it, and I think that it is correct. And, to varying de-
grees, we need to ask ourselves the questions in these terms. 
_______________________ 
(1) The sub-headings were inserted by the editing team of The In-
ternationale. 
(2) A massive deposit of oil was discovered off the coast of Brazil in 
2007, underneath a thick layer of salt beneath the sea-bed in ultra-
deep water (nearly 20,000 feet down). 
(3) Leon Trotsky, “Committees of Action – Not People’s Front”, 26 
November 1935, published in Whither France? (1936). 
(4) Translator’s note: The union sacrée or Sacred Union was a polit-
ical truce in France during the First World War, in which a significant 
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part of the socialist movement agreed not to oppose the govern-
ment or call any strike, in the name of patriotism. 
(5) The brochure is reproduced in this issue of The Internationale. 
(6) Translator’s note: “Dégagisme”, which can be translated as a 
“kick them out” perspective, 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 movement in 
Tunisia in 2011. As a political concept it is limited to demanding that 
those in power should leave, without proposing concretely who or 
what should replace them. The France Unbowed movement is call-
ing for the working class’s traditional forms of organisation – politi-
cal parties and trade unions – to “clear out” in favour of a move-
ment which claims to “federate” the people while glossing over the  

antagonism between distinct class interests. Specifically in the trade  
union context, this essentially populist perspective treats unions as 
out-of-date and dogmatic organisations, and rejects the need to de-
fend their class independence from corporatist attempts to atomise 
them and/or integrate them into the State. 
(7) The press conference, given on 24 October 2018 in the European 
“Parliament” building in Strasbourg (France), was widely reported 
in the French media, including Le Figaro and the Reuters French-
language service. 
(8) POSI: Internationalist Socialist Workers’ Party, former section of 
the Fourth International in the Spanish State, now aligned with the 
revisionist centre. 
(9) “Committees of Action – Not People’s Front”, op.cit. 
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 DISCUSSION - DOCUMENTS 
 
 

The discussion  
in the International Committee meeting 
 
Under the responsibility of the editorial 
team of The Internationale, we publish for 
our readers some aspects of the discussion 
and proceedings of the International  
Committee meeting.  

 
More than ever, “the historical crisis of humankind comes 
down to the crisis of the revolutionary leadership” 
In the general discussion that began on the basis of the intro-
ductory report, several comrades of the International Com-
mittee referred to continental or national situations to illus-
trate the relevance today of what lies at the heart of the Pro-
gramme of the Fourth International: the bankruptcy of the 
capitalist system based on private ownership of the means of 
production (100 years after Lenin characterised its highest 
stage, imperialism), and the terrible decay and mass destruc-
tion of the productive forces which flows from it, pose more 
the ever the choice between socialism or barbarism. A choice 
illustrated by the militant activists from countries stricken by 
war; comrades from several countries of Africa as well as Pa-
kistan and Afghanistan reported of “tens of thousands dead, 
and millions of displaced persons and refugees”, the conse-
quence of imperialist interventions and wars to break up na-
tions that result from them.  
Throughout the world, the working class and the oppressed 
masses are seeking the path of fighting back, they are seek-
ing to develop their own class struggle, in the most difficult 
of conditions. This was recalled by the comrade from Roma-
nia, giving the example of the demonstration by 7,000 min-
ing sector workers in 2017, when they stood up against the 
policy of liquidating the energy sector as demanded by the 
European Commission and the International Monetary Fund 
(IMF). During the demonstration, one group of workers car-
ried a banner that said: “What are we living for? To struggle! 
Why are we struggling? To live!” Several comrades reviewed 
the conditions of the recent class struggle in their respective 
countries. Thus, a comrade from the United States explained 
that “a few months ago, when the Supreme Court delivered 
an unfavourable decision against the trade union organisa-
tions (the ruling known as Janus vs AFSCME), everybody – be-
ginning with Trump – proclaimed that the labour movement 
was dead and buried. And a few weeks later, there was the 
eruption of the strike wave by teachers, who in their tens of 
thousands, together with their unions, from state to state, 
took matters into their own hands, and that strike wave is still 
going on at this time.” The same observation – relating to 
very different conditions – was made by the comrade from 

Russia, who focused on the powerful mobilisation which be-
gan in June as soon as a pensions counter-reform was an-
nounced by the Putin government. The measure increased 
the retirement age from 55 to 60 for women and from 60 to 
65 for men, and implemented a “recommendation” by the 
IMF to the Russian government. The comrade noted: “This 
international offensive by the capitalists and their institutions 
has also resulted in uniting the working class and its demands 
internationally”. 
A discussion began on the question: what today is allowing 
this global offensive by the capitalist class against the work-
ing class? Unquestionably, it is the subordination of the la-
bour movement’s leading apparatuses to the capitalist sys-
tem, and those apparatuses’ policy of accompanying and of-
ten taking direct responsibility for imperialism’s plans. A 
comrade from Portugal referred to the implementation of 
the austerity programmes by the Socialist Party government 
with the support of the leaders of the Portuguese Com-
munist Party (PCP) and the Left Bloc (BE), and by way of illus-
tration quoted what was said by ex-Portuguese President Ca-
vaco Silva during an interview on news radio station TSF 
(26 October): “I would never have thought that the Left Bloc 
and the PCP would bow down to these realities so easily”. 
These so-called “realities” are the acceptance by the PCP and 
BE apparatuses of the framework set by imperialism, and 
their refusal to break with the counter-reforms that are 
aimed at crushing the Portuguese working class, its gains and 
its organisations on behalf of the demands of the European 
Commission and the IMF. Which brings us back to this essen-
tial affirmation of the Programme of the Fourth Interna-
tional: “The historical crisis of humankind comes down to the 
crisis of the revolutionary leadership”. 
 
A particular illustration: Brazil 
Responding to the particular point made in the introductory 
report, many members of the International Committee en-
tered the discussion on the recent events in Brazil, which il-
lustrate this international reality from a particular point of 
view. Is Bolsonaro’s election a turning-point in the situation 
in Brazil? And how should we characterise it, in order to de-
fine the tasks of the vanguard? 
A comrade from Brazil emphasised especially that the enor-
mous organised power of the Brazilian working class had 
been deliberately kept in check in recent months. He re-
ferred in particular to the “48 million strikers on 28 April 2017 
in response to the call by the CUT trade union confederation 
against the anti-working-class policy of Temer’s putschist 
government. This power frightened the leaders of the Wor-
kers Party (PT)”. He also referred to the 30,000 workers and 
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activists who rallied in early April 2018 outside the headquar-
ters of the metalworkers’ union in the ABC (the industrial belt 
of São Paulo) to defend Lula against his arrest…and against 
the way in which the PT leadership did everything it could to 
demobilise them, continuing the policy of subordination to 
imperialism implemented over the course of 13 years by the 
Lula and Dilma governments. As highlighted by a comrade 
from France, “the Workers Party in Brazil was not born out of 
a fragmentation; it is the direct result of the movement by the 
Brazilian working class in 1979-80. Its political collapse today 
is therefore a world event.” 
This particular situation led the International Committee to 
modify its agenda and devote a separate item to characteris-
ing the point currently reached in the situation. In the reso-
lution that was adopted unanimously at the end of this 
agenda item, the following was established: 
“Marxism is rooted in the facts, in all of the facts. Nothing is 
more alien to Marxism than ignoring the upheavals under-
way in a given situation, to exclude from its analysis facts 
which might counter it, or to give a complete definition of an 
incomplete process. Marxism requires taking into considera-
tion all of the facts, including those that are contradictory, 
both the progressive tendencies and the reactionary tenden-
cies and their interaction within their dynamic, in order to de-
duce from them the different possible variants of events to 
come and to identify from them a leverage-point for action 
and organisation. 
It is a fact that imperialism is engaged in a policy of destroy-
ing the working-class organisations. It is a fact that Bolso-
naro’s election is a continuation of the offensive initiated by 
Temer’s coup d’état which constitutes a defeat of the work-
ing class without a fight, which was made possible by the pro-
imperialist policy of capitulation of the PT leadership and of 
its various component parts over the course of the 13 years 
of the Lula and Dilma governments, which were incapable of 
challenging Temer’s putschist policy and fighting to the end 
for Lula’s [presidential] candidature, and which today are 
submitting to Bolsonaro.” 
 
After the “defeat without a fight” of the Brazilian working 
class, what is to be done? 
After characterising the fact that Bolsonaro’s election had 
been enabled by the “defeat without a fight” of the Brazilian 
working class, for which the leaderships bear full responsibil-
ity, the International Committee invited the Brazilian com-
rades to continue their elaboration of the vanguard’s tasks in 
this new situation.  
Let us specify the method used in the International Commit-
tee’s discussion, as highlighted by the comrade rapporteur in 
his response: “The relationship between the International 
and the sections is not the same as the one that can exist in-
side a national organisation, of necessity. There is a more fed-
eralist or federal aspect. This is why, in the discussion on Bra-
zil, we formulated what appeared to be necessary, but this 
does not replace the reflections and sovereign decisions of 
the Brazilian section.” It is in this spirit that the resolution 
that was adopted went on: “It is a defeat without a fight. 
How far will Bolsonaro be able to go in his wish to establish a 
militarised or authoritarian regime, or even a fascist-style or 
semi-fascist one? To what extent will the working-class or-
ganisations be dislocated or preserved? To what extent and 

for how long will the masses be in shock, in retreat, or on the 
contrary will go back onto the counter-offensive? It is impos-
sible to give definitive answers to these questions today. 
It is impossible to outline a revolutionary orientation without 
answering these questions, and it is impossible to produce an 
answer to these questions outside of a continuous dialogue 
with the masses and a meticulous assessment of the facts as 
they develop. 
This is why the International Committee proposes to the com-
rades of the Brazilian section that in the coming weeks they 
consider it their priority task to draw up and communicate a 
three-part report at least two or three times a week: 
• An assessment of the political, social, economic and in-

stitutional facts;  
• The thoughts of the workers, their reaction, the discus-

sions taking place among the masses and the dialogue 
with the workers, seeking to reach right down to the 
grassroots; 

• A synthesis by the Brazilian comrades of those facts, 
those exchanges, those pieces of information. 

It is on this basis, in a continuous dialogue between the Inter-
national and the Brazilian section, starting from the facts and 
the masses’ state of mind, that it will be possible gradually to 
refine the analysis and define the tasks. 
With the election of Bolsonaro, the situation in Brazil is di-
rectly linked to the offensive by Trump and the IMF to impose 
their policy on the workers and peoples of South America. 
This includes threats of war against Venezuela, and requires 
an effort by the OCRFI’s secretariat, working with the na-
tional sections, to develop and implement a common anti-im-
perialist policy in the region.” 
 
“Free Lula”: a question of principle 
During the discussion on the situation in Brazil, another ques-
tion came up; and, although it also concerns Brazil, it brings 
us back to questions of principle embodied by the Fourth In-
ternational founded by Leon Trotsky 80 years ago.  
While very many organisations affiliated to the OCRFI have 
participated in a wide variety of united front initiatives for 
the unconditional release of Lula (the PT’s leader and desig-
nated candidate in the presidential election, who was thrown 
in prison in April 2018 after being convicted without proof), 
a comrade from Peru voiced his reservations over the slogan 
“Free Lula”.  
In his response, the comrade rapporteur wanted to make 
things clear: “I am going to use an expression that I very 
rarely use: I think that this touches on a question of principle. 
I will explain why. Let’s go so far as to assume that everything 
Lula has been accused of is true. Is that why US imperialism, 
via its intermediaries in Brazil, waged a campaign against 
Lula to get him convicted? You would have to be naïve to be-
lieve that. If this were a moral concern, then we would have 
to note that the very people who led the charge against Lula 
had been convicted for corruption. So it is hard to believe that 
this was an abstract moral concern on their part. 
We will all agree that, from imperialism’s point of view, the 
objective had to do with a concrete problem: it needed to 
break the back of the PT, and to do this, a good way was to 
succeed in getting Lula convicted. So this was an offensive 
against the PT as a party, as an organisation constituted by 
the working class as such. 
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In such circumstances, the Fourth International has an invio-
lable position of principle, of which I would like to remind you: 
in the Fourth International in 1937, 1938, 1939 and 1940, no-
tably – but not only – in the US section, the Socialist Workers 
Party (SWP), there was an extremely bitter political discus-
sion that resulted in a split that carried with it half of the US 
organisation. The discussion addressed the following ques-
tion: are we unconditionally in favour of defending the USSR 
against imperialism, yes or no? 
The SWP minority put forward the following argument: tak-
ing Stalin’s appalling crimes into account, we cannot sepa-
rate the question of defending the USSR from defending Sta-
lin’s policy, therefore we cannot defend Stalin’s USSR. 
To this argument, Trotsky, whose own son had been mur-
dered by Stalin, and all of whose comrades-in-arms had been 
murdered by Stalin, basically replied: the USSR is a gain of the 
October Revolution, even though it has degenerated bureau-
cratically. Stalin is a gravedigger of the USSR, of that there is 
no doubt whatsoever. But when imperialism attacks the 
USSR, it is attacking state ownership, the gains of October. 
We are therefore unconditionally in favour of defending the 
USSR against Hitler or US imperialism, and we know that by 
saying so we will find ourselves in the camp of the worst of all 
murderers, Stalin. And yet, we do not support Stalin. The 
workers must say: yes, we must eliminate Stalin and Stalin-
ism, that is our job, and we have no confidence whatsoever 
in the bourgeoisie to do it.” 
 
“Those who cannot defend old positions will never conquer 
new ones.” 
The rapporteur went on: “I think that this was the only ac-
ceptable position of principle. Trotsky wrote at the time: 
“Those who cannot defend old positions will never conquer 
new ones.” (1) Those who were not capable of defending the 
USSR, even led by Stalin, forever renounced making gains for 
the Revolution. 
Not only did Trotsky defend this position right up to his mur-
der on 20 August 1940; on 22 June 1941, when Nazi Ger-
many’s troops invaded the USSR, the last surviving Soviet 
Trotskyists who hadn’t yet been executed by machine-gun in 
the camps asked the camp administrators to grant them the 
honour of being temporarily released so that they could fight 
in the front line against the Nazi invader and defend the gains 
of October by defending the USSR. They made this request, 
which in practice included fighting under Stalin’s command, 
while at the same time fighting to help the working class to 
overthrow Stalin and the bureaucracy. Some of them were 
released and sent to the front line, where they were killed by 
Nazi bullets. 
So, if it was correct to defend the USSR despite and against 
Stalin, and correct to say that Stalin’s fate should be decided 
by the workers, then it is correct to say that we defend the PT 
in Brazil against imperialism, and that the fate of the traitor 
Lula and his associates, their policy of subordination to impe-
rialism, and all the phenomena of corruption that pollute the 
labour movement (and not only in Brazil!)…all that must be 
decided by the Brazilian workers. Therefore, we challenge 
Lula’s imprisonment and we demand his release, because we 
are fighting for the right of the PT, of the workers who pay 
their dues to that party, to choose for themselves their lead-
ers and their candidates. It is not up to Trump and his lackeys 

to choose who represents the workers in Brazil or anywhere 
else. This is a question of principle.”  
And the comrade added: “This is not a Brazilian issue. We are 
facing it in every country. In France, three and a half years 
ago, the Secretary General of the CGT trade union confeder-
ation was accused of having a lifestyle that was not normal 
for a Secretary General of a trade union. And that was true. 
But we said: be careful, it’s a trap! Those who are drawing 
your attention to this are not bothered by the Secretary Gen-
eral’s lifestyle, what bothers them is the CGT as a working-
class union. We refuse to take a position on this, and we call 
on the workers to close ranks – not around the Secretary Gen-
eral, but around the union. And today, the same issue is being 
raised for the Force Ouvrière (FO) trade union confederation. 
An unprincipled alliance between a sector of the metalwork-
ers’ federation and the CCI has succeeded in driving the FO 
Secretary General from office on the grounds that he had 
kept a file on leading union figures. Keeping a file is not a 
pretty thing. But who will dare to say that he was the only 
one to keep a file? It’s a joke! In reality, they needed to drive 
from office a Secretary General who had said: we will fight 
tooth and nail to defend the public pension schemes against 
the Macron government. We said: we will not go along with 
this operation to destabilise the trade union organisation; if 
a leader is an unscrupulous leader, it is up to the union mem-
bers, up to the workers to sort him out – not Macron, and not 
the bosses.” 
 
Reassessing a forecast 
The discussion addressed the issues raised in the article enti-
tled “Initial reflections on the relevance today of the Fourth 
International, 80 years after its founding”, published in Issue 
no.11 of The Internationale, which was submitted for discus-
sion to prepare the International Committee meeting. Alt-
hough the reasons that led to the reproclamation of the 
Fourth International in 1993 were and remain perfectly cor-
rect (the bankruptcy of the capitalist system, the vital need 
for proletarian revolution, and therefore the vital need to 
overcome the crisis of revolutionary leadership through 
building the Fourth International and its sections), the mem-
bers of the International Committee reassessed the condi-
tions in which the forecast formulated at that time – about 
the forms which the recomposition of the labour movement 
would take – was achieved or not. To a comrade from Bel-
gium who wondered about this “mistaken forecast”, while a 
comrade from Germany, conversely, recalled how the Ger-
man Marxist leader Franz Mehring felt obliged in 1918 to re-
assess the forecasts on the timing of the proletarian revolu-
tion which Marx and Engels had envisaged 70 years previ-
ously, the comrade rapporteur felt obliged to explain: “Were 
we wrong? I think that is putting it too strongly. This is not 
about being wrong or not. The German comrade was right to 
refer to what Mehring wrote in 1918. This is a discussion as 
old as the labour movement itself. We could say that the rule 
is that all historical forecasts subsequently come up against 
real life, and very often, things do not happen as forecast. En-
gels wrote the following in Anti-Dühring: “It is not nature and 
the realm of man which conform to these principles, but the 
principles are only valid in so far as they are in conformity 
with nature and history.” Therefore, we make a forecast, and 
in real life things happens differently. This does not mean that 
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we were wrong. It means that the form taken by events is not 
the one we could think of. This does not mean that we were 
fundamentally wrong. Fundamentally, we said that the la-
bour movement was rapidly becoming divided and that, de-
spite this, there would be processes of recomposition on a 
new axis. We stand by this. But the form taken by those pro-
cesses is not exactly the one we had thought of. (…) We dis-
cussed this in the French section. We had thought that in ad-
dition, within that process, whole segments of the Com-
munist Party and Socialist Party would perhaps go in that di-
rection. That did not happen. But this doesn’t change any-
thing fundamentally. It changes things in terms of form, and 
it has consequences for the form of the transitional method, 
but not for the fundamentals of the process on which we 
must focus. Namely, that within the very processes of the 
class struggle, new layers of workers and activists are defin-
ing themselves in action, and so they are expressing the re-
composition of the labour movement on a new axis.” 
 
