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EDITORIAL NOTES  

 
 

n the months since our last issue, we have seen the 
processes of the class struggle accelerate. 
Among the bourgeoisie, nobody denies any longer the 

imminent arrival of a financial crisis with incalculable 
consequences. “Wall Street is upbeat, but investors no 
longer believe in it”, was the headline in early November in 
one of the daily newspapers of finance capital. The soaring 
stock exchange indexes can no longer hide the fact that 
mountains of capital can no longer be valorised, despite the 
exponential growth in the most destructive and parasitic 
sectors (weapons, drugs, pure speculation, etc.). In terms of 
imperialist wars, the Gaza Strip in Palestine, Syria, the Sahel 
and Yemen have once again been the setting for the 
unleashing of barbarism. More than ever, the system based 
on private ownership of the means of production threatens 
to tip humankind into barbarism. 
All of the contradictions of the world situation are 
concentrated at the highest levels of the ruling class of the 
most powerful imperialist country, the United States. 
Fundamentally, there is no disagreement whatsoever 
between the bourgeoisie’s two political parties – the 
Republicans and the Democrats – nor is there any wish by 
the Democrats to remove Trump from office… But it is 
indisputable that the impeachment process (a constitutional 
enquiry which could result in his removal from office), which 
the leaders of the Democratic Party had long refused to 
undertake, expresses the crisis of the US bourgeoisie. 
Trump, whose slogan “America first” implied what he was 
calling for, a disengagement from the tasks of maintaining 
the world order, has himself been led to adopt a much more 
interventionist policy than he would have wished, rather 
than risk losing control. 
But the last three months have also been marked by a 
deepening of the processes of revolutionary mobilisation by 
the masses. In Algeria, the masses have been expressing for 
the last nine months their wish to put an end to an 
illegitimate regime. A regime whose law that hands the 
country’s oil and gas over to the multinationals has 
confirmed its subordination to imperialism. In Lebanon, 
starting from social demands, the masses are challenging 
the religious institutions. Mobilisations have developed In 
Iraq and Iran, in forms which of course are diverse and 
sometimes contradictory. In Iran, the working masses are 
rejecting a worsening of their living standards, they are 
refusing to be the victims of the imperialist “sanctions” that 
are aimed at stifling Iran’s economy. By responding with 
fierce repression, the mullahs’ regime is attacking the only 
force capable of defending Iran’s independence to the very 
end. 
For the last three months, in China and especially in Hong 
Kong, the protests which began with a rejection of the 
extradition bill (1) (concocted jointly by the Beijing 
bureaucrats and the Hong Kong capitalists) are continuing 
despite brutal repression, and despite all the attempts by 
pro-imperialist forces to subvert it. In Europe, we have seen 

a continuation of the uprising by the Catalan people against 
the Spanish monarchy inherited from Francoism, while in 
France the working class is seeking paths to confront the 
Macron government, one of the most reactionary 
governments since the establishment of the institutions of 
the Fifth Republic. 
In the Americas, we have seen the masses in Haiti reject the 
puppet regime of Jovenel Moïse, who is only ruling thanks 
to the military occupation by the UN. In Ecuador, the 
Moreno government barely saved its skin in the face of the 
mobilisation by the masses. In Brazil, Lula’s release from 
prison has established the fraudulent character of the 
election in October 2018 of Bolsonaro, whose rule is already 
destabilised. In Chile – as our readers will see in the 
correspondence from our comrades published in this issue – 
a revolutionary process has erupted which puts into 
question the 30 years of subordination by the leaders of the 
Socialist Party (PSC) and Communist Party (PCC) (and the 
Broad Front constituted in 2017) to the institutions 
inherited from the Pinochet dictatorship. And we could add 
Macri’s electoral defeat in Argentina, the general strike in 
Colombia, the maquiladoras strike in Mexico (2) (see the 
Manifesto of the Internationalist Communist League 
elsewhere in this issue), and more. 
And, obviously, there are the processes of the class struggle 
in the United States itself. One of the factors – and far from 
being the least important – which is feeding the 
bourgeoisie’s crisis is the increase in the number of class 
confrontations of the most “classic” kind: a month and a 
half of strike action by 47,000 workers at General Motors, 
11 days of strike action by thousands of teaching and non-
teaching staff in Chicago together with their trade union 
organisations (sometimes contesting the “concessions” that 
have been agreed to so far by some of their leaders). Faced 
with these stirrings, Washington needed to go on the 
counter-attack. This is one of the sources of the coup d’état 
in Bolivia, which on 10 November forced the legitimate 
President Evo Morales to resign. As far as US imperialism is 
concerned, it needed to remind the peoples of all the 
Americas, as well as the workers of the United States, who is 
boss. 
Just before these notes were written, we received 
correspondence from Bolivia that said: “Since 11 November, 
massive people’s marches have descended every day from 
the city of El Alto to the seat of government in La Paz. (…) On 
(…) 16 November, a widely attended cabildo [popular 
assembly] took place in the city of El Alto. Workers, 
neighbours and young people gathered behind the Wiphala 
(3) with a black emblem attached to it, to signify the 
people’s outrage over the repression by the military and 
police forces which, so far, has taken the lives of 23 people, 
with hundreds of people seriously wounded and arrested. All 
14 districts that make up the city of El Alto were represented 
at the cabildo. Peasant representatives from the 20 
provinces of the department of La Paz were also present, as 

I 
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were rural teacher delegations from Alto Beni (which is the 
eastern sector of Bolivia), among other sectors. The leaders 
of the Federation of Neighbourhood Councils (FEJUVE) of El 
Alto were disavowed on the grounds that they are corrupt 
and do not represent the interests of the people of El Alto. 
As a consequence, a new leadership of the FEJUVE has been 
formed. Among its main decisions, the cabildo called for the 
resignation of self-proclaimed president Jeanine Añez and 
the immediate release of all detainees nationwide. It also 
declared an indefinite strike with the blockade of 1,000 road 
intersections.” 
In this way, a classic process of every proletarian revolution 
is developing in Bolivia, a spontaneous process through 
which the masses are trying to take their destiny into their 
own hands. This major phase in the class struggle is coming 
up against obstacles that have been described in the 
correspondence we have received: “On 10 November, the 
main leader of the COB, Juan Carlos Guarachi, called for the 
resignation of Evo Morales in the name of ‘preserving peace 
in the country’. A similar statement was issued by Orlando 
Gutierrez, leader of the National Mineworkers Federation 
(FSTMB), the backbone of the COB. This marked a right-wing 
break by the COB and its main affiliate with the government 
of Evo Morales.” Not without “growing dissension”, our 
correspondent notes, indicating for example that “on 12 
November, the most combative union of the FSTMB – the 
mineworkers’ union in Huanuni – adopted a resolution 
denouncing all those who have lent a hand to the right wing 
(…) – but to date the union has not called for mobilisation.” 
What we have here, in a form that is particular to Bolivia, is 
the main contradiction of the whole historical period, as 
formulated in the founding programme of the Fourth Inter-
national. On the one hand, the strength of the objective 
conditions that are pushing the oppressed and exploited 
masses onto the path of revolutionary uprising against the 
yoke of capitalism. On the other, the immaturity of the sub-
jective factor, the absence of a revolutionary leadership, 
proved by the capitulation by the traditional leadership of 
the Bolivian labour movement, in this particular case the 
leadership of the COB (4). 
It is in order to resolve this contradiction that we, militant 
activists of the Fourth International, have engaged in the 
fight to build the revolutionary party that is necessary for 
victory over imperialism on the line of breaking with the 
bourgeoisie. 
In its previous issue (No.15, August 2019), The Internatio-
nale devoted an article to the question of Popular Fronts in 
the past and in the present day. As we pointed out then, 
this was not about “historical” questions; rather, it was 
about arming the vanguard in relation to processes that are 
very relevant today. This has been perfectly illustrated by 
the events of recent months. 
In Chile, in the face of a revolutionary wave that is still 
growing and is posing the demand for a Constituent Assem-
bly, we are witnessing a succession of manoeuvres aimed at 
protecting the Piñera government and the Constitution pro-
duced by the dictatorship. The latest of these at the time of 
writing is the declaration – signed by the right-wing parties 
and the leaders of the PSC and the Broad Front – in favour 
of a referendum on a new Constitution in April 2020, and  