A new generation: helping it to have confidence in itself 
But then, what form did those processes of recomposition 
take? A comrade from France referred to the discussion held 
in the leadership of the Internationalist Communist Ten-
dency (TCI) just after the successful delegate conference on 
20 October, which brought together 223 workers, youth and 
militant activists delegated by Unity Committees that were 
set up in 151 workplaces. The comrade explained that this 
was about “a new generation that appeared in the class 
struggle, in the strikes, in the mass meetings with the trade 
unions, in the defence committees and on the picket lines.” A 
generation “around 30-40 years old, maybe younger, who 
are not weighed down by the decades of betrayals by the Sta-
linist apparatus. We must help this generation to have confi-
dence in itself” and must recruit the best fighters to the pro-
gramme of the world party of revolution. Is this a “French” 
phenomenon? No, the comrade pointed out, relating this to 
the processes that are currently underway in the tens of 
thousands of labour strikes that are developing in China. 
Strikes during which the Chinese workers are stating more 
and more clearly that “the workers must be able to decide 
freely” and are linking up with young students who regard 
themselves confusedly as Marxists, to the extent that the im-
perialist press that is supportive of the restoration of capital-
ism is worried about them. 
The rapporteur emphasised in his response that more gener-
ally, in different forms in every country, “this new generation 
of fighters who are emerging from the class struggle, who are 
seeking out the path of revolution, who are in no way scared 
to discuss the relevance today of Marxism and the proletar-
ian revolution, quite the opposite, who are in the front line of 
the strikes and demonstrations, who aren’t scared of either 
the red flag or The Internationale, who are convinced that 
capitalism is leading humankind to ruin and barbarism even 
though they have never read anything on a theoretical level, 
because they are living it every day – is this or is this not the 
process of recomposition of the labour movement on a new 
axis?” 
To a comrade from Chile who was worried that we are fa-
vouring the processes “at the top” at the expense of the pro-
cesses “at the grassroots”, the rapporteur pointed out: “We 
must guard against counterposing the processes at the top to 

those at the grassroots. There will always be processes at 
both the top and the grassroots.” 
 
Building: Which strategy? What party?  
But, to turn towards those new generations of fighters in the 
class struggle, the organisations and militant activists en-
gaged in the fight for the reconstitution of the Fourth Inter-
national need to define the strategy for building the revolu-
tionary party in their respective countries. 
Everywhere, the question that is posed is the question of the 
regroupment for a genuine working-class party. This is why a 
comrade from Tunisia, having recalled the role being played 
by the national trade union centre – the Tunisian General La-
bour Union (UGTT) – in organising the whole of the working 
class, then added: “Seven years after Ben Ali’s downfall, the 
need for a workers’’ party is being felt more than ever.” A 
“genuine workers’ party” is also the axis on which the section 
of the Fourth International in Azania/South Africa is fighting, 
in other words, in the conditions that apply in that country, 
for a party of the Black working class that will place itself at 
the forefront of the fight for land for the Black majority, and 
the fight for Black majority power. A party which, breaking 
with Stalinist traditions, will also “respect the existence in its 
ranks of the different currents and tendencies that represent 
the labour movement”, the comrade pointed out. How do we 
put this perspective into practice concretely, in a situation 
where tens of thousands of activists are regrouping, some in 
Julius Malema’s party, the Economic Freedom Fighters, oth-
ers in the party launched by the National Union of Metal-
workers of South Africa (NUMSA) after that union broke with 
the tripartite ANC-Communist Party-COSATU government 
following the Marikana massacre? Hence the need for the 
Azanian section of the Fourth International to continue its 
discussion on the axis of building the revolutionary party in 
Azania. 
Our comrade explained that in Pakistan, the section met sev-
eral times before the last elections, with one item on the 
agenda: “In these elections, which party stands for defending 
the interests of the workers and the small farmers? We stud-
ied in detail what each candidate was saying, and we con-
cluded that none of the candidates in contention sincerely de-
fended the workers’ interests. So, how do we move forward 
towards such a party? This discussion led us to put on the 
agenda the publication of a newspaper that will be based on 
a national editorial committee.” 
A comrade explained that in the United States, the Trotskyist 
organisation – armed with the perspective of a Labor Party, 
a workers’ party based on the trade unions that would break 
with subordination to the Democratic Party, a perspective 
developed in the 1930s by Leon Trotsky and the SWP leaders 
– decided to take the initiative of a regroupment, notably 
with the 50,000 activists who had broken with Bernie Sand-
ers after he logically rallied to Hillary Clinton and refused to 
respond to their call for a clear break with the Democratic 
Party. The comrade explained that this joint initiative pro-
vided the basis for launching a new initiative, the Labor Com-
munity Campaign for an Independent Party (LCCIP), which 
has since been supported by more than 500 activists and a 
dozen organisations, with the intention of standing inde-
pendent candidates from 2019. This places huge responsibi-
lities on the Trotskyist organisation, especially to clarify what 
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movements like France Unbowed and SYRIZA actually are, 
since some activists who have broken with Sanders might 
have illusions in them. This therefore raises the issue of 
strengthening the Trotskyist organisation numerically and 
politically by building itself while building the LCCIP.  
A comrade from Germany explained that when the main 
party of the German proletariat – the Social Democratic Party 
of Germany (SPD), a participant in the Grand Coalition gov-
ernment together with the bourgeoisie – suffers a major 
electoral rejection, this is not a defeat for the German prole-
tariat, despite being a dramatic upset. It is unlikely that the 
Grand Coalition can hang on to power for much longer in its 
current form, yet Merkel has played a decisive role in the sta-
bility of the imperialist order in Europe and worldwide. Her 
probable replacement by Friedrich Merz, a billionaire directly 
subservient to US imperialism, is perhaps a better guarantee 
for US imperialism, but will destabilise political relations in 
Europe (2). And in Germany, this risks making the SPD lead-
ership’s policy of an alliance with the bourgeoisie more diffi-
cult to achieve. In these conditions, how can the Trotskyist 
activists who are participating in the publication of the news-
paper Freie Platform für Arbeiterpolitik [Open Platform for 
Working-class Politics] link up inside the SPD with those who 
want to break with the Grand Coalition in favour of a work-
ing-class policy and a working-class government?  
 
“Dégagisme”, populism, “communitarianism” or working-
class party 
All around the world, the workers are facing an attempt – 
with varying degrees of success – to establish Bonapartist re-
gimes which claim to be “above social classes”. This is a con-
tinuous tendency in the epoch of imperialist decay, with its 
corollary of the tendency to establish corporatist regimes, in 
other words trying to integrate the working-class organisa-
tions into the bourgeois state, starting with the trade unions. 
This is the case in Turkey, a comrade explained, where the 
Erdogan regime is relying on repression “and the destruction 
of all the political parties, including his own”. But it would be 
a mistake to think that political parties and trade unions are 
only threatened by the opposing class. 
Throughout the world, the workers are faced with the devel-
opment of populist movements – in very diverse forms, of 
course – which also claim to transcend the social classes. But 
this upsurge of “populism”, for example in the form of the 
current Italian government, has not just appeared out of no-
where, a comrade from Italy reminded us: “What opened the 
door to the current government? The collapse of the Demo-
cratic Party (PD), the latest embodiment of the crisis of the 
Italian Communist Party, which implemented every one of 
the programmes of the capitalists and the European Union. It 
was also the collapse of the Communist Refoundation Party 
(PRC), which claimed to be an alternative to the PD, and 
which has disappeared today.” 
And this does not take into account the current wave of “dé-
gagisme”, which should not be confused, a comrade from 
Latin America pointed out, with the cry of the Argentinian 
masses, “Que se vayan todos!” (“All of them must go!”, the 
slogan of the Argentinazo crisis in 2001), any more than the 
word “dégagisme” refers directly to “Dégage!”, the slogan of 
the Tunisian Revolution addressed to the state police appa-
ratus of the Ben Ali regime (3). As a comrade from France 

explained, today’s “dégagisme” is derived from “the denial 
of the working class’s right to exist as a class, through its tra-
ditional organisations, parties and trade unions”. This labour 
movement “dégagisme” was perfectly defined a few days 
later in France, when a France Unbowed member of the Na-
tional Assembly was invited to deliver the political conclusion 
to a public meeting of the revisionist centre in Paris. This As-
sembly member declared from the platform: “The traditional 
labour movement, which has structured political struggle for 
years and which has sometimes been the vehicle for social 
gains, is today – through its adaptation, its capitulation, its 
treachery – in a crisis situation, in that a whole series of po-
litical formulations (…) that have been used for years are no 
longer effective.” So it is not the leaderships of the labour 
movement that have failed and capitulated, but the “tradi-
tional labour movement” with its political parties and trade 
unions, which therefore needs to be destroyed. The roots of 
this policy of destroying the labour movement are to be 
found in imperialism’s unrestrained offensive to destroy the 
working-class organisations.  
In addition, the comrade from Haiti was perfectly correct to 
stress in his contribution the importance of the mass mobili-
sations that are occurring in Haiti against the pillaging of 
funds from the Petrocaribe programme (4) by successive 
governments in the pay of US imperialism…whilst giving this 
warning: “We had given our full support to that movement 
while still having big concerns, because its leadership and its 
true objective were not clear enough. Nobody really knows 
who is pulling the strings in that mobilisation: it could even 
be the enemies of the people themselves. (…) All this to finally 
say that the absence of a revolutionary party, of a working-
class organisation or a combat apparatus in the service of the 
labouring masses, is being felt more and more.”  
Similarly, the comrade from Belarus expressed his “agree-
ment with what was said in the introductory report regarding 
the need for working class unity, and the fact that the work-
ing class should oppose all forms of discrimination, be it reli-
gious, sexual, etc. It is correct to avoid dividing society into 
“communities” that are juxtaposed to one another. This 
“fashion” has contaminated part of the youth who are en-
gaged on the left in my country, and is pushing them into the 
arms of the liberal opposition”. 
 
United front or Popular Front 
The need for the working class to have an independent policy 
is being confronted everywhere with what we refer to as a 
popular front policy. 
What is the Popular Front? It is the policy, launched by the 
Stalinists in 1935, of an alliance between the working-class 
parties and the bourgeois parties, within the framework of 
respecting the capitalist institutions. The Programme of the 
Fourth International tells us that, together with fascism, 
“People’s Fronts” are “the last political resources of imperial-
ism in the struggle against the proletarian revolution.”  
To this policy of subordination to the bourgeoisie (of which 
one of the first major manifestations in history was the sub-
ordination of the Menshevik and SR soviet leaders to the suc-
cessive Provisional Governments after February 1917, then 
their direct participation in those governments), the revolu-
tionaries counterpose the strategy of the workers’ united 
front, in other words helping towards the mobilisation of the 
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masses and imposing the unity of their organisations in order 
to directly confront – class against class – the bourgeoisie, its 
government and its state, ultimately posing the question: 
“Which class will lead society?” 
Is the dismantling of the traditional working-class parties – 
by their own leaderships – on the one hand, and the crisis of 
the bourgeois parties on the other, leading to the bourgeoi-
sie abandoning the “People’s Fronts”? Far from it, as the dis-
cussion has shown.  
A comrade explained that in Korea, the policy of the Demo-
cratic Party government of President Moon Jae-in, which fol-
lowed the Candlelight Revolution (a mass popular movement 
in the winter of 2016-17, which drove from power President 
Park Geun-hye, the daughter of the former dictator), must be 
characterised clearly. “This government includes senior lead-
ers of the trade union movement in its ranks. And on the other 
hand, the ruling Democratic Party is sending its emissaries to 
infiltrate the trade union movement.” It is using the campaign 
by ultra-reactionary groups to call on the labour movement 
for support. But the policy of the Moon government “is un-
favourable for the workers: the workers’ living standards 
have paradoxically worsened under the current government 
compared to the incompetent and corrupt government that 
was driven from power in late 2016”. 
A comrade in France, who is a municipal councillor for the 
Democratic Independent Workers Party (POID) in a big town 
in a working-class suburb of Paris, explained that: “The mu-
nicipality, led by the Communist Party, is carrying out a Pop-
ular Front policy. Because at the level of a municipality led by 
parties that claim to represent the workers, a Popular Front 
policy consists of relaying at the local level the government’s 
policy of privatisation, threats to public services, and so on. 
But because today the issue is the very survival of the CP, 
which is in deep crisis, in one particular the municipality has 
taken a step down the path of breaking with the bourgeoisie. 
As the Transitional Programme reminds us, “under the influ-
ence of a completely exceptional combination of circum-
stances (…), the petty bourgeois parties, including the Stalin-
ists, may go further than they themselves would like along 
the path of breaking with the bourgeoisie.” In order to re-
house in decent conditions immigrant workers who were 
crammed into substandard homes, the Mayor decided to req-
uisition an empty building belonging to the state.  
The state lodged a court appeal to overturn the Mayor’s de-
cision, and threatened to send in the police to evict the work-
ers. The POID immediately took a position of defending the 
requisition measure.  
The morning when the police were due to intervene to evict 
the workers, 150 activists and workers gathered to defend 
the residence: housing workers, CP activists and POID acti-
vists. In this way, in very particular conditions, a united front 
segment was constituted.”  
The comrade pointed out that “with the next municipal elec-
tions in mind, some CP officials would welcome our presence 
on their electoral list. But as far as we are concerned, this 
would presuppose that it would be on the basis of a pro-
gramme of breaking with the bourgeoisie – which is not the 
programme of the current majority. Our participation with-
out this break would mean being swallowed up in a Popular 
Front policy, which we cannot envisage.” 
 

An indispensable tool: the newspaper, a collective organ-
iser 
Which tools should we make use of to develop and express 
an independent working-class policy that will regroup peo-
ple? The report presented to the Second International Con-
ference of the OCRFI, held in November 2017 (reproduced in 
The Internationale, Issue No.8), ended as follows: “This 
means, first and foremost, building our sections. (…) [W]ithin 
the activities of the groups, organisations and nuclei that 
constitute the OCRFI, (…) something is making progress, and 
that is the search to express to our positions in every possible 
form in publications. (…) It does not matter if it is a weekly 
newspaper in some countries and a monthly in others, or 
even a small newsletter. The important thing is the con-
sistency of our political expression. We do not begin to ex-
press ourselves by defining ourselves in relation to what the 
others are saying, but in relation to what we ourselves have 
to say about the situation of the workers, the youth and the 
rural workers, and about the proposals which we formulate 
and the actions which we propose.” 
One year later, a large part of the discussion in the Interna-
tional Committee meeting was devoted to analysing both the 
progress made and the difficulties encountered in publishing 
organs of expression of the Trotskyist organisations (or or-
gans in which Trotskyist militant activists participate).  
First of all, the OCRFI’s international review, The Internatio-
nale, which has been published every three months since the 
last conference. Last year, The Internationale appeared in 
five languages (English, French, German, Portuguese and 
Spanish). It should be noted that it now appears in eight lan-
guages (with new editions in Arabic, Italian and Hungarian), 
in addition to partial translations into other languages. But in 
the discussion particularly devoted to our international re-
view, it emerged that there was still a lot of progress to be 
made to turn the review into a “collective organiser” of the 
International Committee, to quote Lenin in What Is to Be 
Done? In particular, we need to address more topics, have 
shorter articles, expand the number of contributors, and en-
sure that at least one article per issue will deal with the situ-
ation regarding each one of the continents. Thus, one com-
rade proposed that each issue publishes correspondence 
from Palestine. Another proposal: deliver to our readers 
around the world at least one of the items published – only 
in French, unfortunately – in the sister review Les Cahiers du 
Mouvement Ouvrier [Notebooks of Labour History] (which, a 
comrade from Russia reminded us, was founded 20 years 
ago jointly by our comrade Jean-Jacques Marie and the So-
viet Trotskyist historian Vadim Rogovin). A comrade from 
Zimbabwe proposed that we publish in Issue no.12 a charac-
terisation of the policy of the new government in the face of 
the imperialist plans aimed at putting land reform into ques-
tion. 
The comrades indicated which point they had reached in 
their respective countries in terms of the regular publication 
of newspapers that set out the positions of the militant ac-
tivists of the OCRFI (or publications in which the comrades 
are participating). Drawing on the experience of the weekly 
publication of La Tribune des Travailleurs [Workers’ Tribune] 
in France, one comrade insisted that the publication of a 
newspaper should be regular: “Whether it involves a weekly, 
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a monthly or something else, regular publication is funda-
mental: every week or every month, there is a press deadline 
which obliges us to collectively develop what we have de-
cided to talk about and how we are going to talk about it, as 
a first step towards enabling us to reflect on independent in-
itiatives in the class struggle for building the revolutionary 
party.” 
Similarly, the comrades from the United States pointed out 
that it is the regular publication of the newspaper The Organ-
izer that formed the starting-point of our independent ex-
pression, allowing us to formulate our own criteria for linking 
up with the processes in the labour movement of breaking 
with the Democratic Party. This was echoed by the comrades 
from Italy, regarding the role of the monthly newspaper 
Tribuna Libera [Open Forum] and its distribution, allowing us 
to “embed ourselves in the class struggle with our monthly 
newspaper”, expressing ourselves on political issues but also 
on the processes which today are threatening Italy’s main 
working-class organisation, the Italian General Confedera-
tion of Labour (CGIL). It was also echoed by comrades from 
Benin and Togo, who have just published Issue no.5 of Le Bul-
letin du Golfe [Bight of Benin Bulletin] together with activists 
from Côte d’Ivoire/Ivory Coast; they said that regular publi-
cation has allowed the comrades to “take a public position 
on an issue that is fundamental for all of our countries: the 
fight against the CFA franc, a tool for domination by the for-
mer French colonial power”. This was also the case in Afghan-
istan, in the extremely difficult conditions of NATO’s military 
occupation and the resulting chaos; the comrades informed 
us of “the publication, once every two months, of a small 
newsletter in our national languages aimed at the workers, 
which talks about the strikes and resistance that are occur-
ring, and also publishes OCRFI material regularly.” We could 
cite many other examples. 
 
Taking independent initiatives in the class struggle 
Starting with defining the strategy for building the revolu-
tionary party – which, although on a common axis, obviously 
takes different forms depending on the particular situation 
in each country – and its expression in regularly published 
newspapers, the distribution of which structures the building 
of our organisations, how do we make further progress by 
enabling ourselves to take initiatives in the class struggle that 
are aimed at helping the workers to take ownership of their 
movement and overcome the obstacles raised by the appa-
ratuses?  
Far from being the hollow phrase which, before the split, was 
used like a baby’s rattle being shaken by those who were to 
go on to form the revisionist centre, the formulation of “the 
political apparatus of the struggle”, used by Trotsky in 1935 
in texts devoted to the intervention of the Trotskyists in the 
revolutionary upsurge in France (5), is completely valid. “To 
say that the workers who want to fight back must be able to 
group together politically against the apparatuses on our in-
itiative, without asking the leading circles of the labour or-
ganisations for their permission, and without our setting the 
ultimatum that they should join our party, is correct”, the 
comrade rapporteur pointed out in his response, recalling 
that Trotsky added that such Committees of Action, which 
aimed to rally together all of the struggling masses, are also 

“a magnificent springboard for building the revolutionary 
party”. 
The discussion on the results of the Unity Committees dele-
gate conference, held on 20 October in Paris, provoked a lot 
of reflection among the members of the International Com-
mittee. Thus, the comrades from Belgium reported on an in-
itiative in the teaching sector: the initial meetings of workers 
and activists who oppose the schools counter-reform called 
the “Excellence Pact” laid the groundwork for starting to 
raise the issue of helping the fight for unity, despite the re-
luctance and policy of accompaniment that prevail in the 
leading circles of the trade union organisations.  
 