the election of a body responsible for drafting the new Con-
stitution in October 2020…within the framework of the ex-
isting institutions! The leaders of the PCC who have not 
signed this declaration have also stated that they are in fa-
vour of a referendum… A classic Popular Front initiative that 
is still required to be put forward in order to protect the ex-
isting institutions in practice. To which the programme of 
the Fourth International counterposes the demand which 
the Bolsheviks posed to the Mensheviks and Social-Revolu-
tionaries in 1917: “Break with the bourgeoisie, take the 
power in your own hands!” 
At the same time, an alliance has been formed in Spain be-
tween the Socialist Party (PSOE) and Podemos. Here again, 
it is a question of protecting the monarchy’s institutions, 
which for years have been confronted with both the up-
surge by the masses against the plans of the IMF and the 
European troika, and the revolutionary uprising that pro-
claimed the Republic in Catalonia in 2017. 
In Algeria, the Socialist Forces Front (FFS), which is affiliated 
to the Socialist International and is one of the cornerstones 
of the Pact of the Democratic Alternative (PAD, a regroup-
ment of parties that includes the Algerian Workers’ Party, 
or PT), issued a call in early November for “an inclusive, 
global and sincere dialogue to save our country once and for 
all”, a dialogue designed in particular to bring “this coun-
try’s decision-makers to reason and wisdom”. On 10 No-
vember, the PAD issued a statement in which it declared it-
self in favour of “a national conference bringing together all 
of those forces (5) [which] will be a formal occasion for af-
firming the solution of a democratic transition dedicated to 
a constituent assembly process for a break with the system.” 
These convoluted formulations aim to appear to refer to a 
Constituent Assembly, while in reality blocking it for the 
benefit of politicians’ shady dealings and preserving the cur-
rent institutions. 
And we could quote many other examples of the relevance 
today of this Popular Front policy, like the policy of the ANC-
Communist Party-COSATU government in Azania (South Af-
rica) to privatise big public enterprises like [electricity util-
ity] Eskom and South African Airways, which the black work-
ers and their trade unions have opposed through strike ac-
tion. 
But Popular Fronts do not spring up out of just any old cir-
cumstances. As the Transitional Programme tells us, to-
gether with fascism they constitute one of “the last political 
resources of imperialism in the struggle against the prole-
tarian revolution”. In this sense, the relevance today of the 
Popular Front is the inverse expression of the relevance to-
day of the proletarian revolution. If Popular Fronts are tend-
ing to emerge forcefully today, it is in order to confront the 
revolutionary wave which – in different forms – is a mark of 
the world situation today, from Chile to Spain and Algeria. 
In this context, where the workers are taking the path of 
fighting back in conditions that are sometimes difficult, de-
fending the political independence of the working class is 
therefore a major question for those activists of all political 
tendencies who want to help the working class to emanci-
pate itself. In these conditions, the appeal launched by 401 
labour activists of all political tendencies from 52 countries 
to hold a broad conference “against war and exploitation, 
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for a workers’ International”, together with the Interna-
tional Workers Committee (IWC) in November 2020, is 
hugely important. The militant activists and organisations of 
the Organising Committee for the Reconstitution of the 
Fourth International (OCRFI), who are preparing their Third 
International Conference, will contribute wholeheartedly to 
its success. 

The Internationale 
25 November 2019 

______________________________ 
(1) The territory of Hong Kong is a “special administrative region” 
which is an integral part of the People’s Republic of China, but it 
has its own legislative institutions under a system mostly inherited 
from the regime that operated when Hong Kong was a British col-
ony. The proposed law on extradition, which was withdrawn by the 
Hong Kong administration in October 2019 in the face of the mas-
sive protests, would have meant that labour activists in Hong Kong 
engaged in activity to defend the workers’ interests – in Hong Kong  
or the whole of China – could be extradited to mainland China and  

put on trial in the bureaucracy’s courts. 
(2) A maquiladora is a factory in Mexico run by a foreign company, 
superexploiting the workers and exporting its products to that 
company’s country of origin. 
(3) The flag representing the Quechua and Aymara peoples, recog-
nised under the 2009 Constitution as Bolivia’s dual national flag 
alongside the red-yellow-green tricolour. 

(4) COB: The Bolivian Workers’ Centre, the country’s main trade 
union federation. The COB’s capitulation was given cover and justi-
fied by the revisionist centre, which in its newspaper Informations 
ouvrières (Issue No.579) dared to say the following, after referring 
to the extension of the co-operative mining sector by Morales 
which weakened the COB’s positions in the mines: “This explains 
why the COB and the National Mineworkers Federation had diffi-
culty defending Morales against the coup d’état by the right”. No, 
nothing can justify the fact that the leaders of Bolivia’s main work-
ing-class organisation are remaining neutral in the face of the 
death squads that are serving Trump’s interests! 
(5) Those of the “democratic alternative”… and other, more “right-

wing” forces. 
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 CORRESPONDENCE OF THE INTERNATIONALE 
 

 

Chile 

“No son 30 pesos, sino que 30 años” * 

* “It's not about 30 pesos, it's about 30 years”  
 