What independent initiative, in the face of the new United 
States-Mexico-Canada Agreement? 
This question is being raised around the world. One comrade 
reported that in Mexico, following the general election on 1 
July 2018 which was won by Andres Manuel Lopez Obrador 
and his MORENA movement, “the people and workers of 
Mexico have a government in which they have a bunch of il-
lusions.” But, the comrade pointed out, “Obrador, who will 
officially assume office on 1 December, has already started to 
change what he is saying about the education reform, no 
longer calling for its repeal.” 
It is in these conditions that Trump has just imposed on both 
Mexico and the Canadian bourgeoisie a veritable diktat for 
the benefit of US capital, in the form of the new United 
States-Mexico-Canada Agreement (USMCA). An agreement, 
as pointed out by a comrade from Canada, “through which 
Trump has achieved the abject surrender of Canadian Prime 
Minister Trudeau, a few minutes before the end of the ulti-
matum set by Trump. Trudeau has agreed to sacrifice the in-
terests of the Canadian bourgeoisie to the brutal demands of 
US capital”. But on the Mexican side, the agreement was ne-
gotiated not only with the Peña Nieto government, but also 
with Obrador’s representatives. “We are putting the empha-
sis on the significance of the 32 million-strong vote for Obra-
dor, which represents the wish to regain national sover-
eignty, and therefore to break with Trump’s free trade agree-
ment”, the Mexican comrade insisted, raising the question of 
Unity Committees for Respecting the Mandate of 1 July 
formed on the basis of an “Open letter to Lopez Obrador and 
the MORENA members of parliament”, which was launched 
on 15 September by activists of working-class and labour or-
ganisations, including the militant activists of the OCRFI.  
But at the continental level, as part of the continuity of the 
binational conferences “Against the Wall of Shame and the 
North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA)” held in the 
United States and Mexico, the comrades from Canada, Haiti, 
Mexico and the United States decided to take joint initiatives 
in order to help regroup the forces in the labour movement 
that are fighting back against the new treaty imposed by 
Trump. 
 
11 May 2019 in Strasbourg: “This Europe is not our Europe!” 
Across Europe, the European Union remains an essential di-
viding line inside the labour movement. Hence the im-
portance of the appeal launched by 100 activists from 23 
countries who met in a European Workers Conference on 12-
13 May 2018, calling for an internationalist workers’ rally in 
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Strasbourg (France) on 11 May 2019, on the slogan “This Eu-
rope is not our Europe!”. 
A comrade from Pakistan said she was “impressed by the slo-
gan formulated by the European comrades”, recalling the 
horrible fate reserved by the European Union and its govern-
ments for the millions of refugees who are fleeing from war 
and poverty. A slogan of working-class independence, at a 
time when various forces are occupying the ground of “pop-
ulism”, whether they come from the far-right or have their 
roots in parties that claim to stand for the labour movement. 
Only a class-based point of view that exclusively takes the in-
terests of the working class as its starting-point can allow us 
to orientate ourselves and frustrate the supposed “confron-
tations” between the European institutions and this or that 
government. Thus, as the comrade from Hungary explained, 
“the Orban government declares itself to be against the EU in 
order to better apply its policy of privatisation and the de-
struction of working-class gains and strengthen the compra-
dor bourgeoisie”. In these conditions, a working committee 
of the International Committee composed of comrades from 
the whole continent developed the way in which the organi-
sations of the OCRFI will contribute to the formation of work-
ing-class delegations to the Strasbourg rally. This presup-
poses the development of particular initiatives on the 
grounds of internationalism – like the recently-published 
statement by our comrades in Greece against the agreement 
reached at the summit meeting between US imperialism, the 
European Union, Tsipras’s Greek government and the pup-
pet government in Skopje against the right of the Macedo-
nian people to freely choose the name of their own country. 
 
“Make room for the youth! Make room for the woman 
worker!” (6) 
Fully committed to enhancing the activities of the Interna-
tional Workers’ Committee Against War and Exploitation, For 
the Workers’ International (IWC), which was formed at the 
Mumbai World Conference (India) in November 2016, and 
continuously seeking to help the most oppressed layers of 
the working class – working women and the youth – to take 
control over their own affairs, as the Programme of the 
Fourth International invites us to do, female activists from 
Afghanistan, France and Pakistan used the opportunity of the 
International Committee meeting to issue an appeal. Based 
on personal testimonies of the struggle by working women 
in their respective countries, the appeal links the emancipa-
tion of women with the struggle for the emancipation of the 
working class, and invites a range of new initiatives to mark 
the next International Women’s Day on 8 March 2019 (see 
the end of this article for the appeal published subsequently 
by the IWC). 
Similarly, at the request of several organisations of the OCRFI 
that have initiated activities which specifically focus on the 
youth, the Secretariat was mandated to make proposals for 
joint international initiatives for regrouping the revolution-
ary youth. 
 
Our continuity in defence of the Palestinian Revolution 
During the general discussion, several comrades referred to 
the current situation in the Palestinian Revolution. A com-
rade from Morocco informed the members of the Interna-
tional Committee about the secret negotiations that have 

been underway for several months “between Trump’s special 
Middle East envoys, NATO, the State of Israel, the Gulf mon-
archies, Field Marshal al-Sisi’s Egypt, and the Jordanian mon-
archy. These secret negotiations are aimed at preparing an 
imperialist war against Iran, at the same time seeking to 
eliminate the Palestinian Revolution”. The negotiations are 
taking place in parallel with the revival of the Baker Plan (a 
US plan from 2000-03 aiming to use the issue of Western Sa-
hara to break up the nations of the Maghreb region). The 
comrade reminded us that in Morocco, as in many other of 
the region’s countries, “the Palestinian question is consid-
ered to be a national policy issue in the labour movement”. 
A comrade from Palestine explained that “the Palestinian 
people today feel abandoned by everybody, even though they 
have never abandoned their legitimate resistance against the 
occupation. But today, they are not only confronted by impe-
rialism and Zionism, but also by the cowardly governments of 
neighbouring countries that are openly and willingly serving 
the interests of imperialism.” The comrade said that in these 
conditions, where “Trump’s new plan is preparing nothing 
less than a new Nakba (7), 70 years after the mass expulsion 
of the Palestinians in 1948”, it is indispensable to open up 
new perspectives for the Palestinian Revolution, “because 
every one of the parties that claim to be left-wing and which 
were founded within the framework of the Palestinian Au-
thority have been reduced to nothing.” 
In his response, the rapporteur indicated that today, “an ‘in-
stitutional solution’ invoking two states is still too much for 
imperialism. Because in “two states”, there is the word 
“state”, therefore the right of a small part of the Palestinian 
nation to constitute itself at least as a piece of a state. So, 
they need to move towards two mini-open-air concentration 
camps, a denial of the right to a nation, and everyone at the 
highest levels of the labour movement has remained silent. In 
this International Committee, we need to prepare a state-
ment that reaffirms the Palestinian people’s inalienable right 
to a nation, their right to land, their right of return, in this 
70th anniversary year of the Nakba, the result of the partition 
of Palestine imposed by the UN. Because no-one else will do 
this. The Palestinian people, like the working class, is not giv-
ing up the fight, in the worst of conditions, despite its leader-
ships, and continues to stand up every day.” 
It was in these conditions that a statement on Palestine was 
unanimously adopted by the International Committee (see 
the end of this article for the full text of the statement).  
 
A discussion: what about China… and Russia? 
In the discussion, one comrade came back to the question of 
China and the articles devoted to the Chinese question that 
were published in Issue nos.10 and 11 of The Internationale. 
He disputed the formulation: “There is no Chinese bourgeois 
class.” 
In his response, the comrade rapporteur made the following 
proposal: “This discussion is important, and we need to pur-
sue it and deepen it between us. No-one is infallible, the situ-
ation is unprecedented, and we can’t simply draw an analogy 
with what happened in the USSR. We need to try to go further 
than the objection by the comrade. 
We all agree on the fact that there are capitalists in China – 
that is indisputable. Individuals have succeeded in appropri-
ating a piece of state property, and thanks to the financing of 
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various sectors of imperialism, they have built up huge for-
tunes. Is there a “bourgeois class” as such? I would say that 
there is a bourgeois class that is trying to constitute itself as 
such. But this process is not complete. Furthermore, I don’t 
believe that the article in The Internationale criticised by the 
comrade denies this categorically. Because what is a social 
class according to Marx’s definition? It is constituted by all 
the individuals who occupy a similar place in terms of the so-
cial relations of production, independently of the conscious-
ness they may have of it or the wish they may have for it. So 
it would be enough for there to be 100 or 1,000 owners of the 
means of production exploiting the working class in China to 
say: they constitute a social class in an embryonic way. And 
there are more than 100 or 1,000 of them. The question is: 
does this social class as such control the power in China? And 
to this I say: no. So there is a contradiction. Who controls the 
power in China? A bureaucratic-political-military apparatus 
whose roots are still in the parasitic exploitation of state 
property. This apparatus has connections and bridges with 
those pieces of a capitalist class that is seeking to constitute 
itself, and at the same time it finds itself in great contradic-
tion with the constitution of a capitalist class, because if the 
latter follows through to the end of the process, the bureau-
cracy as such will have to be eliminated as a parasitic layer 
that centralises and manages the state. And it cannot accept 
this. On the other hand, we should point out that even when 
a bourgeois class is constituted in a dominant way in China, 
it would be a comprador bourgeois class that could only be-
come part of the world market as an appendix of the domi-
nant imperialism, which is US imperialism – which is indeed 
the case for each of those capitalists. And let us add that such 
a transition could not take place smoothly. It would neces-
sarily take place – which for now is not the case – in a convul-
sive, dislocated fashion, in a clash between different sectors 
of the bureaucracy, between the working class and the bu-
reaucracy, between regions, between pieces of the appa-
ratus. Let us also add that such a process would result in a 
giant step backwards, and certainly in the risk of disintegra-
tion for China. And let us add above all that the working class 
has not had its final say, and that the processes of the class 
struggle in China today are stacking up against the possible 
completion of the constitution of a bourgeois class taking the 
reins of power into its own hands. They would thus open up 
the path to the other alternative: the political revolution.” 
An idea to be reflected upon further, which the comrade 
linked to another question: “How do we characterise the re-
lations between the social classes in Russia, where – unlike 
China – we can say that capitalism has been restored? Is 
there a Russian bourgeois class? In part, yes. There are Rus-
sian capitalists, that is obvious. At the same time, it is a very 
special kind of bourgeois class, with very pronounced para-
sitic characteristics, with pronounced mafia characteristics, 
maintaining links with imperialism that are completely ab-
normal. And then, there still exists a kind of parasitic appa-
ratus, even though there is no longer any state property, a 
huge outgrowth, a bureaucratic-military-industrial appa-
ratus which is no longer a parasite on state property, but a 
parasite on the last traces of state property that have not dis-
appeared, also on the capitalist economy; and at the same 
time this apparatus carries a certain weight in the world sit-
uation. What I am saying here is woefully inadequate. But 

this means that if we wanted to give a scientific definition of 
the point reached in the process of social disintegration or 
reaggregation in Russia, we could not make do with abstract 
categories. We would need to take the time and give our-
selves the means to analyse this movement that has not yet 
been completed. 
What the comrades from Russia and Belarus have reported 
on the significance of the battle over pensions will not stop 
me from thinking that this substantial resistance movement 
is related to what survives of the gains of October 1917 in the 
consciousness of the masses and in the social relations – alt-
hough in a very different way. This therefore means that all 
of the processes of restoring mafia-style capitalism, which 
are very active, have not erased what remains of the gains of 
October 1917, on which the struggle of the working class is 
built; but in a context, let us repeat, where capitalism has 
been restored, so the situation there is not comparable with 
the situation in China.” 
 
Enhance the activities of the International Workers’ Com-
mittee 
This discussion on China, which is essential, brings us to the 
question: what should we do, and how should we do it? 
There is one aspect which cannot be ignored: are the signifi-
cant processes of resistance by the working class in China in-
tended simply to slow down the process, or do they poten-
tially have the capacity to counter that process and open up 
a different perspective? This is the focal point for the discus-
sion on the responsibility of the militant activists who are 
fighting for the reconstitution of the Fourth International.  
In China there is a powerful working class of 400 workers, in 
whose consciousness the gains of 1949 live on. What is at 
stake in the class struggle in China is not only the fight to pre-
serve the gains of the 1949 Revolution, but to preserve the 
Chinese proletariat, and therefore the world proletariat. This 
international issue arises well beyond the ranks of the organ-
isations of the OCRFI. Thus, the Indian activists who organ-
ised the Mumbai World Conference jointly with us, and who 
since then have been leading the IWC, recently proposed to 
the militant activists of the OCRFI to take an initiative on this 
essential issue of the class struggle, namely the struggle of 
the Chinese working class. 
All the more for the fact that the Chinese question is a “do-
mestic” issue in many countries. An Indian comrade ex-
plained that this is the case in India, where the ultra-reac-
tionary government of the Hindu nationalist Bharatiya Janata 
Party (BJP) led by Prime Minister Narendra Modi is a tool be-
ing used directly by US imperialism in its policy aimed at re-
storing capitalism in China. Strengthening the resistance of 
the Chinese workers in defence of the gains of 1949 there-
fore means fighting for the independence of the Indian la-
bour movement from Modi’s anti-working-class policy; the 
comrades emphasised the fact that, ahead of the 2019 gen-
eral elections, Modi has launched a vicious anti-working-
class offensive. “In the wave of arrests of trade union activ-
ists, several activists have been charged with having links 
with the Naxalite guerrillas (8), and as so-called “proof” of 
this, the police pointed to leaflets supporting the World Con-
ference Against War, Exploitation and Precarious Work held 
in Mumbai in November 2016”. The members of Interna-
tional Committee, most of whom participated in the Mumbai 
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Conference in November 2016, made a firm commitment to 
take part in the initiatives to be launched by the IWC against 
the repression that is hitting Indian labour activists. 
 
The endless drift of the revisionist centre 
Almost three and a half years after the split provoked by the 
revisionist centre in the French section of the Fourth Interna-
tional and then in the International itself, the discussion in 
the International Committee meeting followed the recom-
mendation of the comrade rapporteur in his introductory re-
port regarding the revisionist centre, namely: “We have gone 
past the stage where we were asking questions about the 
roots of the 2015 crisis. (…) And yet, we cannot ignore their 
activity. Why? Because they are carrying out that activity in 
the name of Trotskyism. And in many cases, that activity in 
the name of Trotskyism is detrimental to the Fourth Interna-
tional.” 
In the most recent positions adopted by the revisionist cen-
tre, of which all of the comrades of the International will 
probably be aware, we should note the elements highlighted 
by the comrade from the United States regarding the revi-
sionist centre’s official rallying round the US Democratic 
Party, in the form of the CCI rallying round the Democrats’ 
supposed “left wing” centred on Sanders and the Democratic 
Socialists of America (DSA). This is not a minor point: jetti-
soning the whole tradition of Trotskyism in the United States, 
which is to fight for the labour movement to break with the 
Democratic Party and build a Labor Party, we now see our 
revisionists becoming fanatical supporters of the bourgeois 
politician Bernie Sanders…at the very moment when no 
fewer than 50,000 ex-supporters of Sanders have broken 
with him, criticising his shameful capitulation to the Demo-
cratic Party apparatus, the engine of one of the two parties 
of the world’s most powerful imperialist bourgeoisie (see the 
end of this article for more details). 
Hence the importance, as emphasised by the comrade rap-
porteur in his response, of “the contribution by the comrade 
from the Spanish State. There was no Spanish delegation at 
the OCRFI’s last conference, and today there are comrades 
who have formed a sympathiser group, which we propose to 
recognise as a fully affiliated organisation. These comrades 
regularly publish a newsletter and a liaison letter which pro-
vide a political viewpoint on the developments in the Spanish 
State and on what needs to be done. This is the starting-point 
for resolving the issues of building the party based on an ori-
entation.” The International Committee therefore voted 
unanimously in favour of the affiliation to the OCRFI of the 
organisation in the Spanish State that publishes La Internac-
ional.  
 
The point reached in the fight for the reconstitution of the 
Fourth International 

In the discussion, comrades followed the example of the 
comrade from Switzerland by emphasising that “the French 
section does not intend to lead the International”, which no-
body disputed. Because it has never intended to do so. It was 
forced to do so for a time by certain events, some of these of 
a historical nature, with nothing to be done about it – 
namely, the role of the French section in the fight against li-
quidationist Pabloism in 1950-3, then in the long fight for the 

reconstruction and then the reproclamation of the Fourth In-
ternational in 1993. But that was not Lambert’s idea, and it 
was certainly not the idea that governed the proceedings of 
the International Committee’s November 2018 meeting. 
This led the comrade rapporteur to raise the following issue 
in his conclusions, for which it falls to the International Com-
mittee and the OCRFI Secretariat to formulate proposals in 
order to move forward: 
“We are here as the Committee for the reconstitution of the 
Fourth International. When will we reconstitute it, at what 
rate, under which conditions? Some comrades seem to think 
the sooner, the better. Personally, I don’t think we should 
rush into it, and I would like to explain why. 
The result of the crisis of the Fourth International was not 
only that an international framework was blown apart; it also 
resulted in the fact that the discussion between us on ques-
tions of orientation in each country, on what we needed to 
do, on the organisational tasks, was for years not conducted 
in the way it should have been. At the same time, there are a 
certain number of principles which we share, and this is why 
we are here. We speak a common language. But on a whole 
series of questions, for now we have not clearly responded to 
the major issues that are raised. 
One example: a certain number of comrades mainly have a 
trade union activity, which is correct and in line with our prin-
ciples. But can a section of the Fourth International only exist 
through a trade union expression? I don’t think so, except in 
an exceptional situation. Other comrades mainly have a 
propaganda activity, and this needs to be done. But can a sec-
tion be built only through propaganda? I don’t think so either. 
So, there is nothing to worry about in all this, and no-one is 
going to impose anything, but the work of development and 
homogenisation has started and must continue. Which does 
not mean to say that we shouldn’t structure anything. 
Therefore, we need to have a discussion on where we are go-
ing on the basis of this meeting. We held the OCRFI Confer-
ence one year ago. Should we not specify and tighten up a 
certain number of forms of exchanging information, of or-
ganisational measures, without pretending to be what we 
are not? This would allow us to have closer communication, 
one that is more productive and more reactive in relation to 
the situation. What form should this take? An intermediary 
body that we should establish? A permanent discussion bul-
letin?  Everything is open to suggestion. We therefore need 
to think about how to continue. The comrade from Romania 
was right to say that the masses are prepared to fight, and to 
pose the question of the party; the Spanish comrade was 
right to say that we now need to move towards building a 
section that intervenes actively; and the comrade from Mex-
ico was right to say that we need to progress towards the re-
constitution of the Fourth International. We need to be able 
to speed things up, and at the same time not rush them too 
much.” 
 
_______________________________ 
(1) Leon Trotsky, “Balance Sheet of the Finnish Events”, 25 April 
1940. 
(2) Translator’s note: After the International Committee meeting 
took place, Merkel was replaced as CDU leader by Annegret Kramp-
Karrenbauer, who narrowly defeated Merz in a vote at the CDU con-
ference on 6 December 2018. 
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(3) Translator’s note: “Dégagisme”, which can be translated as a 
“kick them out” perspective, 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 movement in 
Tunisia in 2011. The France Unbowed movement is calling for the 
working class’s traditional forms of organisation – political parties 
and trade unions – to “clear out” in favour of a movement which 
claims to “federate” the people while glossing over the antagonism 
between distinct class interests. Specifically in the trade union con-
text, this essentially populist perspective treats unions as out-of-
date and dogmatic organisations, and rejects the need to defend 
their class independence from corporatist attempts to atomise 
them and/or integrate them into the State. 
(4) Translator’s note: Created in 2005 by then-Venezuelan President 
Hugo Chavez, Petrocaribe supplies oil to the countries of the Carib- 

bean, which pay for it partly in goods and partly in the form of long-
term loans. In January 2015, the United States held a Caribbean En-
ergy Security Summit in Washington, to convince the countries in 
the region to “reduce the nearly complete dependence on oil” from 
Venezuela, with then-US Vice President Joe Biden accusing Vene-
zuela of using oil as “a tool of coercion”. 
(5) For example, in “Committees of Action – Not People’s Front”, 
written on 26 November 1935 and published in Whither France? 
(1936). 
(6) A slogan from the Programme of the Fourth International. 
(7) “Catastrophe” in Arabic, referring to the ethnic cleansing of Pal-
estinian Arabs and dispossession of their lands, leading to the dec-
laration of the State of Israel in 1948. 
(8) A peasant guerrilla force that draws its inspiration from Maoism. 

 
 

Statement 
 

The Palestinian people is in danger!
 
The International Committee of the Organising Committee for 
the Reconstitution of the Fourth International (OCRFI), which 
met on 1-3 November 2018, issues this alert: 
After Trump’s provocations heralding the transfer of the US em-
bassy to Jerusalem (a decision which Bolsonaro in Brazil, only 
just elected president, has embraced); 
After the US decision to stop funding the UNRWA in order to 
starve five million Palestinian refugees and their offspring, 
crammed into refugee camps since 1948, and to deprive them 
of healthcare and education; 
After the US administration’s support for the massacres carried 
out by the Israeli army against unarmed demonstrators taking 
part in the Great March of Return, in Gaza;  
Following the Knesset’s vote to pass the racist law of 18 July; 
 
The Trump administration is getting ready to publish its “Deal 
of the Century” on the Middle East, aiming at the annihilation 

pure and simple of the Palestinian people! 
Secretly negotiated for several months with the Zionist State of 
Israel on the one hand, and with the reactionary Arab regimes 
on the other, this plan will reportedly, among other things: 
• Turn the open prison that is Gaza into a zone which in prac-

tice will be under the control of Egypt’s Field Marshal el-
Sisi; 

• Establish so-called “temporary Palestinian borders” on 
half the territory of the Left Bank, which will allow for the 
de facto annexation of the other half by the State of Israel 
(most of “Zone C” of the Oslo Accords). 

This plan is nothing more than the announcement of a new 
Naqba, a new mass expulsion of the Palestinian people from its 
land, 70 years after the 1948 catastrophe. 
This plan is the latest manifestation of the policy imposed by the 
big imperialist powers with the co-operation of the Soviet bu-
reaucracy in the framework of UN Resolution 181 (November 
1947), a Resolution that imposed the partition of Palestine. 
This plan is the logical culmination of all the so-called “peace ac-
cords” based on the denial of the Palestinian people’s national 
rights, and especially the denial of the refugees’ right to return, 
from the Camp David Accords to the Oslo Accord (1993). So- 

 
called “peace plans” which received the support of the Euro-
pean Union. 
This plan, which was developed secretly together with the Saudi 
and Jordanian monarchies, the Emirates and Field Marshal el-
Sisi’s military regime in Egypt, is further demonstration of the 
reactionary nature of those regimes, which, with the same 
stroke, want to strangle the Palestinian cause, subject their own 
peoples to repression, and place themselves at the service of the 
US’s march to war on Iran! 
The OCRFI International Committee launches an urgent appeal 
to activists and organisations of the international labour and 
democratic movement: 
 

The Palestinian people is in danger! 
For our part, we remain faithful to the position held by the 
Fourth International since 1947 as we affirm:  
• Nobody can claim to stand for democracy and the peoples’ 

right to self-determination if the Palestinian people’s unal-
ienable right to have a nation, to have their own land and 
the right of all refugees to return are not recognised; 

• It is up to the Palestinian people and them only to decide: 
a Constituent Assembly through which the two compo-
nent parts, Arab and Jewish, will constitute the Palestinian 
nation by establishing a secular and democratic Republic 
covering the whole historical territory of Palestine and 
guaranteeing equal rights for all its citizens. 

While not making this position a pre-condition for common ac-
tion, we call on all activists and all organisations that claim to 
stand for the workers and the rights of peoples, to defeat 
Trump’s plan and place the Palestinian people under the protec-
tion of the international labour movement. 
 
Adopted unanimously by the members of the OCRFI Interna-
tional Committee, coming from: Afghanistan, Azania/South Af-
rica, Belarus, Belgium, Benin, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Korea, 
France, Germany, Greece, Haiti, Hungary, India, Italy, Mexico, 
Morocco, Pakistan, Palestine, Peru, Portugal, Romania, Russia, 
the Spanish State, Switzerland, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, United 
States and Zimbabwe. 
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Appeal for International Women’s Day 
8 March 2019

 
Throughout the world, working women are facing and are 
fighting against their conditions of exploitation and oppres-
sion. 
 

In Pakistan 

− All the women who work in factories, in the agricultural 
sector, in brick kilns, are exploited. 

− Sexual harassment, especially of garment sector workers 
(this sector employs 42 percent of women); they are re-
fused their salary or overtime pay; they face mental tor-
ture, sexual harassment, bad jokes, touching, and re-
marks that are demoralising to working women. 

− Exploitation and harassment against teachers, doctors, 
nurses. 

− No equal pay. 
− In a large number of workplaces employing a majority of 

women, trade unions are not permitted. 
− Decreasing duration of maternity leave. 
− Acid-throwing on women’s faces and bodies. 
− Domestic violence; women are badly beaten by their 

husbands and also by the husband’s family members. 
− Sharia laws still exist in Pakistan (“Hudood”, the law on 

blasphemy that makes it possible to condemn people to 
death), with laws that enable the exploitation of working 
women. 

− Rapes of girl children aged 6 to 12 are increasing. 
− Honour killings. 
− Women in politics do not get high positions and they are 

harassed by their male counterparts. 
− There are fewer women in decision-making bodies. 
 

In Afghanistan 

− Women do not have a right to education. 
− Women are regarded as second-class citizens in society. 
− They face the problem of customs and traditions which 

are against women. 
− Domestic and family violence against women. 
− Women are still treated like men’s property, where they 

are sold for money. For example, a 60-year-old man can 
get married to a 10-year-old girl if he pays the price. 

− Lack of health facilities. With no maternity clinics, more 
than 5,000 women die during childbirth every year. 

− Sexual harassment on the job and in the workplace. 
− Acid-throwing in the faces of girls at school and univer-

sity. 
 

 
− In Taliban-controlled areas, women and girls are denied 

access to school. They cannot appear in public areas. and 
they are kidnapped and used as slaves and servants, also 
as sex slaves. 

− In most areas, the age at which girls are married is 10 to 
15. 

− Women work very hard and in bad conditions in facto-
ries and other places. 
 

− In the last few years, mostly young girls have set them-
selves on fire and have committed suicide because of 
the pressures of society. 

 
In France 

− Women are doubly oppressed: they are exploited at 
work like all workers, but they also very often have to 
take charge of domestic work and look after their fami-
lies. 

− The wage gap between men and women is 15 percent. 
− They face more job precarity than men and are forced to 

accept part-time work. 
− As a result of the re-introduction of night work in indus-

try, women have an increased risk of cancer (of the 
breast, skin and gastrointestinal).  

− Two-thirds of maternity hospitals have closed within the 
last four decades (down from 1,400 to 512). 

− As a result, abortion clinics have also closed, in practice 
threatening the right to abortion. 

− The number of places in public collective nurseries is 
quite inadequate, which prevents women from having 
jobs. 

− In France, women are fighting back against this policy 
within the framework of the general struggle of the 
working class (in working-class parties and trade un-
ions). 

 
Everywhere, let us help to organise this fightback. 
This is why we propose to organise a public rally of working 
women on 8 March 2019, on the occasion of International 
Women’s Day. 

Rubina Jamil  
(All Pakistan Trade Union Federation, APTUF) 

Hassina Sadet  
(Left Radical of Afghanistan, LRA) 

Christel Keiser  
(Democratic Independent Workers Party, POID) 
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United States: The revisionist centre campaigning  

for the Democratic Party’s “Friends of Labor”
 

In Issue no.510 (5 July 2018) of Informations Ouvrieres [La-
bour News]: “On the same day that the Supreme Court 
handed down its decision in the Janus case, to everyone’s sur-
prise, New York State Democrats swept aside Joe Crowley, 
the Democratic candidate who was being considered for 
Speaker of the House, and nominated Alexandria Ocasio-Cor-
tez as a candidate in the mid-term elections next November, 
in a state largely and traditionally dominated by the Demo-
crats. Ocasio-Cortez was a candidate on behalf of Bernie 
Sanders’s Our Revolution group, in which many trade union-
ists participate.  
Ocasio-Cortez’s candidacy focused the discussion on the gen-
eralisation of Medicare (a single-payer healthcare system 
covering part of the health expenses of people over 60). (…) 
The press highlighted Ocasio-Cortez’s youth, the fact that she 
is a woman and of Hispanic origin; but, above all, that she is 
a candidate explicitly claiming to be from the labour move-
ment. At the very heart of the American labour movement, 
the question of finding ways to defend the demands is raised: 
the teachers’ strike is not over and has already resulted in 
wage increases in several states; at the same time, among a 
whole series of trade union activists, there is a search for a 
political regroupment, notably in the grouping around San- 

 

ders, which is embedding itself and has even recorded a ma-
jor victory in New York.” 

In Issue no.99 (September 2018) of La Vérité [The Truth] 
(page 60): “Senator Sanders, who stands for socialism, joined 
the Democratic Party in order to stand in the presidential pri-
maries in 2016. Since then, he has launched a movement, 
“Our Revolution”, which is having a big impact among the 
youth and in the trade unions.” 

Our commentary: The “Friends of Labor” in the Democratic 
Party has for decades allowed the leaderships of both the 
trade union apparatus and the Stalinist apparatus to justify 
their policy of subordinating the trade union movement to 
that capitalist party. Today, Informations Ouvrieres and La 
Vérité are therefore campaigning in favour of Bernie Sanders 
and regroupments that support him inside the Democratic 
Party (notably the Democratic Socialists of America, of which 
Ocasio-Cortez is a member), in other words inside one of the 
two main parties of the bourgeoisie in the world’s principal 
imperialist country. The simple fact of presenting Sanders as 
a “socialist” is a political fraud, since Sanders has been a 
bourgeois politician for 30 years who has always marched 
with the Democratic Party, whether outside or inside it. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



The Internationale n°12 – November 2018 27 
 
 

CORRESPONDENCE OF THE INTERNATIONAL  
 
 
 

Zimbabwe 
 

Imperialism lays down the law to the new government 
 

e defend the Zimbabwe land reforms and the 
right of the poor and the peasants to own the 
land. We are against compensating white farm-

ers for the land which was expropriated in 2000 as a precon-
dition for the lifting of the economic sanctions on Zimbabwe.  
The evicted white farmers have tabled a compensation claim 
for US$9 billion with Zimbabwe’s new government, for assets 
and land expropriated during the land revolution. This claim 
was submitted shortly after the inauguration of President 
Mnangagwa. They are also pushing for recourse to the Singa-
pore International Arbitration Centre (SIAC). But who will 
compensate Africa for colonialism? The white farmers’ de-
mand is ludicrous.  
These farmers benefited from stolen loot; they are the ones 
who should be compensating us instead. We are worried at 
the possibility of the new government embarking on a pro-
capitalist policy in Zimbabwe. The government is seeking re-
engagement and engagement with its erstwhile enemy Brit-
ain and other imperialist global powers. These powers, 
through their financial multilateral institutions of the IMF 
and World Bank, want Zimbabwe to implement their reforms 
as a precondition to being accepted back and restoring rela-
tions.  
A central demand of the United States’ updated law on sanc-
tions against Zimbabwe (1) is that Zimbabwe must imple-
ment the rulings of the Southern African Development Com-
munity (SADC) tribunal on land reform. The SADC tribunal 
made several important rulings in favour of the white farm-
ers, which the US senators behind the new Zidera Act now 
want to be applied, as a precondition for re-engagement 
with the US. 
The United States is currently constructing a gigantic new 
embassy in Zimbabwe for the exorbitant price of US$200 mil-
lion. It is widely believed to be one of the biggest US embas-
sies in the whole of Africa. They are constructing in a country 
which they say poses an unusual and extraordinary threat to 
the foreign policy of the United States! This mammoth con-
struction project is astounding and raises many questions, 
given that the country is reeling under the devastating im-
pact of sanctions. Zimbabwe is endowed with vast rich min-
eral resources; recently, there has been a discovery of oil and 
gas by an Australian exploration company. 
The mantra that “Zimbabwe is open for business” would ac-
celerate the shift to a free-market economy with no benefit 

for the poor and the working class. The raft of economic re-
forms in Zimbabwe heralds the second coming of the Eco-
nomic Structural Adjustment Programme (ESAP), a neocolo-
nial shock therapy, but this time under a different nomencla-
ture: the Transitional Stabilization Programme. The govern-
ment has introduced new taxes, it intends to downsize the 
public services staff and to privatise parastatal organisations. 
These measures are also a precondition for Zimbabwe to ac-
cess foreign direct investment (FDI) in order to “resuscitate” 
the economy. The result is that most of burden of these re-
forms is being carried by the poor and the working class. We 
condemn the return of the IMF and the Bretton Woods insti-
tutions to Zimbabwe. The horrible memories of the conse-
quences of 1990 ESAP are still fresh in our minds. 
After the installation of the new President Emmerson 
Mnangagwa, who took over from Robert Mugabe, several 
multinational corporations from China and western coun-
tries are stampeding to get investment opportunities in Zim-
babwe and sign huge trade deals with the Zimbabwean gov-
ernment. The global capitalist powers are waging trade wars 
between them for control of energy, natural resources, mar-
kets and transport routes in order to exploit Africa for their 
benefit. 
The most important task of the international proletariat is to 
defend Zimbabwe against the economic sanctions. Zimba-
bwe has endured enormous economic battering by western 
governments for having pursued an independent path. The 
illegal sanctions of the US government and the European Un-
ion against the Zimbabwean people seek to destroy its econ-
omy, erode the revolutionary gains, liquidate the working-
class layer of our society and break the democratic will of our 
people. The sanctions are hurting the Zimbabwean people by 
sabotaging their production, trade and financial services, and 
by preventing access to food, medicines and essential com-
modities. 
 

The Chimurenga Vanguard, 
member organisation of the OCRFI in Zimbabwe 

 
_______________________ 
(1) On 8 August 2018, US President Trump signed into law the 
Zimbabwe Democracy and Economic Recovery Amendment Act of 
2018 (Zidera Act), which amends the Zimbabwe Democracy and 
Economic Recovery Act of 2001. 
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 ANALYSIS 
 
Britain 

Two years after the victory of the “leave” vote 
The fight for a Labour Party government means the fight for an effective break  
with the European Union 
 

mmediately after 23 June 2016, a wave of panic swept 
through the leading circles of the European Union and all of 
the big imperialist powers. On 25 June, French daily news-

paper Le Figaro carried the headline “An earthquake in Europe”. 
Indeed, the majority of British voters who had been called on to 
vote in a referendum on 23 June on whether to remain in the 
European Union or leave (“Brexit”) had voted in favour of break-
ing with the European Union. 
Two years later, the crisis opened by the vote on 23 June 2016 
has not been overcome. The whole of political life is dominated 
by the search for what is referred to as an “agreement to with-
draw from the European Union”. On 20 October 2018, a big 
demonstration was held in London to call for a second referen-
dum on Brexit, in other words in favour of overturning the sov-
ereign decision taken by the British people in 2016, in favour of 
maintaining the bonds of subjection to the European Union, 
even in a modified form. Does this mean that the relations be-
tween the classes – between the class of the exploiters and the 
class of the exploited – as revealed by the results of the 2016 
referendum have changed? What is inspiring this boldness in 
those sectors that want to preserve the European Union as an 
indispensable tool against the workers of every country of Eu-
rope at any cost? 
As this article was being completed, it was announced that an 
agreement had finally been reached between the EU’s negotia-
tors and Britain, represented by Prime Minister Theresa May. As 
is clearly acknowledged by officials of her own party (the Con-
servative Party) who oppose this agreement, it keeps the coun-
try inside the EU framework while at the same time depriving 
the UK of the opportunity to influence the EU’s policy. The UK 
continues to be dependent on the European Court of Justice 
(ECJ), and it will not be possible to negotiate bilateral trade 
agreements around the world; also, contrary to the wish ex-
pressed by Theresa May, Northern Ireland will have special sta-
tus in terms of trade. Does this agreement constitute a “crisis 
exit strategy”, thus invalidating the assessment given in the pre-
ceding lines of this article? 
On the contrary, it further precipitates and deepens the crisis in 
all of its aspects. The Conservative Party, the traditional institu-
tional representation of the British bourgeoisie, is wracked more 
than ever by a dislocating crisis. Of course, Theresa May got her 
government to approve the agreement, but at the cost of a 
string of new resignations by Ministers and Secretaries of State 
– including the Secretary of State responsible for relations with 
the EU during Brexit. As for ratification of the agreement by Par-
liament, which is indispensable for the agreement to be vali-
dated, we are in uncharted waters. Some are already saying that 
the Prime Minister should turn to the opposition – in other 
words to the Labour Party (LP) – in search of the support that 

will compensate for the likely defections in her own parliamen-
tary group, despite the assurance issued by LP leader Jeremy 
Corbyn that he would vote against the agreement. But the fact 
is that the agreement accepted by Theresa May contains the el-
ements which the Labour Party has been calling for since its last 
annual conference: maintaining access to the EU’s Single Mar-
ket, and inclusion in the EU’s customs union. 
There is no point in speculating on what the twists and turns of 
this interminable crisis might be as it enters a new phase. But 
what we can take for granted is that it highlights the total con-
tradiction between respecting the result of the 2016 referen-
dum and what British capitalism needs to survive. 
 