 

n 4 October, a decreed increase in the price of a 
Santiago subway train ticket by 30 pesos (equiva-
lent to around US$0.04 or 0.03 euro) at peak 

hours, i.e. from 7.00 a.m. onwards, came into effect. Critical 
reactions were reported in the press media. On 7 October, 
the Economy Minister responded to the criticism by saying: 
“Whoever gets up early in the morning can be assisted by 
lower ticket prices.” The price increase and the Minister’s 
message were in line with the government’s policy: imposing 
bigger costs on the people and then insulting their dignity by 
calling them slackers. This was not the first time that govern-
ment spokespersons had made statements attacking the 
population. In July, the Deputy Director of Health had stated 
that the congestion in primary healthcare clinics was due to 
people going there “to socialise” rather than for a medical 
consultation. Straight away, there were strong reactions, 
which forced the government to request that civil servant’s 
resignation. It should be pointed out that in primary 
healthcare clinics, requests for medical attention are made 
between 7.00 a.m. and 8.00 a.m., and then people have to 
wait their turn to be seen. This explains why those clinics are 
full throughout the day. 
These facts allow us to understand the magnitude of what 
was brewing deep down amongst the people – all that was 
missing was the final straw. 
On 6 October, students from the Instituto Nacional public 
high school, a stronghold of the vanguard of the main stu-
dent struggles, began to organise fare-dodging on the Santi-
ago Metro [underground railway] network. For 10 days, the 
students fought alone, calling on people to travel without 
buying a ticket. On 16 October, the then-CEO of the Santiago 
Metro delivered his famous statement on TV: “Kids, it hasn’t 
worked, you don’t have the support of the population…” (1). 
On 17 October, major sectors of workers who use the Metro 
network responded to the call to travel without buying tick-
ets. That same day, the Metro workers declared through 
their trade union that working conditions were unaccepta-
ble, blaming the special security forces for the violence in the 
Metro stations and condemning the increase in the ticket 
price. On 18 October, Santiago city centre was ablaze in sev-
eral places.  
These included the head offices of ENEL, the private com-
pany that controls the sale of water following privatisation, 
which had been challenged by the population over a series 
of interruptions of service. Offices of the main banks were 
attacked and destroyed. The big supermarket chains and 
pharmacies were invaded, and people carried off whatever 
they found. The mobilisation erupted into the streets with 

shouts and cacerolazos (2) and began to be expressed in a 
direct attack on private property, focused on the institutions 
which the people identified as its own looters: banks, food 
chains, pharmacies, and private companies that sold services 
such as water utilities. 
 
The regime shows its true nature 
During the night of 18 October, the government declared a 
state of emergency in the provinces of Santiago and Cha-
cabuco and the municipalities of Puente Alto and San Ber-
nardo. The army went out onto the streets of Santiago. How-
ever, the mobilisations continued and grew in number on the 
19th. The various regions of the country started to join in the 
mobilisation. First Concepcion, then Valparaiso. A state of 
siege began to be used to restrict the mobilisations (3). In 
Santiago, a curfew was decreed to start at 10.00 p.m., and in 
Concepcion at 8.00 p.m., later changed to 6.00 p.m. 
In practice, the state of siege meant that from a certain time 
onwards, nobody was allowed to circulate in the streets, with 
the armed forces exercising absolute power, having been or-
dered to open fire if necessary. This restricted movement, 
but in some municipalities the population took to the streets 
without the armed forces making an appearance. In Concep-
cion, the 6.00 p.m. curfew shut down all commercial activity 
and public transportation, although the latter finished work 
at 3.00 p.m. However, the demonstrations were reorganised, 
occupying various sectors of the city centres and environs. 
The number of attacks on banks, supermarket chains, phar-
macies, etc. increased. 
The press media and TV were granted all sorts of permits to 
enable them to report on the attacks on those institutions, 
which in the eyes of the working class represented the true 
looting of their labour. At the same time, sectors of the po-
litical class were invited to analyse what they described as 
“inexplicable”, and to explain how it was possible to have 
failed to foresee this type of situation. The “leaders” of both 
the “opposition” and the governing parties agreed that no-
body could have imagined such a development occurring 
purely due to the increase in the price of Metro tickets.  
A narrative was constructed to say that the explosion was be-
ing led by “criminals” and “vandals”. Sectors of the right 
went further, pointing to Venezuela, Cuba and the São Paulo 
Forum as being behind the “excesses” and the “violence”. 
The deputy leader of the Socialist Party (PS), José Miguel In-
sulza, declared: “I support more energetic repression” (4). 
What was supposedly “inexplicable” was clearly expressed in 
the language of the people: “It's not about 30 pesos, it's 
about 30 years”. This marvellous conclusion expressed the 

O 
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collapse of the lie woven by the whole of the political class 
that is subservient to the interests of the bankers, specula-
tors, foreign capitalists and to the imperialist oppression of 
the country. Presented as the “oasis” of Latin America, the 
country is the continuity of the [Pinochet] dictatorship, em-
bodied in power-sharing between civilians and the military, 
the anti-democratic nature of which is represented in the in-
stitutions whose role is to preserve a system of exploitation, 
pillage and poverty – the Constitution, the National Con-
gress, the presidential system which is a carbon copy of the 
Pinochet regime, the Supreme Court and the Constitutional 
Court. The repression was not carried out directly by the 
armed forces, but by the Carabineros (5), whose ranks were 
reinforced and given the latest technology in order to crush 
any mobilisation. 
The “30 years” exposes another lie, regarding the aim of the 
coup d’état of 11 September 1973. For years, for generation 
after generation, the population was led to believe that the 
1973 coup had been necessary to save democracy against 
communism, that the coup had been directed only against 
the Marxists. The “30 years” began in 1989, when Pinochet 
gave up the presidential throne and the “transition to de-
mocracy” was launched. This “transition” was nothing more 
than a deal between various fractions of the bourgeoisie, the 
PS and imperialism to guarantee the continuity of the eco-
nomic, political and social system. By challenging the whole 
of the political class, millions of Chileans established the 
unity between the past and the present, namely that the dic-
tatorship and its regime were directed against the majority 
of the population and that every one of the governments 
since then had expressed that continuity. 
The “socialist” and right-wing leaders competed with each 
other to explain that the class struggle did not exist in Chile, 
that output per head was around the same level as in the de-
veloped countries, that democracy and “dialogue” had trans-
formed the country’s social structure into a strong middle 
class, and that poverty was marginal. In order to get an idea 
of the reality, we should explain that the system of exploita-
tion designed to extract astronomical profits from working 
people was built on three fundamental pillars.  
The first was the destruction of national industry over several 
years. The pillaging of industry was imposed through the pri-
vatisation of most industrial sectors, which fulfilled an eco-
nomic function but also served to weaken the organising 
power of the working class, liquidating all national produc-
tion and turning the country into an exporter and purchaser 
of all its needs.  
The second pillar consisted of declaring that all rights – to 
healthcare, education, public services, etc. – were hence-
forth “products” for which the population had to pay large 
sums of money.  
The third was to introduce a large-scale policy of debt in or-
der to avoid a drop in demand and to guarantee profits of 20 
or even 30 per cent for the banks and financial conglomer-
ates. Today’s Chile cannot be explained in any other way. It 
is only in this way that one can understand the fact that 80 
per cent of the population live on wages of less than 600,000 
pesos per month (equivalent to US$725 or 660 euros), and 
that 40 per cent of Chileans are on a minimum wage of 
310,000 pesos per month (equivalent to US$375 or 340 eu-
ros). Some 90 per cent of the population is in debt, and 48 

per cent are effectively defaulting on that debt. The cost of 
living is similar to that of a European country. 
 