A crisis that goes back a long way 
To understand the seriousness of the current situation, we need 
to go back to what happened on 23 June 2016. 
A referendum is a process conceived in such a way that those 
who organise it and pose the question are generally those who 
also benefit from the answer. Of course, Conservative Prime 
Minister Cameron wanted to use the 2016 referendum to en-
sure the best possible conditions for British capitalism inside the 
European Union, but above all he aimed to make membership 
of the EU formally irreversible, at the same time ensuring the 
stability of his government. There was no skimping on resources 
to obtain this result. The leadership of the Conservative Party, 
Cameron’s party, of course came out in favour of remaining. The 
same applied to the Liberal Democrats, the bourgeoisie’s other 
political party, but also to the leadership of the TUC national un-
ion confederation, and the leadership of the Labour Party. This 
was a significant rallying of forces, since the LP leadership had 
been elected in 2015 by members who were in open revolt 
against the party’s leadership apparatus and the majority of its 
parliamentary group, and Jeremy Corbyn had been known for 
his long-standing opposition to the European Union.  
That is not all: then-US President Barack Obama and many other 
heads of state had intervened to call on British voters to declare 
their support for the European Union. This was also the case 
with the European Trade Union Confederation (ETUC), bringing 
together the confederal leaderships of the trade union organi-
sations of every EU country. 
Nevertheless, on 23 June 2016 the majority of British voters de-
clared themselves in favour of breaking with the European Un-
ion (turnout was 72.2 percent, higher than in the previous legis-
lative elections; the “leave” vote was 51.9 percent, with 48.1 
percent voting “remain”). The British press noted that it was a 
particularly clear class-based vote. The “leave” vote was a clear 
winner in areas with a high working-class concentration, the tra-
ditional working-class bastions, where the ravages of de-indus-
trialisation had been felt the hardest. An estimated 75 percent 

I 
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of trade union members voted to leave the EU. This was a mas-
sive rejection by the workers of all those who claimed to speak 
in their name and who nevertheless acted against their inte-
rests. 
Regarding the result, US daily newspaper The New York Times 
wrote on 24 June: “The anticipation of a calamity is never the 
same as the calamity. For all that was said and written about 
what would or could happen if Britain voted to quit the European 
Union, nothing quite matches the shock and confusion that Brit-
ain and the world felt on Friday.” (1)  
The consequences for the world order of exploitation were 
pointed out by the same newspaper one day later: “Britain’s his-
toric vote to leave the European Union is already threatening to 
unravel a democratic bloc of nations that has coexisted peace-
fully together for decades. But it is also generating uncertainty 
about an even bigger issue: Is the post-1945 order imposed on 
the world by the United States and its allies unravelling, too?” 
(2) 
Britain remains one of the world’s main imperialist powers. In 
terms of size, its economy is ranked sixth in the world after the 
US, China, Japan, Germany and France, but it plays a crucial role 
as a financial centre. The composition of the working class – es-
pecially in terms of white-collar workers – was modified by a 
deep decline in the industrial sector, making services the main 
area for jobs. British capitalism no longer has the means of main-
taining an industrial base that corresponds with the place it oc-
cupies internationally, despite all the measures it has taken to 
extract even more surplus-value in the exploitation of the work-
ing class.  
The policy of the Conservative governments after the 1984 min-
ers’ strike, which was extended by Blair’s New Labour govern-
ment, exacerbated the exploitation: between 2007 and 2015, 
the United Kingdom experienced the biggest fall in real wages in 
Europe. It is estimated that in 2014, 3.4 million British workers 
were paid a wage that was below a living wage. The British work-
ing class, which remains one of the most strongly organised in 
Europe, has never stopped fighting back. The “leave” vote can 
be explained as a political expression of that fightback. 
In Britain itself, the “shock and confusion” that The New York 
Times spoke of expressed the same fear by the possessing class 
and all its representatives of seeing the workers mobilise to 
achieve its wishes, in the name of which they had overwhelm-
ingly voted “leave” despite the massive pressure put on them. 
(3)  
 
The European Union and political democracy are essentially 
contradictory 
The European Union is incompatible with democracy and re-
spect for peoples’ rights. Every time governments of Member 
States needed to organise plebiscites about the EU, these re-
sulted in rejection (Denmark in 1992, France in 2005, Ireland in 
2001 and 2008). Every time, the result was set aside and voters 
were forced to vote again, on rigged questions. In Britain’s case, 
things were more difficult, because the 2016 referendum was 
clearly about belonging to the EU or not, rather than the EU’s 
operating methods.  
Theresa May’s government stated that it would respect the vote 
on 23 June 2016, but this has not been the case, obviously. The 
twists and turns over the last two years clearly show that today 
the bourgeoisie is unable to respect its own legality, its declara-
tions on the sovereignty of the vote and political democracy 
when its fundamental interests are at stake. Thus, once again, 
we have verification of the fact that in the imperialist epoch, it 
is only in the working class’s interest to defend democracy to 

the end as a class. The need of key sectors of the British bour-
geoisie to maintain a link with the European Union takes priority 
over democratic obligations. It fell to the labour movement to 
defend democracy by taking action for the mandate to be re-
spected. But the leading circles of the apparatus that controls 
the trade union organisations – like the political and parliamen-
tary apparatus of the Labour Party – refused to do so, because 
they are bound to the ruling class, because above all they re-
spect the boundaries that are necessary for maintaining the 
bourgeois order. 
In addition, from the very beginning the approach was distorted 
by the notion of a compulsory prior agreement, in other words 
that the EU somehow gave itself the right to “authorise or not 
authorise a withdrawal from the European Union”, in accord-
ance with Article 50 of the Lisbon Treaty. The “leave” vote im-
plied the repeal of the Maastricht Treaty and its subsequent 
evolution – precisely a question which nobody dares to pose to-
day in Britain.  
Therefore, despite the 23 June 2016 vote, Britain remained de-
pendent on the European Union, and the EU had the right to set 
the conditions under which the UK would no longer be a formal 
member but would continue to respect the EU’s rules. In this 
sense, today Theresa May can point out to her detractors that 
the agreement to which she has subscribed is perfectly located 
within the framework that was set from the very beginning and 
agreed to by both the Conservative leaders and the LP’s officials.  
Indeed, it was only possible to impose this sham as a forced so-
lution because the established leaderships of the labour move-
ment, those of the TUC and the LP, refused to take responsibility 
for carrying out the mandate given by the June 2016 referen-
dum. The wish of working people as expressed in the “leave” 
vote meant a demand addressed to the LP that it should set it-
self the objective of forming a government to implement the 
most pressing demands of the working people of Britain, de-
mands that were completely incompatible with the EU’s rules. 
In order to be met, therefore, those demands involved an effec-
tive break with all of the obligations of the European Union. This 
is what the LP leadership, all component parts included, refused 
to do. This meant handing the initiative over to all the forces 
that wanted to challenge the decision taken in June 2016, at the 
same time allowing the far-right and the reactionary circles 
which had come out in favour of Brexit to appear to be the only 
defenders of Brexit. 
This policy was expressed concretely during the recent TUC Con-
gress and the LP’s annual conference. In the 2016 referendum, 
the leading circles of the biggest of Britain’s trade union organi-
sations had called for a “remain” vote, in co-operation with the 
ETUC. They had been disowned by their union members. This 
did not prevent them from ensuring that the TUC Congress 
adopt the principle of a second referendum on the agreement 
that could eventually be reached by the current Conservative 
government and the EU. 
Even before the TUC Congress, TUC General Secretary Frances 
O’Grady joined the ETUC, the Confederation of British Industry 
(CBI) and the Confederation of European Business (Busi-
nessEurope) (4) in issuing a joint statement in June 2018 that 
called for the UK to remain in the EU’s Single Market. To put it 
plainly, not to leave the EU. She came out in favour of a second 
referendum in her keynote speech to the TUC Congress on 10 
September 2018. The leading circles of the TUC’s biggest trade 
unions, who carried decisive weight in the Congress thanks to 
the mandates which they could use at their discretion, came out 
in favour of this position. Only the National Union of Rail, Mari-
time and Transport Workers (RMT) called for a vote against the 
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motion for which O’Grady had spoken, pointing out that the Sin-
gle Market is the European Union, and that within this frame-
work, the renationalisation of the railway system would be im-
possible. 
At the LP’s annual conference, a composite motion that was the 
result of an agreement between the various component parts of 
the leadership was passed on a show of hands without any real 
debate. The motion stated: “Conference believes we need a re-
lationship with the EU that guarantees full participation in the 
Single Market.” As emphasised by Fawzi Ibrahim, national of-
ficer of the Trade Unionists Against the EU (TUAEU) campaign, 
“state aid and nationalisation are against the rules of the Single 
Market”. As pointed out by British financial daily newspaper The 
Financial Times, “Mrs May’s proposal goes much further than 
any of Britain’s previous suggestions in meeting the EU’s red 
lines” (5). It should be noted that the LP leadership’s position 
falls in this same framework. 
The composite motion also affirmed that: “Should Parliament 
vote down a Tory Brexit deal or the talks end in no-deal, Confer-
ence believes this would constitute a loss of confidence in the 
Government. In these circumstances, the best outcome for the 
country is an immediate General Election that can sweep the To-
ries from power. If we cannot get a general election, Labour 
must support all options remaining on the table, including cam-
paigning for a public vote.” 
With this resolution, the LP opened the door to a second refer-
endum, which can only mean challenging the sovereign decision 
taken by British voters in June 2016. The international press was 
in no doubt about this. French financial daily newspaper Les 
Échos (28 September 2018) noted: “At the end of the Liverpool 
conference, Labour no longer rules out a new vote on Brexit, giv-
ing substance for the first time to a project which some Remain-
ers have been fantasising about for months”. As one representa-
tive of a current inside the LP that is in favour of re-joining the 
European Union put it: “Labour Party conference 2018 will be 
remembered for being the point at which we nailed our colours 
to the mast on Brexit.” (6) 
It is on this basis that today, LP officials can state without fear of 
contradiction that Brexit is not inevitable, that the UK can exit 
the current deadlock by organising a new referendum to remain 
in the EU. 
 
The time for untruths 
Since then, there seems to be a new climate of Orwellian “new-
speak” (7), where peace means war, terror means democracy, 
etc. It has therefore become increasingly common to say that 
being “internationalist” means defending the European Union, 
whilst the latter is in fact organically linked with NATO, has been 
a participant in every recent imperialist aggression perpetrated 
around the world, and is a war-machine directed against the 
gains and rights of every working class in Europe.  
At a time when the governments and institutions of the Euro-
pean Union are organising the hunting of migrants, people are 
claiming that defending the rights of migrant workers involves 
supporting the EU. People are affirming that the British workers 
must not “separate themselves” from their brothers and sisters 
in other European countries and that this is why they must re-
main in the EU – whilst in fact, on the contrary, fraternity with 
the workers of Europe can only be affirmed in the common 
struggle against the EU. The reason why these untruths can be 
poured out so easily is that they enjoy the backing of the whole 
LP leadership. It was indeed Jeremy Corbyn who justified his po-
sition in favour of a “remain” vote by arguing that “we [the La-
bour Party] believe the European Union has brought investment, 

jobs and protection for workers, consumers and the environ-
ment”. (8) 
It was this climate that had been created in this way that allowed 
a demonstration to take place on 20 October 2018, at the head 
of which leading LP figures could be seen rubbing shoulders with 
Conservative Party and Liberal Democrat officials. As pointed 
out – with some contempt – by French daily newspaper Le 
Monde, this Sacred Union demonstration (9) in favour of the EU 
was marked by the absence of “the little people”. This was an 
acknowledgement of the fact that the workers, the youth, the 
unemployed and the inhabitants of the regions devastated by 
de-industrialisation, all those who headed the movement in fa-
vour of breaking with the European Union, had not abandoned 
their position and had not changed their mind. 
We must not allow the propaganda hullabaloo to make us lose 
sight of the main point. We were reminded of this at the LP’s 
2018 annual conference by delegate Sarah Wooley, a member 
of the Bakers and Allied Food Workers Union (BFAWU), who 
said: “To say that the EU is the rock on which all our workers’ 
rights are built is the biggest insult I have heard in my life.” The 
fact that rejection of the European Union was affirmed in a ref-
erendum designed to reinforce it was the highest expression of 
the movement by the working class. In this sense, even though 
the result of the June 2016 referendum was not a sure thing and 
came as a shock primarily to those who organised it, there was 
nothing surprising or unexpected about it: on the contrary, it 
was the working class’s highest expression – on a battlefield not 
of its choosing – of a whole series of struggles waged in previous 
years, and of the deep crisis which those struggles had induced 
in the British bourgeoisie’s method of ruling. The 2010 legisla-
tive elections had brought the Conservative Party to power, tak-
ing over from Tony Blair, Gordon Brown and New Labour. In that 
general election, the LP received 4.5 million fewer votes com-
pared to the election that had brought Blair to power in 1997. 
From December 2010 onwards, the Conservative government 
launched a new series of austerity measures in continuation of 
Blair’s policy, the role of which had been to both threaten the 
LP’s very existence and to create the conditions that would al-
low a Conservative government to bring to a successful conclu-
sion an anti-working-class and anti-democratic policy that coin-
cided with the needs of the European Union. The resistance of 
the working class manifested itself in early 2011. On 26 March 
2011, 400,000 protestors marched in London against the Cam-
eron government’s austerity measures, forcing Cameron to 
postpone the reform – i.e. the destruction – of the National 
Health Service (NHS). On 30 November 2011, 2 million civil serv-
ants went on strike. 
 
The wish to draw a line under everything associated with the 
Blair period 
The particular features of the history of the British labour move-
ment and its organisation (to which we shall return later in this 
article) meant that the political expression of this determined 
resistance by the working class was manifested above all in a 
wish to reclaim the Labour Party, which was to lead to an in-
crease in its membership, a revival of political life in its organi-
sational bodies and the placing of a political platform based on 
the demands of the working class on the agenda – all of which 
meant a break with the Blair era. Grassroots members rejected 
all those who were linked to the Blair leadership. This explains 
Corbyn’s success in 2015, as he was known for his consistent op-
position and parliamentary votes against the anti-working-class 
measures – including those taken by the LP governments of Blair 
and Brown – and against war. But this does not mean that the 
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overall phenomena resulting from imperialist decay, which 
threatened the working-class institutions as such, were not ex-
pressed in Britain. There was no “Occupy” movement, there was 
no “Podemos”, but forces of the same type asserted themselves 
within the LP itself, notably through the formation of the Mo-
mentum current, where certain elements claimed the need for 
both a “new leadership approach” and at the same time called 
for staying in the EU, which needed to be democratised. This is 
why some participants chanted “We like Corbyn, but not Brexit” 
at the start of the LP’s 2018 conference. 
It was as a result of this contradictory process that Jeremy Cor-
byn was elected party leader in September 2015, against the 
wishes of the leading apparatus. (10) 
The activity of the working class deepened the crisis of every 
component and institution of capitalist rule in Britain. This crisis 
formed part of the ongoing dislocation of the whole of Maas-
tricht Europe, and in Britain’s case it threatened centuries-old 
institutions that up to that point had weathered all storms (11). 
It was a crisis that also affected the leadership apparatus of the 
labour movement. In the LP’s case, this was expressed by Cor-
byn’s victory, who was elected party leader on the basis of his 
condemnation of Blair and everything the latter represented, 
and of his commitment – once the LP wa in government – to put 
an end to the austerity policies, renationalise the railway sys-
tem, put an end to full-tilt deregulation and repeal the anti-un-
ion legislation. It is obvious that Corbyn was not the person 
whom the apparatus would wish to have as party leader. Right 
after the 2016 referendum, the majority of the LP leadership – 
its National Executive Committee (NEC) – and the majority of the 
LP’s parliamentary group (172 MPs out of 230) adopted a mo-
tion of defiance towards Jeremy Corbyn. This did not prevent 
him from being re-elected as leader in September 2016, with 
over 60 percent of the vote. (12) The LP membership had re-
jected the wishes of the apparatus and all those who looked 
back nostalgically on the Blair period. This movement to defend 
Corbyn, despite his rallying around the European Union, formed 
part of the wish of party members and workers to drive the Con-
servatives from power. It in no way implied submission to Cor-
byn’s political positions; on the contrary, the apparatus’s en-
deavours could only be foiled by the organised expression of an 
independent policy that is only dictated by the interests of the 
working class. 
 
The false dilemma  
The crisis opened by the vote on 23 June 2016 is still going on 
and is continuing to get worse. Theresa May called an early gen-
eral election in 2017 with the aim of ensuring a broader base for 
her government. The opposite was the case: the Conservative 
Party no longer has a majority in Parliament. 
Inside the LP, some would have people believe that the key issue 
today is for the LP to come to power through a general election 
in its favour and that the Brexit issue is a diversion that is divid-
ing the forces which are capable of putting an end to the Con-
servative government. The opposite is true: with its current at-
titude, the LP leadership is jeopardising its chances of winning 
the next general election, sacrificing them to defending the EU. 
There is an attempt to impose on British workers the idea that 
they are supposedly locked in the following false dilemma: ei-
ther a LP government chained to the EU institutions and unable 
to fulfil the least of its electoral promises, or breaking with the 
EU, for which the Conservative government would make the 
workers pay the price. That is not the reality: the struggle for a 
Labour government which will put an end to years of austerity 
is inextricably linked to the fight to respect the mandate given 

by the British people in 2016. Abandoning this basic democratic 
demand threatens the very existence of a Labour government. 
In the debate opened by the agreement reached between The-
resa May and the EU, Blair has once again intervened – for the 
first time in a long while – to call for “reasonable” unity between 
EU supporters inside the LP and its defenders inside the Con-
servative Party. And the TUC leadership is repeatedly saying that 
it is participation in the European Union that guarantees protec-
tion of the workers’ jobs and rights! 
Personal considerations or belief in the tactical skill of this or 
that person are immaterial. Politically speaking, the facts of the 
issue are clear. The main forces linked with preserving the es-
tablished order cannot accept that the British people are no 
longer the prisoners of the EU’s rules. Those rules are incompat-
ible with satisfying the demands and wishes of the British work-
ers. As far as the workers are concerned, the perspective of a 
Labour government only means something if it involves moving 
towards achieving their demands – and this entails breaking 
with the European Union. 
 