22 October 
From 6 to 21 October, the mobilisation begun by the stu-
dents was spontaneous in character, with thousands upon 
thousands of youth taking to the streets. There were no calls 
to action by official parties or trade unions, with the excep-
tion of the Metro workers’ union, which gave a press confer-
ence jointly with the President of the CUT (6) in which it con-
demned the violence by the special forces. There were no 
centralised calls to action. Dock workers joined the mobilisa-
tions, but without a national call to action. 
On 22 October, Social Unity appeared – set up by the CUT, 
The No mas AFP Co-ordinating Committee (7), the College of 
Professors teaching union, the Dockworkers’ Union and the 
National Confederation of Municipal Health Workers (CON-
FUSAM), among others – and announced its position regard-
ing a mobilisation that has shaken every part of the country. 
It demanded an end to the state of emergency, the return of 
the troops to their barracks, for the National Congress to de-
clare a recess and refuse to legislate the government’s pro-
posals, and for the convening of a Constituent Assembly. It 
also challenged the government, demanding the resignation 
of [President] Piñera. 
The strength of the mobilisations put the government and 
the whole of the political class on the defensive, but also all 
the trade union organisations, which could not escape inter-
nal pressure from the workers in a situation where the youth 
– high-school students – had taken the initiative and took on 
the fight against repression. 
It should be noted that a particular feature of the call to ac-
tion by Social Unity, including a call for a general strike, was 
that it presented itself as an addition to the mobilisation. So-
cial Unity’s spokespersons did not dare take the lead in the 
movement for fear of becoming a focus for the anger of the 
thousands of people who were expressing their rejection of 
“politicians” and political parties, as well as the CUT itself, re-
garding them all as “sell-outs”. The College of Professors, 
which for many years has been led by the Communist Party 
(PC), today has new leaders with a certain tradition of strug-
gle who have been in conflict with the government for 90 
days. They have the sympathy of the population. Contradic-
tions have been expressed within Social Unity and inside 
every one of the trade union federations. Members of the 
copper mineworkers’ union at the world’s biggest open pit 
mine (8) launched themselves into the mobilisations and 
strike actions, while the president of the mineworkers’ fed-
eration met with the government and called on the min-
eworkers to reduce their participation in the mobilisations. 
This made the union federation explode, with the biggest 
member union demanding the resignation of the federation 
leadership. The leadership was obliged to resign. 
Five trade union federations exist in the country, but just 9 
per cent of workers are members of them. Most workers are 
in a trade union, but often these are not affiliated to a union 
federation. There are many reasons for this, some of them 
relating to employment legislation, other relating to distrust 
of the influence of the political parties. The CUT, which is the 
biggest union organisation, suffered a split in 2017 in the 
course of internal elections. The PS activist sector left the 
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CUT and set up the Chilean Workers Confederation (CTCH), 
with the agreement of the PS leadership. The CTCH has 
worked jointly with the UNT and the CAT (9) – both of which 
have a corporatist orientation – to adapt to the govern-
ment’s policy. 
 
25 October 
From 18 October onwards, the PS, PC and the Broad Front 
(FA) each played their part in an attempt to move the mobi-
lisation towards “negotiations” with the government. They 
defended the government’s existence, all the while empha-
sising that it should show “empathy” with the demands ex-
pressed in the mobilisation. In other words, they suggested 
to the government that it should “concede something” in the 
social demands. The government did so by putting forward 
measures which mostly were already in its programme. To 
the demand for a social welfare and pensions system, it re-
sponded with the promise to increase pensions for the coun-
try’s “poor”, to be funded through a state subsidy. Regarding 
an increase in the minimum wage, which today is 310,000 
pesos per month (equivalent to US$375 or 340 euros), it pro-
posed 350,000 pesos (equivalent to US$435 or 395 euros), 
funded through a state subsidy but also non-contributory. 
On healthcare, it proposed to reduce the price of medication, 
while guaranteeing that the pharmacy chains will be com-
pensated. It had previously announced the cancellation of 
the Metro ticket increase. To all of this it added the possibil-
ity of withdrawing the military from the streets “if the condi-
tions allow it”, in other words, provided the mobilisations 
ended. Faithful to its reactionary nature, the Christian Dem-
ocratic Party (PDC) suggested to the government that it 
should not withdraw the military from the streets until peace 
was guaranteed. The reaction was not slow in coming: the 
mobilisations grew stronger. According to figures issued by 
the mayor of Greater Santiago, 1.2 million protestors flooded 
the capital on 25 October.  
A deep rejection of the measures proposed by Piñera was ex-
pressed in remote regions and villages. These mass mobilisa-
tions took place while troops were still on the streets. It 
should be emphasised that in several cities and regions, the 
protestors – especially women – confronted and defied the 
military, or talked with them, which led to fraternisation. In 
remote cities like Osorno, the troops and junior officers 
reached agreements with the protestors. In other places, the 
soldiers gave way and embraced the protestors.  
One soldier based in Antofagasta refused to travel to take 
part in enforcing the state of emergency, and abandoned his 
weapon. He was jailed, and sent a message from his cell ex-
plaining his refusal to come out and repress his own people. 
All these occurrences were circulated throughout the coun-
try via social media, just like recordings of acts of repression 
and their victims. This fed the population’s collective anger. 
The regime’s crisis was embodied in a government on the de-
fensive, and its repercussions extended to all sectors of the 
ruling class.  
Many of them appeared on TV to apologise for failing to lis-
ten to the people. Others committed to increasing the mini-
mum wage from 310,000 pesos per month to 500,000 pesos 
(equivalent to US$620 or 565 euros) in businesses under 
their control, competing with each other over the size of the 

increase. Economists and sociologists explained that the de-
mands – including structural ones – could be agreed to with-
out affecting the “model”. 
The panic even affected Piñera’s own family, expressed in an 
audio recording that filtered out, in which his wife said that 
the country was being attacked by a powerful force “similar 
to an alien invasion” and that they would have to share their 
“privileges”.  
Piñera had considered the country to be “at war” since 18 
October, justifying the state of emergency as a means of 
dealing with the fight between “the criminals and democ-
racy”. He called on the political class to unite nationally to 
combat “criminality”. 
Nevertheless, in the evening of 25 October he decided to 
withdraw the troops from the streets. But this was not a con-
cession to the demand to respect human rights; the reason 
was quite different. The examples of fraternisation that oc-
curred and recurred throughout the country were an alarm 
call, because they represented a serious signal for the insti-
tutions, whose role is to maintain the military’s monolithic 
obedience to the government. Panic seized the military high 
command when it noted that the troops could not escape the 
pressure from thousands upon thousands of people. The 
protestors made use of the robberies and fraud committed 
inside the military – amounting to billions of pesos – to drive 
a wedge between the ordinary troops and those who com-
manded them. Regarding this aspect of the regime’s crisis, 
one needs to understand that the 1973 coup d’état was 
aimed at preventing the deepening of a revolutionary out-
break at a time when the system of political rule was ex-
hausted. 
The dictatorship worked towards shutting off all the valves, 
including political discussion within the military’s ranks. The 
regime could not allow any cracks to appear in its structure.  
This explains why Pinochet eliminated generals who sought 
political discussion between the various factions within the 
regime. He got rid of the whole of the Air Force leadership 
with the same aim in mind. His agreement with imperialism 
and with the apparatuses of the PS and other currents of the 
bourgeoise, like the PDC, established a binomial system with 
the essential function of limiting political debate between 
the two administrators of the economic, political and social 
system, granting the Constitutional Court the role of a “third 
chamber” in the National Congress, with full powers to pre-
vent any challenge to what had been established in the anti-
democratic Constitution. 
In economic terms, it was about guaranteeing at any cost the 
policies of pillage, indebtedness, low wages, widespread pri-
vatisation and openly selling off the country’s mining and 
other natural resources. For example, the privatisation of the 
pensions system and the creation of the AFP constitutes one 
of the foundations of the whole financial system, a system in 
which the banks, speculative groups and privately-owned 
companies can enrich themselves at the cost of the workers’ 
contributions. The pension funds currently represent 83.4 
per cent of the country’s GDP. In other words, the elimina-
tion of the AFP system, which is a key demand of the mobili-
sations, would be a blow of such magnitude that it would put 
into question the whole edifice on which national and foreign 
capital relies to guarantee its profits. 
 