Britain, crucible of capitalism, crucible of the labour movement 
As we know, Britain was the crucible of capitalism. British capi-
talism built its power on industrialisation, beginning with the in-
dustrialisation of the British Isles. From that point on, through-
out the 19th century and up to the First World War, it was the 
dominant power of the capitalist system at the global level, and 
at the same time the first modern proletariat was constituted 
on its territory. The organisation of the working class in the 
struggle against exploitation cannot be separated from the fact 
that its direct exploiters also ruled the world at the same time. 
Hence the power of its organisations, and hence the fact that its 
leaders could easily accept the idea that capitalist exploitation 
could be reduced or even eliminated by a series of reforms – a 
position that was fed by the bourgeoisie’s capacity for making 
concessions to the point where they could appear limitless. As 
Trotsky said in Where is Britain Going?, “as long as the British 
bourgeoisie, through their world position, retained in their own 
hands gigantic resources for manoeuvre, they could legalise 
trade unions, repeal the Corn Laws, increase wages, extend the 
franchise, institute social reforms and so on.” It was in these con-
ditions, after the powerful thrust forward given by the Chartist 
movement, that trade unions were formed and developed, and 
it was through the trade unions’ activities that the question was 
posed of working-class representation, therefore of a working-
class party. As Trotsky said in the same text: “There is no other 
country in the world where the class nature of socialism has been 
so objectively, plainly, incontestably and empirically revealed by 
history as in Britain, for there the Labour Party has grown out of 
the parliamentary representation of the trade unions, i.e. purely 
class organisations of wage labour.” The conclusion he drew 
from this, which he expressed again in an article written in 1935, 
was: “But it remains a fact that for every revolutionary organi-
sation in England, its attitude to the masses and to the class is 
almost coincident with its attitude toward the Labour Party, 
which bases itself upon the trade unions.” (13) 
This is also why, in the first years of the Communist Interna-
tional, when the question was being posed everywhere of form-
ing Communist Parties separately from the social-democratic or-
ganisations, Lenin recommended to the British communists that 
they should fight for the affiliation of the communist organisa-
tion to the Labour Party, since the LP brought together all of the 
component parts of the organisation of the working class as 
such. This historical peculiarity was – and still is – very im-
portant. It forms the basis of the fact that, whatever the twists 
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and turns of its history and the betrayals of its leaders, the LP 
has continued to be the political focus of the regroupment of 
the working class, insofar as the party remained organically 
linked to the trade union organisations, in other words to the 
fundamental elemental form in which the working class comes 
together to defend its class interests. The militant activists of the 
Fourth International have always defended this position of Lenin 
and Trotsky, and this is why they have always considered the LP 
to be where the political struggle takes place for the independ-
ence of the working class from the apparatuses that have sub-
mitted to the bourgeois order. 
But at the same time, it was in Britain that the experience of 
class collaboration, of the emergence of a layer of “labour lieu-
tenants of the capitalist class” (14), also underwent its first de-
velopments and continued, deepening all the while and being 
qualitatively augmented by the transformation of capitalism 
into imperialist capitalism. 
This particular characteristic of the development in the working 
class’s organisation in Britain explains why the rejection of the 
social-democratic policy of accommodation with imperialist 
plans in recent years has not led to the collapse of the Labour 
Party. On the contrary, it has led to that rejection being ex-
pressed inside the party itself, through a mobilisation aimed at 
eliminating Blairism and everything linked to it. Those who 
wanted to fight back against austerity, in defence of their rights 
and against the wars perpetrated by the EU and NATO, joined 
the LP to carry out that fight. 
Let us repeat: this specific characteristic of the relations be-
tween the LP and the overall working-class movement does not 
in any way change the role of that party’s leading layer, linked 
to the leading apparatus of the trade unions. In Britain and the 
rest of the world, this apparatus in practice constitutes a specific 
social layer which owes its position to the intermediary role it 
plays between the working class and the exploiting class and the 
State, and it uses that position to try to keep the actions of the 
working class within limits that are compatible with preserving 
the bourgeois state. This role is particularly clear in Britain, 
where the alternation in government between the LP and the 
Conservative Party has an institutional dimension. The way in 
which, in 1935, Trotsky posed the question of fighting for a La-
bour government perfectly illustrates this point. He emphasised 
that, “for example, the organisational unity of the working class 
has long existed in England.” (In other words, as referred to ear-
lier, the kind of link that exists between the trade unions and the 
LP means that the working class as a whole is represented by the 
LP). Trotsky added: “But at the same time it [organisational 
unity] implies the political unity of the working class with the im-
perialist bourgeoisie. The traitor MacDonald sits in the conserva-
tive government of Baldwin; the patriot-pacifist Henderson rep-
resented to his dying day the conservative government in the 
League of Nations; Major Attlee, the new leader of the Labour 
Party, stands for imperialist sanctions set by the League of Na-
tions under the dictation of the London Stock Exchange.” (15) 
Were the official leaders of the British labour movement after 
the Second World War any different from the ones described by 
Trotsky? On the contrary, although they were brought to power 
as the result of a mobilisation by the exploited masses, and alt-
hough they were sometimes obliged to satisfy some of the 
masses’ demands, the Labour governments that took their turn 
alternating with the Conservative governments up to the Blair 
government always carried out policies that were in line with 
the needs of the bourgeois state in Britain (notably via an unwa-
vering respect for the institution of the monarchy). This has 
manifested itself in the consistent support for alignment with US 

imperialism (NATO) and in the defence of British colonialism (In-
dia, Kenya, Ireland, etc.). On the field of the national class strug-
gle, successive LP and TUC leaderships have permanently sought 
– not without contradictions and crises, of course – to subordi-
nate the actions of the working class to the limits set by the 
proper functioning of the capitalist system. To say this is not to 
deny the depth of the crisis that is shaking the apparatus today, 
nor is it to claim that all of its component elements are identical, 
nor is it to reject in advance any ruptures that could be used by 
the working class. Rather, it means understanding its dynamic 
and grasping the fact that only an independent policy can use 
the evolution of this crisis to the benefit of the working class’s 
interests. 
The contradiction today is closely linked to the issue of the Eu-
ropean Union. This not a coincidence. Indeed, an effective break 
with the EU opens up a breach in the capitalist order itself, and 
a government that would commit to this path would threaten 
the very limits of the bourgeois order in its country. It was when 
faced with this reality that Tsipras capitulated in Greece. We 
know what happened subsequently. Without identifying specific 
situations, we can say that today the labour movement in Britain 
has reached the same crossroads. 
 
An effective break with the European Union, a precondition for 
breaking with the bourgeoisie 
For the working people of Britain, the march to a working-class 
government, in other words to a government that will break 
with the order of exploitation, that will begin to take the urgent 
measures answering the needs for basic survival and the most 
pressing aspirations of the working class and all the exploited 
and oppressed, is expressed concretely through the demand for 
the establishing of a Labour government. This is why, the Fourth 
International has always supported this demand, uncondition-
ally. It does so explicitly on the road towards establishing a 
working-class government – in the sense of the formulation 
“workers’ and peasants’ government” as used by the Com-
munist International of Lenin and Trotsky after the Russian Rev-
olution. 
Today, in the conditions of capitalism’s widespread crisis, this 
question is posed through the demand for an immediate general 
election and the formation of a Labour government. 
As demonstrated by the reaction of the trade union cadres who 
are bound to their class and of several labour activists, despite 
all of the din being maintained with “pro-European” statements, 
this perspective is inseparable from breaking with the European 
Union. 
“For a Labour government! For respecting the mandate given by 
the British people: break completely with the European Union.” 
These two objectives are inseparable. It is in order to achieve 
these objectives that in Britain today, the militant activists of the 
Fourth International will fight alongside all those who share 
them. 
As declared just after the 2016 referendum by the activists and 
workers who had regrouped inside the LP and the trade unions 
for a “leave” vote that corresponded to the workers’ interests: 
“The democratic decision taken by the people of this country on 
23 June to leave the EU was a victory for the nurses, manual 
workers, for railworkers, for the millions of low-paid workers, for 
the two million workers and youth on zero-hour contracts and all 
those who wanted to protect their rights.” 
“The labour movement has been divided. The question is not to 
return to the past. The question is to move forward. (…) The main 
and immediate demands of the working class are: 
• to put an end to the zero-hour contract system and to the 
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low wages. Let’s secure work and wages through collective 
bargaining; 

• by leaving the EU, we have finished with the so-called 
budgetary rules. It is high time to inject money into the NHS 
and education; 

• it is time to put an end to the scandalous armament 
expenditure. It is time for Britain to pull out of NATO and 
stop taking part in misery aggression and adventures; 

• rail, mail and utilities such as gas and electricity must be 
brought back under public ownership. 

What government can implement such measures? A govern-
ment of the Labour Party supported by the trade unions. A gov-
ernment of the Labour Party implementing the mandate which 
was issued by the people of this country on 23 June, a govern-
ment of the Labour Party which takes the pledge to implement 
the demands of the working class.” 
Today, these lines are more relevant than ever. 

François Forgue 
16 November 2018 

____________________ 
(1) Editorial: “Britain leaves on a cry of anger and frustration”, The New 
York Times, 24 June 2016. 
(2) Jim Yardley, Alison Smale, Jane Perlez and Ben Hubbard, “Britain rat-
tles post-war order and its place as pillar of stability”, The New York 
Times, 25 June 2016. 
(3) The feeling of victory among the workers was expressed, for exam-
ple, by John Sweeney, a trade unionist and LP member who today is one 
of the signatories of the appeal for an internationalist rally in Strasbourg 
(May 2019). The day after the referendum, he wrote: “The British work-
ers have voted to leave the European Union in order to be able to win 
back all of their rights and gains which the EU is ordering to be de-
stroyed.” 
(4) The CBI is the UK’s national employers’ organisation. Business Eu-
rope is a pro-business lobby group that includes the national employers’ 
organisations of all 28 EU member states plus six European countries 
that are not EU members. 
(5) Jonathan Ford, “Breaking up is hard to do from an EU stuck in its own 
tramlines”, Financial Times, 15 July 2018. 
(6) Mike Buckley (director of Labour for a People’s Vote), “Together, we 
can stop Tory Brexit. Here’s how to get involved”, www.labourlist.org, 
9 November 2018. 
(7) “Newspeak” is the totalitarian state’s official language in George Or-
well’s novel Nineteen Eighty-Four, written in 1949. 
(8) Speech made by Jeremy Corbyn at the Senate House, University of 
London, on 14 April 2016, available at : 

http://www.ukpol.co.uk/jeremy-corbyn-2016-speech-on-the-eu/. Cor-
byn repeated this exact phrase in speeches and interviews he gave right 
up to the referendum on 23 June 2016. 
(9) The union sacrée or Sacred Union was a political truce in France dur-
ing the First World War, in which a significant part of the socialist move-
ment agreed not to oppose the government or call any strike, in the 
name of patriotism. 
(10) The party leader has an institutional function: he/she is automati-
cally Prime Minister if his/her party is called on to form a government. 
Meanwhile, he/she is officially the Leader of Her Majesty’s Opposition. 
(11) In this context, we need to identify the significance of the referen-
dum on the question of independence that was held in Scotland in Sep-
tember 2014.  
The result was a vote to remain part of the United Kingdom, but the key 
issue is not “nationalist” or regionalist demands, but the fact that al-
most half of those voting – most of them young people and white-collar 
workers – clearly stated that they saw no future for themselves in the 
UK as it is constituted today. As British daily newspaper The Guardian 
said at the time, it was “an act of defiance” against the failing order built 
by Margaret Thatcher and consolidated by Blair’s New Labour. It was 
this same defiance that was stated across the whole of the British work-
ing class by the “leave” vote. 
(12) It was Tony Blair who first changed the rules for electing the party 
leader; he thought he could ensure tighter control over the election by 
giving more weight to individual members’ votes.  
This system backfired on him, but it also explains the fact that many of 
those who voted for Corbyn were not representatives of the party’s 
working-class activists base; rather, they were elements who were 
more similar ideologically to supporters of Podemos or other groupings 
of this type. 
(13) Leon Trotsky, “The ILP and the Fourth International”, 18 September 
1935. 
(14) V.I. Lenin, Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism, Preface to 
the French and German Editions. 
(15) Leon Trotsky, Introduction to the pamphlet “A Lesson for Young 
Revolutionary Socialists”, written by Fred Zeller.  
The political figures named in this quote are: Stanley Baldwin (1867-
1947), leader of the Conservative Party and three times Prime Minister, 
notably during the 1926 General Strike; Ramsay MacDonald, leader of 
the Labour Party from 1922 until 1931, when he became Prime Minister 
of the first National Government (1931-5) and was subsequently ex-
pelled from the LP; Arthur Henderson, three times leader of the Labour 
Party, Foreign Secretary in MacDonald’s minority Labour government 
(1929-31), later chaired the Geneva Disarmament Conference and 
awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 1934; Clement Attlee, leader of the 
Labour Party in 1935, became Prime Minister (1945-51) following the 
Labour Party’s landslide victory in the first post-war ge-neral election in 
1945. 
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 ANALYSIS 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Should we be environmentalists? 
Marxism and the environment 
 
A short brochure with this title was published 
and distributed in several hundred copies by 
young militant activists of the French section of 
the Fourth International, the Internationalist 
Communist Tendency (TCI). The brochure fea-
tured a presentation made by Comrade Daniel 
Gluckstein at a youth camp in the Paris region 
in late August 2018.  
The editorial team of The Internationale has de-
cided to reproduce it in this issue, submitting it 
to our readers for their consideration.  
The sub-headings have been inserted by  
the editors of The Internationale. 
 
Running counter to received wisdom 

t is possible, even probable, that what I am going to say 
will shock some of you. This is intentional, because it is a 
question of expressing a point of view which in many re-

spects runs counter to received wisdom and commonly held 
ideas. I know that you have the misfortune of being a gener-
ation that has been fed environmentalism with your 
mother’s milk. You have school lessons on sustainable devel-
opment, presented as an inviolable and indisputable fact. 
That is why I will inevitably say things that will seem contra-
dictory to you, but I am putting them up for discussion. 
First of all, I think we need to be clear about some definitions. 
What is ecology? Ecology is a scientific discipline that ap-
peared in the mid-19th century, dealing with a very precise 
field: the relationship between living beings and their physi-
cal environment. Full stop. In this sense, it is a branch of sci-
ence like many others, and it is hard to see how, from this 
point of view, being an “ecologist”, could be a political char-
acterisation (1). A person can be an ecologist in the same way 
that he/she can be a mathematician, a biologist or a physi-
cist. So from the very beginning, we have a misuse of vocab-
ulary which calls for further reflection. 
It would be more accurate to say that there are people, 
groups and currents that define themselves under the head-
ing “political ecology”. This at least has the merit of distin-
guishing itself from the branch of science I just referred to. 
But again, this calls for further reflection. How can there be 
a political current called “political ecology”? I return to my 
previous example: it’s like saying that there is a political cur-
rent called “political biology” or “political mathematics”, 

which you would find difficult to define. For the same reason, 
the term “political ecology” is meaningless. 
And yet there is a political current that bears this name. So, 
there is already a questioning of the meaning of this name. 
But before coming to the meaning and what has made us 
Marxists regard that political current as being profoundly re-
actionary, first I would like to discuss the fundamental con-
cept. In other words, not the political current, but the ques-
tion of the relationship between humanity and its environ-
ment.  
To start with, answering a fundamental question which is the 
source of legitimate concern: is there a threat to humanity 
and its environment? Are we right to worry about it? Or, on 
the contrary, are we talking about issues that have been 
completely fabricated? 
 
There is a threat to humanity and its environment 
From the outset, I would say that the problem is real: there 
is a threat to humanity and its environment, even a serious 
threat. That doesn’t mean that we should deal with it just 
anyhow and offer just any response. 
This issue of the relationship between humanity and its envi-
ronment is not new – it’s as old as humanity itself. It is one 
of the issues that have existed “since the dawn of time”, but 
in the epoch of capitalism take on different contours and 
forms. In another form – this relates to the discussion we had 
yesterday – one could say that the issue of the oppression of 
women is as old as the existence of men and women, but that 
it takes particular forms in the epoch of capitalism, and calls 
for particular responses. The same applies to humanity and 
its environment. 
For those of us who are militant activists of the Fourth Inter-
national (which has organised this camp), what is the objec-
tive we are setting for ourselves? To free humanity from the 
chains of exploitation and oppression, to put an end to the 
system of exploitation that is leading humanity to its destruc-
tion. 
So, what is humanity? It is not an abstraction. Humanity is 
the long process, covering hundreds of thousands of years, 
through which one animal species raised itself above the 
other animal species and gradually, getting the upper hand 
over the others, sought to increasingly control its surround-
ing nature and make it serve that species’ interests. That is 
humanity. Human civilisation is nothing different. Between 
ourselves and our ancestors who had barely emerged from 
the realm of the apes, there is a whole process of slow evo-
lution that resulted in thousands of generations, no doubt 

I 
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many more, gradually and increasingly controlling their envi-
ronment – nature – and making it serve their interests. In so 
doing, they made sure that their control of nature resulted in 
a prodigious development of science and technology, what is 
referred to as “the development of the productive forces”. 
This is what ensured that humanity today is able to produce 
means of subsistence by taking advantage of a fantastic de-
velopment of science and technology which our ancestors, a 
few thousand years ago or hundreds of thousands of years 
ago, could never even have imagined. 
This whole process (briefly outlined), which saw human civi-
lisation raise itself above its natural environment, is under 
threat today. It is under threat because the survival of the 
capitalist system, a system based on private ownership of the 
means of production, has – for reasons to which I will return 
– destructive consequences in several domains, to the point 
that it threatens the very existence of humankind, and there-
fore – inevitably – humanity’s environment. 
 
Have Marxists ignored the question of humanity’s environ-
ment? 
In this sense, the problem is real. There is nothing artificial in 
saying: be careful, humanity and its environment are under 
threat. They are. But his doesn’t resolve the question of 
knowing how to face up to that threat. 
So from the outset, we need to set aside a false idea that is 
disseminated by a whole range of people, to the effect that 
Marxists have ignored the issues raised by the survival of hu-
mankind and its environment. This is absolutely not true. 
Marxists have not been waiting for the so-called “environ-
mentalists” to address those issues. I could give several ex-
amples that prove this. I have selected a few of them, which 
you can check for yourselves. 
For example, Marx wrote in Capital: “Capitalist production, 
by collecting the population in great centres, and causing an 
ever-increasing preponderance of town population, on the 
one hand concentrates the historical motive power of society; 
on the other hand, it disturbs the circulation of matter be-
tween man and the soil, i.e., prevents the return to the soil of 
its elements consumed by man in the form of food and cloth-
ing; it therefore violates the conditions necessary to lasting 
fertility of the soil. By this action it destroys at the same time 
the health of the town labourer and the intellectual life of the 
rural labourer. (…) Moreover, all progress in capitalistic agri-
culture is a progress in the art, not only of robbing the la-
bourer, but of robbing the soil; all progress in increasing the 
fertility of the soil for a given time, is a progress towards ru-
ining the lasting sources of that fertility. (…) Capitalist pro-
duction, therefore, develops technology, and the combining 
together of various processes into a social whole, only by sap-
ping the original sources of all wealth – the soil and the la-
bourer.” (2).  
So, Marx had a clear position: by removing any control over 
its development, capitalism exhausts the main productive 
force – men and women – and the land. Engels, who, as you 
know, greatly contributed to Marx’s work, wrote in Anti-
Dühring that “man himself is a product of nature, which has 
developed in and along with its environment” (3). As a result, 
as far as Marxists are concerned, it is impossible to counter-
pose “nature” to “man”, or to separate one from the other. 