The Internationale no.16 – November 2019 9 

 
The revolutionary crisis and the national unity  
of the political class 
Revolution and counter-revolution are confronting each 
other in the most classic of ways. On one side, the youth, 
drawing along with it the vast majority of industrial workers, 
agricultural workers and women; on the other side, the rep-
resentatives of finance capital and their political parties, in 
alliance with the leading apparatus of the PS and its various 
factions, and with the manifest complicity of the PC and the 
FA. The latter, using radical language, has assumed the role 
of the former Concertación (10). 
At the time of writing, there have been 29 days of mobilisa-
tion, with extensive attacks on private property and a cen-
tralisation of the struggles around the slogans “New Consti-
tution”, “Constituent Assembly Now!” and “End the AFP Sys-
tem”. This expresses the issue of the people’s sovereignty 
and the combination of this issue with attacking the eco-
nomic system. Of course, these demands are centralising the 
struggle by millions of men and women, but there are also 
the demands for the right to healthcare and education, and 
the demand for nationalisation. 
The response of the PS, PC and FA to the radicalisation and 
the centralisation of demands has been to ignore them for 
the first 10 days, instead putting the emphasis on social 
measures. They have done this intending to avoid the popu-
lation’s questioning of the political class and its system of 
rule. However, the onslaught of the mobilisations in the po-
litical arena has created elements of crisis in every one of the 
political organisations, which the latter have been unable to 
escape. The PS has gambled on inaction; the PC has manoeu-
vred in the National Congress with constitutional accusations 
that would not work within the framework of the current 
Constitution.  
The FA has taken the initiative to get the Senate to approve 
an initial indication on a double plebiscite: one to consult the 
people on whether they want a new Constitution, the other 
to ask the people if they want the drafting of a new Constitu-
tion to be done by a Constituent Congress, in other words by 
the political class that is already sitting in Congress, or by a 
sovereign Constituent Assembly. Under the guise of defend-
ing democracy, since it considers that Piñera was elected 
democratically, the FA is putting itself forward as the de-
fender of the continuity of the political system, trying to 
break up the mobilisation via the path of plebiscites, which 
according to the institutional order would take at least six 
months to be carried out.  
This manoeuvre has been well received by part of the popu-
lation, but its most active sectors are rejecting it as having 
been “cooked up” by the political class. It is important to con-
sider the fact that we are facing a movement of gigantic pro-
portions over which no organisation has control. The organ-
ising of popular assemblies with the people distancing them-
selves from the cabildos (11) – although contradictions are 
also being expressed inside the cabildos between the popu-
lation’s aspirations and the government’s attempts to make 

use of those aspirations – is growing in the neighbourhoods 
and on university campuses. In some workplaces, the con-
servatism of the trade union apparatuses controlled by the 
PS, PC and PDC has prevented mass meetings from having an 
expression. However, the workers have been drawn along by 
the students, and this has forced the trade unions to also mo-
bilise, but with a contradictory discourse, because they are 
doing so as an act of solidarity, without taking responsibility 
for the fact that the demands can only be resolved by a gov-
ernment that is answerable to a sovereign Constituent As-
sembly. The human tide of millions of working men and 
women is exerting enormous pressure which the apparat-
uses, both big and small, are trying not to meet head-on. A 
new period is opening, one in which our forces are focused 
on having the courage to confront the difficulties regarding 
the people’s sovereignty, helping to forge an organisation of 
struggle. This battle obliges us to consider the lessons of his-
tory between revolution and counter-revolution. 

Enrique Gonzales 
Chile, 15 November 2019 

 
____________________ 
(1) Editor’s note: A few days after Santiago Metro CEO Clemente 
Perez looked into the TV camera and addressed the youth directly, 
his own daughter carried a placard bearing his famous words in the 
demonstrations. 
(2) Translator’s note: The cacerolazo is a traditional form of street 
protest in Chile and other Latin American countries, involving the 
banging of cooking pots with spoons or other pots. 
(3) Translator’s note: A declaration of a state of siege involves the 
complete suspension of the freedom to assemble and the declara-
tion of curfews, among other measures. 
(4) Interview on Radio Duna, 18 October 2019. 
(5) Translator’s note: The Carabineros de Chile is the paramilitary 
Chilean national police force, created in 1927. 
(6) Translator’s note: The Workers’ United Centre of Chile (CUT) is 
the biggest of the country’s five trade union federations. 
(7) Translator’s note: The “No More AFP” National Workers’ Co-or-
dinating Committee organises against the Administradoras de Fon-
dos de Pensiones (AFP), the private system of pensions which has 
operated in Chile since 1981, when the dictatorship replaced the old 
social security system with an institution that has become one of 
the main pillars of the capital markets in Chile. 
(8) Translator’s note: The Chuquicamata mine, in the Atacama De-
sert. 
(9) Translator’s note: National Union of Workers of Chile (UNT) and 
Autonomous Workers’ Confederation (CAT). 
(10) Translator’s note: The Concertación (“Coalition”, short for “Co-
alition of Parties for Democracy”) was a coalition of centrist and 
“left-wing” political parties set up in 1988 around a nucleus com-
prising the PDC, PS and Radical Party. The Coalition won every pres-
idential election from 1990 (beginning with PDC leader Patricio Ayl-
win) until Piñera won the 2010 election.  
(11) Translator’s note: In this instance, cabildos (which originally 
were Spanish colonial administrative councils) refers to official pub-
lic meetings at the municipal level. In Chile and elsewhere in Latin 
America, the same word can be used to refer to informal neighbour-
hood or town-hall-style meetings.  
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 CORRESPONDENCE OF THE INTERNATIONALE 

 

 

Workers and Oppressed Peoples of Mexico: 

The LCI has been founded! 
 

Manifesto of the Second Congress of the Mexican activists of the OCRFI 

 
 

In the midst of the decadent maelstrom of the 
world capitalist system in the 21st century, the 
survival of the whole of humanity in the coming 
years and decades is on the line, as we are los-
ing our most vital natural resources, water, 
land, oil, and more. The Mexican members of 
the Organizing Committee for the Reconstitu-
tion of the Fourth International (OCRFI) met on 
September 13-15, 2019 in the city of Mexicali, 
Baja California, a border city with the United 
States, to hold our Second National Congress. 
There we decided to constitute ourselves as the 
Internationalist Communist League 
[LCI by its acronym in Spanish],  
to take a step forward in the task  
of reconstituting the Fourth International. 

 
 

e have taken this decision after evaluating our 
level of development as an organization, setting 
the goal of moving from a propaganda group to 

a democratic centralist organization, taking up again the tra-
ditions of Bolshevism. Our organization at the moment takes 
the form of a League, with the goal of becoming an organiza-
tion immersed in the class struggle and with mass influence.  
We take up the name of the first section of the Fourth Inter-
national in Mexico because we consider ourselves the heirs 
of the best traditions of the Mexican Trotskyists. We claim to 
be continuators of the first LCI and of the Marxist Workers 
League, as well as the continuators of the tasks that have 
been abandoned by the Socialist Workers Organization, 
whose leadership allied itself with the revisionist and liquida-
tionist group that organized the crisis of our international 
and national organization in 2015. 
We constitute ourselves as a League as this is the level of or-
ganization that we have today, with organized groups in the 
north, south and center of the country. We consider it nec-
essary to recruit and expand our group to overcome the 2015 
crisis, because it is necessary to advance on the road to the 
construction of a Mexican section of the Fourth International 
and for this we require a name that identifies us in relation 
to our tasks and aspirations. 
 

We call ourselves Communists, reclaiming our continuity 
with the Manifesto of the Communist Party, which summa-
rizes our task: the abolition of the private ownership of the 
means of production, because we consider that:  
"The Communists are distinguished from the other working-
class parties by this only: 1. In the national struggles of the 
proletarians of the different countries, they point out and 
bring to the front the common interests of the entire prole-
tariat, independently of all nationality. 2. In the various 
stages of development which the struggle of the working 
class against the bourgeoisie has to pass through, they al-
ways and everywhere represent the interests of the move-
ment as a whole. 
"The Communists, therefore, are on the one hand, practically, 
the most advanced and resolute section of the working-class 
parties of every country, that section which pushes forward 
all others; on the other hand, theoretically, they have over the 
great mass of the proletariat the advantage of clearly under-
standing the line of march, the conditions, and the ultimate 
general results of the proletarian movement. 
"The immediate aim of the Communists is the same as that 
of all other proletarian parties: formation of the proletariat 
into a class, overthrow of the bourgeois supremacy, conquest 
of political power by the proletariat." (1) 
We declare ourselves Internationalists because we under-
stand that these tasks cannot be achieved in the narrow mar-
gin of a nation or a region, because we consider that the class 
struggle is national in its form but international in its content, 
and that the triumph of the proletariat will take place on a 
world scale. 
Together with Trotsky we agree on the theory of the Perma-
nent Revolution, as he formulated it, based on the teachings 
of Marx and Lenin. We reject the theory of socialism in one 
country, its different derivations and deformations of Marx-
ism, especially Stalinism and its apparatuses, which have led 
to the failure of the revolutionary processes of the 20th and 
21st centuries, which in our nation have played a nefarious 
role in alienating class independence and subjecting the pro-
letariat to bourgeois leaderships.  
We are Internationalists, because we agree with the task of 
building the International of the Proletariat — that is, the 
World Party of Socialist Revolution, the Fourth International 
— of which we aspire to be its section in Mexico.  
In our Congress we verified, based on facts, the analysis of 
the Transitional program, the founding program of the 

W 
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Fourth International. The prevailing need to resolve the con-
tradiction between the objective conditions for the proletar-
ian revolution and the subjective ones, the need to resolve 
the crisis of the revolutionary leadership. As Trotsky stated: 
"The world political situation as a whole is chiefly character-
ized by the historical crisis of the leadership of the proletariat. 
... Without a socialist revolution in the next historical period, 
a catastrophe the whole culture of humankind. The turn is 
now to the proletariat, i.e., chiefly to its revolutionary van-
guard." 
The most recent facts confirm these assertions: The open 
revolutionary crisis in Algeria, Ecuador, and Catalonia, 
demonstrate the lack of a revolutionary leadership that 
fights consistently to carry forward the proletarian revolu-
tion. It also highlights the conciliationism carried out by the 
leaderships of the working class and of the oppressed peo-
ples who deny a positive solution and tie humanity to the 
semi-corpse of the private ownership of the means of pro-
duction. 
We also note Lenin's analysis that the present stage, that of 
Imperialism in its senile phase, is the stage of wars and revo-
lutions.  
We clearly see this clearly with the uprisings in Hong Kong, 
Ecuador, Algeria, and with the movements of the Puerto Ri-
can and Catalan peoples against colonialist domination, for 
their self-determination. 
We also see this with the imperialist policy of war, which we 
see clearly reflected in the genocide of the Palestinian peo-
ple, in the policy of war in Iran and the Middle East, the war 
against the Kurdish and Syrian peoples. 
These are wars aimed at destroying the sovereignty of peo-
ples and labor rights throughout the world. We in Mexico 
suffer this scourge most acutely in our nation, which has 
been subjected to the designs of U.S. imperialism, with the 
looting and vile theft of our natural resources, the privatiza-
tion of public enterprises, the pressure to serve as a wall to 
contain the massive exodus of peoples on the road to exile, 
the drive to impose a new "free trade" agreement, a so-
called "war on drugs (with its hundreds of thousands of vic-
tims — all of which are fostering social decomposition in mul-
tiple ways, one of which is the increase in feminicides. 
We declare ourselves supporters of the OCRFI, which fights 
to reconstitute the framework of the Fourth International, 
which was refounded in 1993, after the arduous struggle of 
comrade Pierre Lambert and of the sections of the Fourth In-
ternational throughout the world, against Pabloist revision-
ism and national Trotskyism. This is a fight to give an orga-
nized framework to resolve the crisis of the revolutionary 
leadership, which today requires overcoming the crisis of liq-
uidation of 2015. 
 