To say “we are concerning ourselves with the future of hu-
mankind, and nature does not concern us”, is absurd. If hu-
manity were to abandon its control over nature, it would be 
doomed to disappear. Concretely, if we are no longer able to 
draw even basic food resources from nature, we will disap-
pear. 
But conversely, Marxists dispute any attempt to counterpose 
the protection of nature to the protection of humankind, and 
to turn this into something in itself.  
In Dialectics of Nature, a remarkable work that is still relevant 
today, even though it relies on scientific data that are partly 
out-of-date today because it was written 150 years ago, En-
gels wrote: “In short, the animal merely uses its environment, 
and brings about changes in it simply by its presence; man by 
his changes makes it serve his ends, masters it. (…) Let us not, 
however, flatter ourselves overmuch on account of our hu-
man victories over nature. For each such victory nature takes 
its revenge on us.” (4) so, each time humanity manages to 
control nature, there is a boomerang effect, and it needs to 
pay for the consequences. Engels pointed out: “Each victory, 
it is true, in the first place brings about the results we ex-
pected, but in the second and third places it has quite differ-
ent, unforeseen effects which only too often cancel the 
first.” (5) So he was saying: be careful when humanity con-
trols nature. For example, concretely, if I take from nature a 
whole series of elements which I then consume, which ena-
ble me to feed myself, this has consequences which I don’t 
control and therefore can backfire on me. For example, if I 
exhaust all of those natural resources, in the following sea-
son or the next generation I will no longer be able to take 
what I need from nature. 
And Engels, who wasn’t “green” in the modern sense, added 
this: “Thus at every step we are reminded that we by no 
means rule over nature like a conqueror over a foreign peo-
ple, like someone standing outside nature – but that we, with 
flesh, blood and brain, belong to nature, and exist in its midst, 
and that all our mastery of it consists in the fact that we have 
the advantage over all other creatures of being able to learn 
its laws and apply them correctly.” (6)  
 
Capitalism is against humanity “correctly” making use of 
nature  
The word “correctly” says it all. As we shall see, capitalism is 
against humanity correctly making use of nature.  
So we need to bear in mind that Marx, Engels and Marxists 
in general have never ignored the issue of humankind’s fu-
ture (including the future of its environment) – they were 
even the first political current to raise it as one inextricably 
linked movement – or, conversely, the fact that capitalism is 
a threat to humanity (including its environment).  
We must therefore be clear in our assessment: capitalism 
(you have talked about this yesterday and this morning, 
based on the two previous presentations) has arrived at a 
stage, the stage of imperialism, in which it threatens the ex-
istence of humankind, of the whole of human civilisation in 
every domain. All-out wars, nuclear weapons, arms policy in 
general, the destruction of every gain made by the workers 
and peoples – the public education system, the social insur-
ance system, public healthcare, etc. In short, the dominant 
feature of capitalism in the imperialist epoch is that it is ca-
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pable of producing unlimited wealth on a historically unprec-
edented scale, but at the same time it destroys the produc-
tive forces on a massive scale, and in particular the main pro-
ductive force, the proletarian’s labour-power – and in so do-
ing, capitalism puts into question the value of labour-power 
in every area. This includes the destruction of the environ-
ment.  
What we dispute is the act of regarding the threat to the en-
vironment as something to be separated from everything 
else, as something in itself which therefore calls for action 
that is separate from everything else. In our opinion, this is 
totally false, and it leads to extremely reactionary conclu-
sions. Humanity as a whole is under threat, in every aspect 
that constitutes it, including its environment. It is obvious 
that the phenomena of chemical, nuclear or any other kind 
of pollution on a mass scale are part of the general decay that 
threatens the very essence of humanity. 
We still need to say what the roots of those phenomena are, 
and what kind of measures and actions are required to com-
bat them. But the observation itself is beyond any doubt. 
From this observation, we, militant activists of the Fourth In-
ternational, draw the reinforced conviction that the exist-
ence of humankind itself is under threat. The Programme of 
the Fourth International points out that without the victory 
of the working class in the short-term (on the scale of his-
tory), the whole of human civilisation is threatened with be-
ing wiped out. When one writes this in a programme, it is not 
an exaggeration, but a clear-headed judgement based on the 
facts. Yes, human civilisation is threatened with being wiped 
out. We could give thousands of examples of this. 
Three days ago, the daily newspaper Le Monde devoted a 
two-page story to the situation of the Rohingya, the popula-
tion of Muslim origin who have been driven out of Burma and 
forced to seek refuge in Bangladesh, where they have not 
been well-received… The conditions in which tens of thou-
sands of women have been systematically raped by the offi-
cial army of Burma, a country led by a Prime Minister who 
had previously been awarded the Nobel Peace Prize, are 
crazy. This is in the public domain, Le Monde is telling you 
about this. And you wonder: how far have we sunk into bar-
barism? 
 
The crisis of humankind requires putting an end to capital-
ism 
This is just one example among countless others. The crisis 
of humankind is the direct result of the decay and survival of 
capitalism. It requires us to put an end to capitalism, and 
therefore raises the issue of the working class, its movement 
and the leadership of the working class; it therefore raises 
the issue of building a revolutionary party. This forms part of 
the overall discussion we are having here. 
In our opinion, the issues raised by the relationships between 
humanity and its environment all converge on this same con-
clusion. 
Why are we in this situation? Engels wrote, in Dialectics of 
Nature: “All hitherto existing modes of production have 
aimed merely at achieving the most immediately and directly 
useful effect of labour.” This is a fact: whatever the mode of 
production, it was only interested in the short-term result. 
Engels continued: “The further consequences, which appear 
only later and become effective through gradual repetition 

and accumulation, were totally neglected.” (7) He gave the 
example of Mesopotamia, in the era when people were be-
ginning to clear the land of trees: those who cleared the land 
did not consider the question of exhausting the soil and the 
long-term consequences. As soon as the soil was exhausted, 
they moved somewhere else. That is understandable: human 
beings, like any other animal, were guided first and foremost 
by their own survival. If they hunted rabbits and found some, 
they did not question whether there would be any left after-
wards, because they were already very happy that they were 
not going to starve to death straight away. 
Engels added: “All higher forms of production, however, led 
to the division of the population into different classes and 
thereby to the antagonism of ruling and oppressed classes. 
Thus the interests of the ruling class became the driving fac-
tor of production (…). This has been put into effect most com-
pletely in the capitalist mode of production prevailing today 
in Western Europe. The individual capitalists, who dominate 
production and exchange, are able to concern themselves 
only with the most immediate useful effect of their actions. 
Indeed, even this useful effect (…) retreats far into the back-
ground, and the sole incentive becomes the profit to be made 
on selling.” (8). If I am a capitalist, I am interested in knowing 
if my activity, in other words my investment, will bring me 
profit. I do not have any other preoccupation than to know if 
this amount of capital will bring me so much profit. Engels 
pointed out: “As individual capitalists are engaged in produc-
tion and exchange for the sake of the immediate profit, only 
the nearest, most immediate results must first be taken into 
account. As long as the individual manufacturer or merchant 
sells a manufactured or purchased commodity with the usual 
coveted profit, he is satisfied and does not concern himself 
with what afterwards becomes of the commodity and its pur-
chasers. The same thing applies to the natural effects of the 
same actions. What cared the Spanish planters in Cuba, who 
burned down forests on the slopes of the mountains and ob-
tained from the ashes sufficient fertiliser for one generation 
of very highly profitable coffee trees – what cared they that 
the heavy tropical rainfall afterwards washed away the un-
protected upper stratum of the soil, leaving behind only bare 
rock!” (9). That wasn’t their problem; their problem was: will 
one generation of trees be enough to produce enough coffee 
to make enough profit? After that? As Louis XV said, “après 
moi le deluge” [“After me, the flood”]. Engels drew a more 
general reflection from this: “In relation to nature, as to soci-
ety, the present mode of production is predominantly con-
cerned only about the immediate, the most tangible result” 
(10). 
Here we have the answer to the question: why are we in this 
situation? Society is organised on one fundamental inviola-
ble principle: capitalism’s inalienable right to realise profit by 
exploiting both the proletarian’s labour-power and nature, 
with the sole aim of achieving profit. It is only concerned with 
its short-term interest. By definition, the medium- and long-
term consequences are of no concern to it. Furthermore, this 
is also true at the economic level. Every capitalist who 
launches himself or herself into a branch of industry wants to 
know if he/she will achieve a short-term profit, and if others 
go bankrupt, that’s not his/her problem. 
This totally anarchic unleashing of capitalist production has 
unbelievable consequences at the environmental level. From 
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neighbourhoods in big cities of Latin America where people 
are living among piles of refuse, to the disaster at the Bho-
pal chemical factory in India (11), to Seveso (12)...the only 
thing that matters is short-term profit. 
 
Is it possible for society to be organised differently? 
This raises a political question: is it possible for society to be 
organised differently, in other words so that it doesn’t con-
tent itself with concentrating on “the immediate effect”, as 
Engels put it, on the short-term result of production? Is it 
possible to imagine the organising of society, a process of so-
cial organisation, that is capable of taking into account not 
only humanity’s short-term needs, but both humanity’s 
short-term needs and its historical, long-term needs? 
The answer to this question, is yes, it is possible, but on what 
condition? On condition that the organising of society is not 
based on the search for profit for the few, but on the search 
for the satisfaction of all human needs. If we ask ourselves 
the question in these terms, that satisfaction in the broad 
sense incorporates humankind’s short-term needs, but also 
its long-term needs, those of the generations to come, which 
includes everything that is needed for preserving and devel-
oping the human species in a particular relationship with its 
environment. 
Yes, it is possible, but this presupposes putting an end to the 
system of private ownership of the means of production that 
is focused on profit. This requires putting the socialisation of 
the means of production, their collective ownership, on the 
agenda; and because the starting-point for socialisation 
would be the overall needs of humankind, this could answer 
the question of the relationship with the environment. This 
poses the issue of government by the working class, by the 
workers’ councils, the issue of a working-class revolution, be-
cause only the working class has an interest in a society from 
which the search for profit has been removed. This brings us 
to the need for a revolutionary party. 
In my opinion, it is based on this approach that we need to 
clearly define for ourselves all of the political currents re-
ferred to as environmentalist. Here again, in its modern form 
this issue has arisen fairly recently on the historical scale, 
around 30 or 35 years ago. Of course, this was well before 
you were born, but in historical terms it is very little. Environ-
mentalism appeared in the 1960s-70s: all of a sudden, some 
people decreed that “nature is in danger, this is a very serious 
issue, no-one had seen it before us, especially not the Marx-
ists, so we need to do something.”  
The political current to which we belong has not ignored this 
issue. It’s not because an issue is exploited for the wrong rea-
sons by some people that we should avoid taking an interest 
and trying to provide good answers. 
Gérard Bloch was a Trotskyist militant activist – he died 31 
years ago – and also a highly-qualified scientist. Arrested by 
the collaborationist Vichy police in 1942, he was sentenced 
to 12 years hard labour in a fortress in the middle of France, 
then handed over to the Nazis and deported to Dachau con-
centration camp. Freed in 1944, he resumed his activity as a 
Trotskyist militant activist until his death in 1987, not without 
first devoting incomparable time and energy to the publica-
tion of Franz Mehring’s biography of Karl Marx (the full ver-
sion of which has just been published in French, and which 
we have featured in La Tribune des Travailleurs [Workers’ 

Tribune]. It contains valuable pointers about the life and ac-
tivity of Gérard Bloch). 
 
A “Draft resolution on ‘environmentalism’” (1979) by our 
comrade Gérard Bloch 
In 1979, drawing on his Marxist training and scientific 
knowledge, Gérard Bloch wrote a draft resolution for the 
23rd Congress of the French section of the Fourth Interna-
tional – which at the time was the OCI, today the TCI, a cur-
rent of the POID (13) – entitled “Draft resolution on ‘environ-
mentalism’”. In this resolution, which is inspiring and would 
be very usefully republished, Gérard Bloch said the following: 
the more the crisis of capitalism’s death-agony – its decay – 
develops, the more movements seem to “mistake the part 
for the whole”. In other words, they isolate an issue, the issue 
of the environment, the issue of the whole crisis of human-
kind, “and they separate one or other of the symptoms of so-
ciety’s crisis and argue that they see it as the main issue to 
resolve for humanity, independently of the socialist revolu-
tion or alongside it; and in this way, they tend to divert the 
working class from its emancipatory struggle for its constitu-
tion as the ruling class, which is the exclusive and indispensa-
ble precondition for humanity to be able to undertake the 
task of remedying all of the ills that have been accumulated 
by the prolongation of the death-agony of capitalist society” 
(14). He pointed out: “This is the case especially with the “en-
vironmentalists”, who believe that the waste and destruction 
of natural resources carried out by capitalism [Which, once 
again, Marxists do not dispute – Editor], which today is reach-
ing unprecedented levels in the epoch of capitalist decay, is a 
new problem that was not foreseen by Marxism [Which is not 
true – Editor], and consequently they demand that Marxism 
be abandoned or revised. What the various “environmental-
ist” tendencies have in common is that they all regard the at-
tacks on the natural habitat or natural resources – which they 
sometimes absurdly christen “the destruction of nature” – as 
a phenomenon that is independent of the mode of produc-
tion, the result of “the industrial society” or the development 
of new technologies”. (15) 
This is the political question that we need to clarify. What 
does separating the objective of “saving nature” from the ob-
jective of saving humankind or the working class – in 1979 or 
today – actually mean? Or, to rephrase the question, what 
does counterposing the saving of nature to the saving of hu-
mankind really mean? This brings us to a question that we 
really need to ask ourselves: who rules what? 
 
Abstract nature, placed above humanity? 
You have three possible answers: humanity rules nature, na-
ture rules humanity, or all this is equal. There is a lot of con-
fusion on this question. 
Antoine Waechter, who was the “environmentalist” candi-
date in the French presidential election in 1974, wrote the 
following: “The word “nature” is expunged from all discourse, 
as if it were indecent (…). The term “environment”, appar-
ently more credible, is imposed (…). This choice is not a neu-
tral one. Etymologically speaking, the word “environment” 
refers to what surrounds, and in this context, more precisely 
what surrounds the human species [This is true, and this is 
why Marxists use the word “environment” – Editor]. This an-
thropocentric view [Which angers Waechter and many of his 
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friends – Editor] is in keeping with the mindset of our con-
quering civilisation, whose only reference-point is humanity 
and therefore whose whole activity tends towards complete 
control over Planet Earth (…). This conception is one of the 
fundamental points of rupture with ecological philosophy, 
which understands the human being to be just one organism 
among millions of others, and considers that all forms of life 
have the right to an autonomous existence” (16). This is a 
particular way of looking at things, which we do not share. 
Engels said that “we, with flesh, blood, and brain, belong to 
nature, and exist in its midst” (17), but he declared himself in 
favour of humanity controlling nature (let’s avoid any misun-
derstanding: saying that humanity needs to control nature 
does not mean that we should torture animals). But control 
over nature by humanity is the precondition for the existence 
and survival of humankind. 
Waechter opposed this, because as far he was concerned, all 
living organisms had equal rights. This is a tendency that is 
developing considerably these days. There is an “anti-
specist” political current, with “anti-specist handbooks” that 
contain forms that have already been presented in Nazi liter-
ature (18). Greenpeace France, the well-known environmen-
talist organisation, wrote in its magazine in the 1970s: “Hu-
manist value systems must be replaced by supra-humanist 
values, which place all plant life and animal life in the sphere 
of legal or moral consideration” (19). 
Placing abstract nature above humanity, that is a different 
kind of logic. We understand what “humanity controlling na-
ture” means. For nature to control humanity, that would 
mean a return to the darkest of periods, where I would not 
have the right to harvest a grain plant to feed myself, or eat 
meat or fish, or use tree material to shelter myself… At a cer-
tain point, the human species would disappear. 
We need to have a clear point of view on this: humanity’s 
control over nature is the very expression of the develop-
ment of human civilisation. Humanity does not have this con-
trol today, for reasons that are linked to capitalism. But the 
answer is not for nature to have control over humanity. 
There exists an openly reactionary category of environmen-
talism, which includes the “degrowthers” in its ranks. They 
think that the solution to humanity’s problem is to produce 
less and consume less, because the problem is due to the 
supposed fact that there is too much growth. If there were 
less production, things would be better, so “the industrial so-
ciety” is to blame. To which Marxists reply: no, what’s to 
blame isn’t the fact that society is industrial. It is the fact that 
society is organised according to the logic of profit. You can 
produce a million cars or 100,000 cars; they would still be 
produced with the aim of achieving a profit. 
These “degrowth” theories are not new. They are the theo-
ries of a certain Mr Malthus, revived with a “modern” twist. 
Writing in the 18th century, Malthus argued that in order to 
control the development of society, there was a need to re-
duce the population, or at least its growth to acceptable lim-
its, in response to various factors.  
“Degrowth” is a form of economic Malthusianism: we pro-
duce too much, so if we were to produce less, things would 
be better. In a situation where there are already millions of 
unemployed people, where billions of people do not have 
enough to eat, where millions of kids die every year from 
measles for lack of vaccines, we are supposed to produce 

less? Less what? Less vaccines, fewer doctors? No, we need 
to produce more, but for the needs of humankind, not for 
profit. Produce more so that humankind can live free from 
want, which is not the case today for 90 percent of the pop-
ulation. 
This category of particularly reactionary environmentalists is 
nothing more than a mystical variety. They place nature 
“above” humankind. Since we don’t know what they mean 
by “nature”, this is another way of saying: I place God 
“above” humankind. From that point on, everything is out of 
conscious humankind’s hands, Nature (God) is in charge, and 
human intervention no longer counts for much. The cult of 
“nature”, in all its forms, means the subordination of human-
kind to nature. 
 
What is “eco-socialism”?  
More pernicious and more subtle are what I would call the 
“dualist” currents. For example, the “eco-socialists”. This 
term was invented by the NPA (20) and taken up by France 
Unbowed’s leader, Melenchon. They say: we are in favour of 
both socialism and environmentalism. They are nice, they 
don’t get angry with anyone, they give cover to everything. 
But this is a misleading appearance. Either these are labels 
that are used just to look pretty and aren’t important in any 
way, or they correspond to a real objective. 
What is socialism? It is a society guided by the satisfaction of 
human needs, eliminating all forms of profit as the driving-
force for society. This includes defending the environment 
for human needs. Therefore, there is no such thing as “eco-” 
socialists on the one hand and others who aren’t “eco-” on 
the other. Introducing “eco-socialism” implies that there is a 
need for some kind of compromise between the two. In this 
regard, look at Melenchon’s programme. It is a catch-all pro-
gramme, which is normal when you want to be President of 
the Republic in the framework of the institutions [of the Fifth 
Republic]; you have to appeal to everybody.  
You cannot reconcile everything. You either help human civ-
ilisation regain control over nature, or you agree to “nature” 
taking precedence over the animal species called human-
kind. Both ideas co-exist in Melenchon’s programme, but 
that isn’t awkward, because they exist in different places and 
they are designed to attract votes, no matter how. But if you 
are looking for a coherent policy, it is awkward. 
We need to say clearly that any concession to environmen-
talism is dangerous. I would like to conclude with the practi-
cal consequences of this discussion, because we are not dis-
cussing in the abstract. 
The great danger today with the way in which these environ-
mentalist topics are being addressed, is that they are being 
used with a short-term political objective in mind: the Sacred 
Union (21), or corporatism. I’ll give you a concrete example. 
They begin by stating an indisputable axiom: there is global 
warming, you don’t have the right to discuss this, on pain of 
being excommunicated or even shot. 
I confess that I don’t have special scientific knowledge. Many 
researchers and scientists are reaching the conclusion that 
there is a tendency towards climate warming. We can as-
sume that this is true.  
But just saying so does not tell us what its exact causes are, 
what its scope, its trajectory, what its harmful consequences 
are and what we should do to counter it. 
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The advantage of saying “there is global warming” is that it is 
condemned as an “absolute evil”; therefore, a Sacred Union 
must be formed against that absolute evil. Thus, in 2015 
there was the COP21 summit (22), which everybody supports 
(except for Trump and some coal and oil industry lobbies, but 
this is marginal. Trump is not marginal, but his opposition on 
this subject is marginal). Apart from him, every one of the 
world’s governments – of the right, the left and the centre – 
is saying: Long live COP21. The same goes for every political 
party. 
So, global warming has supposedly become the absolute evil 
to be fought against. COP21 provided the line: keep the av-
erage global temperature increase this century under two 
degrees Celsius.  
Whereupon, every report in the world tells you that there is 
no way that this target will be achieved. For one obvious rea-
son: the whole world is declaring hand-on-heart that COP21 
is wonderful…but I personally, a capitalist in the oil industry, 
I do what I can, but unfortunately I can’t do much, so I trust 
that competing capitalists and neighbouring countries will 
achieve it. So everything carries on like before! Otherwise, 
that would require investment on a scale I can’t afford; and 
if I do it but my competitor doesn’t…I will lose money on the 
deal. 
For my part, I don’t know if the target of two degrees is right 
or not. But I am sure that it will not be achieved. On the other 
hand, it is the pretext for a formidable Sacred Union. Every 
political party and every trade union is saying that COP21 
must be implemented. Everybody is making statements 
along this line.  
But COP21 will not be implemented; that was a foregone 
conclusion. Let’s assume that this measure matches the need 
– again, I have no idea. The only way of implementing it 
would be for the economic and social system to stop being 
based on the search for profit. As long as the system contin-
ues to be based on this, everybody will pass the buck for lim-
iting the consequences onto someone else and will continue 
to scrabble to accumulate more money, and even more, even 
if this means that humankind dies off tomorrow. 
 