The current situation of our nation 
In Mexico, the tasks of revolutionaries are the same as all 
over the world; the first is to forge class independence, to 
pass from class in itself to class for itself, which demands that 
we set up a Marxist organization rooted in the class struggle 
and with mass influence. 
The current situation of our nation is marked by the re-
sistance of the working class and oppressed people to the 
policies of destruction of rights and loss of our national sov-
ereignty. The means through which more and more surplus 

value is extorted by imperialism is the drive to lower the cost 
of the labor force, to accentuate the plunder, which repre-
sents a form of accumulation originating from capital. 
The Mexican nation and its proletariat have led a series of 
struggles in recent years to resist this tendency of senile im-
perialism. For decades, the governments of the PRI and the 
PAN (2) have submitted to the mandates of imperialism and 
its institutions, particularly U.S. imperialism. 
The PRI, emerged from the bourgeois factions that tri-
umphed in the 1910-1917 revolution, defeating the peasant 
armies of Emiliano Zapata and Francisco Villa, which 
strengthened themselves by corporatizing the workers' 
movement, with the collaboration of the Stalinist leader-
ships. The PRI was the first to implement a series of counter-
reforms to dismantle the conquests achieved by the people 
of Mexico, the most transcendental of which was the nation-
alization of oil, mines and electric power. (3) 
Since the 1980a, a series of privatizations of public enter-
prises and concessions of our wealth to foreign transnational 
corporations were implemented. These so-called "reforms" 
and amendments were made to the 1917 Constitution, al-
lowing the sale of land and the disappearance of 
the ejido [the farm cooperatives first established by the Mex-
ican Revolution](4) , initiating the privatization of the educa-
tional and health systems, establishing the system of individ-
ual accounts for retirement, and ending the right to retire-
ment. 
In 1994, the government of Carlos Salinas de Gortari signed 
the North American Free Trade Agreement with Canada and 
the United States (NAFTA), which laid the foundations for the 
subsequent counter-reforms and the loss of our national and 
food sovereignty.  
The governments that followed deepened the "reforms," at-
tacking labor laws that contained the rights wrested during 
the revolution, and transforming Mexico into a country of 
maquiladoras (5) , where labor rights are not worth the paper 
they are printed on. 
The governments of the PAN (2000-2012), a right-wing cleri-
cal party that arose in opposition to the bourgeois nationalist 
government of Lázaro Cárdenas, signed agreements with the 
U.S. government to subject national sovereignty to the per-
manent intervention of the U.S. government in Mexico's in-
ternal affairs, as they did with Plan Mérida and the Agree-
ment for the Prosperity of North America (ASPAN) — agree-
ments that are the basis for the so-called "war on drug traf-
ficking" that has cost the lives of 500,000 people. In addition, 
they advanced in the liquidation of the pension systems for 
State workers and submitted Mexican diplomacy to the in-
terests of the U.S. government. 
In spite of these attacks, the working class and the oppressed 
people resisted. Millions of Mexicans have gone out on mul-
tiple occasions into the streets to defend their rights, proof 
of which is that the governments have taken more than 30 
years to achieve their objectives. The youth have defended 
the right to free, secular, public education, leading student 
strikes and demonstrations throu-ghout the country. Oil 
workers and electrical workers managed to push back the en-
ergy counter-reform on several occasions. Teachers have de-
fended their working conditions, peasants and indigenous 
people have defended their lands. And despite the repres-
sion and the blows they have received, they are still standing. 
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The election of Andrés Manuel López Obrador [6], or AMLO, 
as president in 2018 is the deformed result of these re-
sistances. He managed to channel the mobilizations of recent 
years given the lack of a political organization of the workers. 
AMLO expressed in the electoral arena the aspirations for 
change of the workers and oppressed sectors. Millions of 
Mexicans, fed up with corruption and the policies of destruc-
tion of their rights and gains, cast their vote for AMLO. But 
unlike his two previous election campaigns [in 2006 and 2012 
— tr. note], in 2018 AMLO put forward a moderate program 
so as not to frighten the sectors of the national oligarchy. 
Having said that, the meaning of the vote for millions of Mex-
icans was opposition to continuing the policies of privatiza-
tion and looting. The working-class majority gave a mandate 
to the new government to break with the policies imple-
mented over the past 30 years. 
AMLO and his MORENA party swept the elections, winning a 
majority in Congress and the state governorships that were 
up for a vote The people of Mexico slammed the regime like 
a tsunami, though it did not win all the elections. 
From the beginning of the new government, it showed its 
contradictions. AMLO brought into cabinet and into leading 
governmental agencies the main functionaries, business-
men, and personalities that had been part of the old PRI-PAN 
regime, while also bringing on board recognized social fight-
ers for justice. 
Since its inception, the AMLO government has carried out a 
policy of class conciliation, based on the great legitimacy it 
has among the population (one year after the new govern-
ment came to power, according to polls it has 72% support). 
It has implemented a series of policies that oscillate between 
continuity with the regime and partial bending to the de-
mands of the population. The latter includes repeal of the 
educational "reform" of Peña Nieto, the doubling of the min-
imum wage, labor reform, the strengthening of PEMEX and 
the CFE (7), and the fight against corruption. 
For the oligarchy AMLO is viewed as a dike to contain the so-
cial mobilizations in the face of the political crisis that the 
previous government of Peña Nieto (8) was experiencing. 
The oligarchy is counting on the social movements that sup-
port the government to hold back and contain their demands 
on the government they brought to power. At the same time, 
they are organized with the support of the U.S. government 
to prevent any steps forward being taken in terms of break-
ing with the past anti-worker and anti-national policies. 
The corporate chambers of commerce have strongly op-
posed AMLO, obstructing his government's plans, and the 
right-wing sectors have led mobilizations to overturn social 
rights obtained in the last period.  
Within the AMLO government itself, the contradictions have 
come to the surface. An example is that deputies from MO-
RENA have taken a public stand against some of the presi-
dent's policies that support of the right-wing opposition. 
They have spoken out most recently against the Secretary of 
Finance's proposal to increase the retirement age. 
Some of the policies promoted by AMLO himself go against 
the mandate given by the population, such as the extension 
of the mega-projects of infrastructure, or the continuity of 
the Plan Puebla Panama. These plans include a corridor of 
maquiladoras and transportation in the isthmus of Tehuan-
tepec, and the Mayan train in the Yucatan peninsula, which 

have generated reactions against the indigenous people who 
live in those areas. Another example is the creation of the 
National Guard, a new instrument of repression that is being 
used against Central American immigrants and in the fight 
against drug trafficking. 
For its part, U.S. imperialism has put great pressure on AM-
LO's government. Trump together with the government of 
Peña Nieto, the AMLO government has negotiated a new 
Free Trade Agreement, called T-MEC [in its Mexican acro-
nym, or USMCA in its English-language acronym — tr. note], 
which deepens the attacks contained in NAFTA. At the end of 
these negotiations, AMLO incorporated into the negotiations 
Marcelo Ebrad, Mexican Foreign Minister. In the first months 
of AMLO's government, the Senate approved the T-MEC with 
the ample majority of MORENA, with only the opposition of 
three legislators from his party. 
Trump has also lobbied, threatening to impose tariffs on 
Mexican exports, which would start at 5% and could reach 
25% if Mexico does not take action to stop Central American 
migration, which has been accentuated by caravans of thou-
sands of Hondurans who have crossed national territory to 
seek asylum in the U.S.  
Ebrad and the U.S. State Department agreed on a plan to 
contain migration, endorsed by AMLO. It includes the de-
ployment of more than 25,000 Mexican National Guard (9) 
troops on the northern and southern borders. This plan con-
templates opening 16 border crossings for the deportation 
to Mexican territory of thousands of undocumented people 
of all nationalities, and it is proposed that Mexico should sign 
a treaty to become a "safe third country", that is, undocu-
mented people would reside in Mexico waiting for the judi-
cial resolution of their asylum applications (this plan is called 
"Live in Mexico"). 
The consequences are already felt by hundreds of immi-
grants who live in crowded shelters that have become real 
concentration camps, surrounded by the troops of the Na-
tional Guard. Not content with it, Trump established with the 
Mexican government an agreement to supervise every 90 
days the "advances" in the migration plan, which represents 
a flagrant violation of Mexico's national sovereignty. 
 