The Sacred Union against global warming is first and fore-
most a Sacred Union 
This national and international Sacred Union “in defence of 
the environment” or “against global warming” is a very pow-
erful political factor of corporatism, since the working-class 
trade unions are also being invited to take a position and sub-
scribe to COP21. There are even trade union components 
participating in “environmental coalitions”. Using the pretext 
of fighting against global warming (without any practical re-
sult), everybody is being obliged to locate themselves within 
a “common framework” and agree, for example, to the cut-
ting of a certain number of so-called “polluting” jobs in fa-
vour of “green” jobs; and, of course, those “green” jobs don’t 
offer the workers the same guarantees as “polluting” jobs, 
and so on. 
So, this mystification of environmentalism is an immediate 
challenge to the class struggle; which poses a final problem: 
can we trust the information being given to us regarding the 
environment? Can the workers trust that information as be-
ing somehow “neutral”? It is obvious that science, the sci-
ences, do not have a class character. In themselves, they 

should be independent of social classes. In reality, things are 
more complicated, because they are dependent on grants 
and economic criteria. Scientific research is directed. Simi-
larly, technological discoveries exist in themselves, but their 
use is directed by the needs of capital. We are in a society 
where everything is directed by capital’s needs. On this basis, 
can the information that is given to us about current or loom-
ing “environmental disasters” be taken at face value by the 
workers? 
I come back to the example of global warming. According to 
information obtained from comrades who are reasonably 
well-informed about it, they explained to me that it is only 
since the mid-20th century that attempts have been made to 
assess whether there is climate warming. After 50 years of 
studies, researchers have more or less unanimously reached 
the conclusion that there has indeed been climate warming 
of two to three degrees Celsius. A consensus seems to be 
emerging on the fact that this speeding up of climate warm-
ing may be mainly due to human activity. But precisely which 
human activity? 
To this question, we have been given all sorts of answers: 
cattle-farming resulting in excess flatulence in cows, then the 
hole in the ozone layer that dramatically opened and then 
miraculously closed without anyone knowing how, which 
was followed by the greenhouse-gas effect… Not being a spe-
cialist on this issue, I would be unable to say precisely which 
of these activities has contributed the most to climate warm-
ing. I imagine that economic interests are behind it. I have 
understood that the “solution” is that I take care to throw 
plastic packaging into a different waste bin than for paper 
packaging, that I should no longer buy cotton-wool buds 
from the supermarket because they are a terrible source of 
pollution, and that I should pay for my plastic shopping bag 
because otherwise I am responsible for the fish dying. I have 
understood that I am personally responsible for everything 
that is happening in the world. The capitalist next to me is no 
longer responsible, we are all citizens with equal rights, all of 
us are responsible in the same way. He pollutes with broken-
down factories that pour billions of tons of oil into the China 
Sea, while I threw three cotton-wool buds into the wrong bin, 
so I am just as responsible as he is, that’s obvious. 
 
The only way to address these issues rationally 
Aren’t we being continuously subjected to this kind of guilt 
trip? So, we’re going to save the planet through our everyday 
actions, are we? I would hope so…but I tend to believe that 
it is claptrap. That the real problems are to be found else-
where (which does not mean to say that I am arguing in fa-
vour of throwing rubbish away just anywhere). But they are 
pulling a trick on us, there is manipulation of information.  
Finally, where is the true information? How can we find out 
where climate warming really comes from, and its real con-
sequences: maybe they are being exaggerated, maybe being 
played down. But today, the working class is unable to have 
an independent viewpoint, because what is being provided 
to it as elements of information is truncated, rigged and 
changed according to capital’s needs. 
Only the seizure of power by the working class will allow us 
to define the elements of real scientific research freed from 
the requirement for profit, and to determine if there really is 
a danger regarding climate warming or other issues, and to 
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define the measures that correspond with humanity’s needs. 
Because there are certainly measures that need to be taken. 
But on condition that research is guided solely by humanity’s 
needs, therefore on condition that society is guided exclu-
sively by humanity’s needs. 
Which brings us back to the question of the seizure of power 
by the working class. This is why we need to consider these 
particularly important issues, and at the same time, the only 
way of addressing them rationally is in connection with the 
full range of issues that confront humanity.  
 
__________________________ 
(1) Translator’s note: The French word “écologiste” can refer, de-
pending on the context, to either the scientist or the environment-
focused activist, whereas in English the distinction is made obvious 
through the use of two separate terms, “ecologist” and “environ-
mentalist”.  
However, the distinction is made in French between “écologie” 
[ecology] and “écologie politique” [political ecology, i.e. environ-
mentalism]. Unless the French text makes a specific point based on 
nuances of terminology, this translation automatically employs nor-
mal English usage.   
(2) Karl Marx, Capital, Volume I, Chapter 15, “Machinery and Mod-
ern Industry”. 
(3) Friedrich Engels, Anti-Dühring. Herr Eugen Dühring's Revolution 
in Science, Part 1, Chapter 3, “Classification. Apriorism”. 
(4) Friedrich Engels, Dialectics of Nature, the chapter entitled “The 
Part played by Labour in the Transition from Ape to Man” (1876). 
(5) Ibid. 
(6) Ibid. 
(7) Ibid. 
(8) Ibid. 
(9) Ibid. 
(10) Ibid. 
(11) An explosion in December 1984 at an Indian pesticides factory 
owned by Union Carbide killed an estimated total of 25,000 people 
(in the immediate explosion and as a result of subsequent gas- and 
chemicals-related diseases). 

(12) An industrial accident at a chemical manufacturing plant in 
northern Italy in 1976 released a cloud of the toxic gas dioxin just 
20 kilometres from a residential area. This resulted in the immedi-
ate chemical contamination of farmland and homes, the forced 
slaughter of farm livestock (80,000 animals by 1978), and hundreds 
of cases of birth defects and cases of cancer. 
(13) OCI: Internationalist Communist Organisation; TCI: Internation-
alist Communist Tendency; POID: Democratic Independent Workers 
Party. 
(14) Gerard Bloch, “Draft resolution on “environmentalism””, Ecrits 
[Writings], Vol.2, Paris, Selio, 1995. 
(15) Ibid. 
(16) Quoted in Luc Ferry, Le Nouvel Ordre écologique [The Environ-
mental New Order], Paris: Éditions Grasset, 1992. 
(17) “The Part played by Labour in the Transition from Ape to Man”, 
op. cit. 
(18) “In the new Reich, there should no longer be any room for cru-
elty towards animals” – this was said by Adolph Hitler in a speech 
that was to be the inspiration for the “Reichstierschutzgesetz” 
[Reich Animal Protection Act], enacted on 24 November 1933. The 
300-page law included “philosophical” preambles, and was com-
pleted by the “Reichsjagdgesetz” [Reich Hunting Law] in July 1934, 
which limited hunting, and the “Reichsnaturschutzgesetz” [Reich 
Nature Conservation Act] in July 1935. These three laws were di-
rectly ordered by the Führer and bore his signature. 
(19) Chroniques [Chronicles], April 1979. 
(20) The New Anti-capitalist Party (NPA) is a French political party 
launched in February 2009 as a regroupment of various factions of 
the Pabloite United Secretariat. Since then, its membership has 
been greatly reduced by splits and fragmentation.   
(21) The union sacrée or Sacred Union was a political truce in France 
during the First World War, in which a significant part of the socialist 
movement agreed not to oppose the government or call any strike, 
in the name of patriotism. 
(22) The Conference of the Parties (COP) to the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) is a summit 
organised by the UN every year. The Paris summit in 2015, known 
as COP21, is where the protocol on climate change known as the 
Paris Agreement was adopted and signed by the leaders of 195 
countries. . 
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OUR HISTORY  
 
 

Issue No.79  
of Cahiers du mouvement ouvrier  
has been published 
 
 
Twenty years ago, in 1998, the Soviet Trotskyist 
historian Vadim Rogovin and French Trotskyist 
historian Jean-Jacques Marie launched a new re-
view, Les Cahiers du Mouvement Ouvrier [Note-
books of Labour History] (CMO). The review 
publishes documents that are often previously 
unpublished, history articles and chronicles of 
struggle against Stalinist and anti-Communist 
falsifications of the past and of today. 
Despite the death of Vadim Rogovin shortly af-
ter the first few issues appeared, Les Cahiers du 
Mouvement Ouvrier has continued to be pub-
lished. For the review’s 20th anniversary, the 
State Historic Public Library of Russia in Mos-
cow organised a roundtable on 25 September 
2018, in which several members of the editorial 
team took part. 
With the agreement of the CMO editorial team, 
and in order to make some of its articles availa-
ble in languages other than French, we are pub-
lishing in this issue of The Internationale the In-
troduction from the latest issue of CMO to be 
published (No.79, third quarter of 2018), which 
is devoted notably to the 100th anniversary of 
the German Revolution of November 1918, and 
to the 80th anniversary of the founding  
of the Fourth International (September 1938). 

 
his issue is the first of three that will be partly devoted to 
the German Revolution. This Revolution, which was first 
crushed in January 1919, constitutes a milestone of great 

importance for the Russian Revolution. One need only remind 
oneself of the debates that took place inside the Bolshevik Party 
on whether or not to sign the peace Treaty of Brest-Litovsk. From 
the outset, the discussion revolved around the question: what 
was the situation with the revolution in Germany, which to the 
Bolsheviks was pivotal for the European revolution of which, in 
their eyes, October was only the first stage, and the “delay” of 
which weighed heavily on them? 
On 8 January 1918, around 60 cadres of the Petrograd Party dis-
cussed the peace issue. The day before, Lenin had written his 
Theses on the Question of the Immediate Conclusion of a Sepa-
rate and Annexationist Peace. He said that the Russian peasant 
army, which was exhausted and starving, was incapable of 

fighting but very able, following the initial defeats, to turn on the 
government and overthrow it. Now, “the international situation 
in the fourth year of the war is such that it is quite impossible to 
predict the probable moment of outbreak of revolution and over-
throw of any of the European imperialist governments (including 
the German).” (1) 
In the Central Committee meeting on 11 January 1918, Lenin 
insisted: “But Germany, after all, is still only pregnant with 
revolution, whereas we have already given birth to a quite 
healthy infant, the Socialist Republic, which we may kill if we 
start the war” (2) (all the more for the fact that the new-born, 
already threatened by famine and rampant civil war, was not as 
strong as he claimed).  
In his closing speech at the Third All-Russia Congress of the 
Soviets on 18 January, Lenin stated with optimism that the 
Congress was closing “under the sign of the mounting world 
revolution” (3), but two days later he rejected the idea “to base 
the tactics of the Russian socialist government on attempts to 
determine whether or not the European, and especially the 
German, socialist revolution will take place in the next six 
months” (4).  
And yet, he repeated, “without the German revolution we will 
perish”. In the Central Committee meeting on 19 January 1918, 
he put forward a new argument that was still based on the 
decisive importance of the revolution in Germany: “by 
concluding a peace we could at once have an exchange of 
prisoners of war, thereby sending to Germany a great mass of 
people who had seen our revolution in action and had been 
schooled by it. It would be easier for them to work on the 
awakening of a revolution in Germany.” (5) 
As a supporter of a revolutionary war and the refusal to sign the 
peace treaty, Bukharin also insisted, regarding Germany: “It is in 
the interests of the German Social-Democrats that we refuse to 
sign a treaty, given that the movement in Germany and Vienna 
is developing precisely on the basis of the struggle for peace.” 
(6). On 18 February 1918, Trotsky, still hesitant over signing, 
argued: “It is necessary to wait and see what impression all this 
will make on the German people (…). It is not impossible that a 
German offensive provokes a serious explosion in Germany” (7). 
That same day, Joffe stated: “We must, as before, hedge our bets 
on the world revolution” (8).  
On 23 February, one of Lenin’s decisive arguments in favour of 
signing focused on the stage reached by the revolution in 
Germany: “The German revolution is not yet mature. It will need 
several months” (9). And the Central Committee majority, 
replying on 24 February to the supporters of a revolutionary war 
[against Germany] who were resigning from the Central 
Committee and all of their positions, insisted: “If we make it 
easier for German imperialism to crush the Soviet Republic by 
our untimely acceptance of battle, we shall harm and not help 

T 
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the German and international working-class movement and the 
cause of socialism.” (10). Knowing and understanding how this 
growing revolution unfolded and the reasons for its repeated 
defeat is therefore essential for anyone who wants to 
understand the underlying reasons for the evolution of the 
Russian Revolution and its degeneration. 
All of the texts published here attempt to answer this concern. 
The dossier on the German Revolution is introduced by Part One 
of a lecture delivered by the historian Pierre Broué, who was 
then a member of the Central Committee of the OCI (11), during 
a study day on 24 November 1968. The remainder of this lecture 
will be published in the next two issues of CMO. 
To the historical texts by Rosa Luxemburg and Leon Trotsky, we 
add excerpts from the book of memories by the revolutionary 
activist Oscar Hippe (12). This German worker joined the 
Spartakusbund [Spartacus League] of Rosa Luxemburg and Karl 
Liebknecht in 1916, then joined the German Communist Party 
(KPD) that was founded by them on 1 January 1919. During the 
Stalinisation of the KPD, he belonged to the Bolshevik-Leninist 
(Trotskyist) opposition, which resulted in his expulsion. He 
joined the ranks of the Fourth International, was thrown into jail 
by the Nazis, and then, after the Second World War, by the 
Stalinist leadership of the GDR (13); he would only be released 
in 1955. 2018 is a year of political anniversaries linked to the 
Russian Revolution. 
The first is the bicentenary of the birth of Karl Marx. As our 
readers will know, this bicentenary was marked by the 
publication of Franz Mehring’s biography of Marx, enriched by a 
gigantic body of notes written by Gérard Bloch. Les Cahiers du 
Mouvement Ouvrier is celebrating this in its own way, by 
reprinting the text of a lecture delivered by the latter in 1985 on 
the relevance of Marx’s thoughts. 
The second is the 80th anniversary of the proclamation 
conference of the Fourth International, held on 3 September 
1938 in the difficult conditions imposed by the unleashing of 
Stalinist terror and an international campaign of slander and 
defamation on a scale that is unparalleled in history. We 
illustrate this moment by publishing four documents: an excerpt 
from the minutes, the identities of the 22 delegates; an excerpt 
from the Transitional Programme which was adopted at the 
time; an excerpt from an article by Leon Trotsky devoted to that 
conference; and an excerpt from Trotsky’s Works presenting a 
discussion by the British-based Trinidadian Trotskyist C.L.R. 
James with Trotsky on the international situation in 1938-9 and 
the Trotskyist movement after the founding of the Fourth 
International. Another anniversary, which is indirectly linked to 
the founding conference of the Fourth International, is the 
anniversary of the general strike in France on 30 November 
1938, its defeat and the brutal repression that followed, under 
a government led by the Radical-Socialist Edouard Daladier, one 

of the central figures of the Popular Front and its first 
government, which was totally devoted to containing and push 
back the general strike of June 1936. 
The fourth is the 50th anniversary of the invasion of 
Czechoslovakia by troops from the USSR, Poland, East Germany, 
Bulgaria and Hungary in order to crush the revolution that had 
been rising in that country since January 1968, shaking the 
Communist Party from top to bottom, and threatening to spread 
to the neighbouring countries, in other words to the USSR and 
the euphemistically-named “people’s democracies”. A 
revolutionary movement of international importance, 
therefore, as suggested in the letter by the Soviet worker 
Anatoly Marchenko, who would pay a high price for his 
willingness to express his opinion publicly under the 
bureaucracy’s regime. 
The article by Pierre Brocheux on “The Russian revolution and 
its Consequences” was presented at the international 
symposium of 2-4 November 2017 organised at the Maison du 
Peuple, in Brussels (Belgium).  
 

_________________________ 
(1) Lenin, “On the History of the Question of the Unfortunate 
Peace”, Collected Works, Vol.26, Moscow: Progress Publishers, 
1972, p.443. 
(2) Lenin, “Speeches on War and Peace at a Meeting of the 
Central Committee of the RSDLP (Bolshevik), 11 (24) January 
1918”, Collected Works, Vol.36, Moscow: Progress Publishers, 
1971 p.467.  
(3) Lenin, Collected Works, Vol.26, Moscow: Progress Publishers, 
1972, p.486. 
(4) Ibid., pp.446-7. 
(5) Ibid., pp.511-12. 
(6) Les Bolcheviks et la révolution d’octobre: Procès verbaux du 
Comité central du Parti ouvrier social-démocrate russe 
bolchévique, août 1917-février 1918 [The Bolsheviks and the 
October Revolution: Minutes of the Central Committee of the 
Russian Social Democratic Labour Party (Bolsheviks), August 
1917-February 1918], Paris: Francois Maspero,1964, p.236. 
(7) Ibid., p.271. 
(8) Ibid., p.275. 
(9) Ibid., p.288. 
(10) Lenin, “Position of the CC of the RSDLP (Bolsheviks) on the 
Question of the Separate and Annexationist Peace”, Collected 
Works, Vol.27, Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1972, p.66. 
(11) OCI: Internationalist Communist Organisation, the French 
section of the Fourth International at that time. 
(12) Oskar Hippe, And Red Is the Colour of Our Flag: Memories 
of Sixty Years in the Workers' Movement, Index Books, 1990. 
(13) German Democratic Republic, also known as East Germany. 
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