The Resistance of the People of Mexico Continues 
While the Mexican government is under pressure from the 
oligarchy and imperialism, there is also the resistance of the 
people of Mexico that has made itself felt in recent months, 
despite the obstacles thrown up by the political and union 
apparatuses. During his first day in office, AMLO decreed the 
creation of a special commission to investigate the disap-
pearance of the 43 normalists (10) of Ayotzinapa, in order to 
find those responsible.  
This was well received by the thousands of people who had 
mobilized during the last four years, and who continue to do 
so, putting pressure on the government. On September 26, 
the fifth anniversary of the disappearance, tens of thousands 
took to the streets of the main cities to maintain the demand 
for punishment of those guilty of the heinous crimes. 
In the months of July and August thousands of women took 
to the streets to demand the punishment of those guilty of 
feminicide.  
Throughout the country, the demonstrations continue, in a 
movement that has taken the name of "diamantina," (Glitter 
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revolution) (H) to demand that the legislators of MORENA 
and the opposition advance the democratic rights of women, 
such as the decriminalization of abortion, the right to sex ed-
ucation, the legal interruption of pregnancy and measures to 
prevent feminicide. 
Thousands of university students have also taken to the 
streets to demand an increase in the education budget, mo-
bilizations that have linked up with the strikes of the main 
unions in this sector. Particularly in Veracruz and Baja Cali-
fornia thousands of students have demanded the payment 
by the government of the debt to the public universities, 
which keeps them in the anxiety of not knowing if the school 
year will be finished or not. But there have been two mobili-
zations that stand out for their importance for the working 
class and for their magnitude. 
The first of them has been headed by the CNTE teachers' un-
ion confederation (11), which, in order to compel AMLO to 
keep his campaign promise, has carried out massive strikes 
and marches to Mexico City to demand the repeal of Peña 
Nieto's educational reform that opened the way for the pri-
vatization of the sector. 
CNTE professors organized a sit-in in the Mexican Congress 
and pressed for the counter-reform to be overturned; they 
faced strong opposition from businessmen, the PAN and the 
media. This was the first conquest of the mandate of July 1, 
2018, although not without contradictions, since the reform 
was not repealed 100% despite the fact that leaders of CNTE 
itself were elected deputies by the MORENA party. 
The second great mobilization was led by the workers of the 
maquiladora of Matamoros, a city on the border with the 
United States. AMLO also decreed in his first day of govern-
ment, the doubling of the minimum wage — but the maqui-
ladora bosses refused to implement the increases. They also 
eliminated bonuses and benefits. Faced with this situation, 
thousands of workers, it is estimated that they estimated 
about 75,000, with the advice of labor lawyer Susana Prieto, 
started strikes in multiple companies demanding an increase 
of 20% and an annual bonus of 32,000 pesos. These actions 
took the name of Movimiento Obrero Matamorense 20/32. 
They compelled the corporatist union leaderships to back 
their demands — and this movement has spread throughout 
the border area, leading to the formation of a new organiza-
tion, the National Independent Union of Workers in Industry 
and Services (SNITIS-MOM 20/32). 
Both mobilizations have put on the agenda the break with 
the corporatist unions, mainly with the CTM and the CROC, 
both incorporated to the PRI. In the case of SNITIS, it has re-
lied on the labor reform promoted by AMLO, which allows 
free unionization in each company, a situation that was lim-
ited by labor laws and that was implemented by the corpo-
rate unions known as the "charro » (12) unions. 
This reform was promoted by MORENA Senator Napoleón 
Gómez Urrutia (13), leader of the mineworkers union, who 
had been in exile in Canada for many years and who was per-
secuted by the Mexican government for his opposition to the 
labor reforms of the PAN. He was accused embezzlement of 
union funds. This AMLO labor law reform, although it allows 
free unionization, has as its background the creation of the 
International Confederation of Workers, a new central that 
is being supported by the AFL-CIO, the Canadian mining un-
ions and the government of AMLO. This is a central that does 

not emerge from the struggles, but is incorporating into its 
bosom union federations from the CTM and CROC, in an at-
tempt to recompose the corporatism of the PRI govern-
ments. 
 
The need for class independence and independent political 
representation of the workers 
The current mobilizations, which have mostly arisen sponta-
neously, have fallen like thunder in a clear sky and are char-
acterized by the emergence of sectors -- with the exception 
to the CNTE -- had not been activated in recent years, and 
that lack consolidated organizations or leaderships to tie 
them. 
We are witnessing today a generalized demobilization of the 
social and trade union movements, whose leaderships have 
deposited their illusions in the government of AMLO and 
have accepted the implementation of policies that go against 
the mandate of the population. On the other hand, we see 
how other political actors in the struggle, such as the EZLN 
(14) and the groups that gravitate around it, have taken a 
sectarian attitude in relation to the people who still look to 
AMLO for change. They refuse to dialogue with the rank-and-
file who support AMLO, preferring to engage in a denuncia-
tion that, although just, is sterile. 
For their part, the organizations that proclaim themselves so-
cialists and workers have oscillated between uncritical sup-
port to the government, as insthe case of the OST [the revi-
sionist group of former comrades -- tr. note], or the hope that 
AMLO's illusions will be exhausted and that "better times" 
will arrive, reserving themselves only to carry out propa-
ganda. 
For us, the LCI, there is no time to wait, as we have said in 
the editorials of our monthly press — Transición — and in the 
arenas where we intervene. Those on top, the powers that 
be, are organized to ensure that the government of AMLO is 
a government of continuity with the policies of the former 
regimes; it is time for those on the bottom to get ready to 
fight. 
For us, the LCI, the mobilizations point the way forward. To 
impose the mandate of the population, the independent or-
ganization of the workers and oppressed people is necessary 
— organization that does not adapt to the government or to 
MORENA, that does not adapt to the "charro" leaderships. 
Class independence is necessary, as is the struggle on the line 
of the United Front against the policies that are attacking the 
working class, and against imperialism, to push back the 
counter-reforms. 
The workers of Matamoros showed that you can sweep away 
the "charro" leaderships with the organized action of the 
working class. The teachers of the CNTE showed that it is pos-
sible to push back the counter-reforms. They showed that we 
should not wait, that we should start with mobilization 
around our demands, even if this makes it uncomfortable for 
those who call blindly to trust the government, to give it a 
blank check. 
That is why we have committed our forces to advocate for, 
and organize for, an independent trade union federation, an 
instrument for the defense of workers' rights. That is why we 
support the building of the SNTIS and the New Workers Cen-
ter (Nueva Central de Trabajadores, or NCT), promoted by 
the Mexican Electrical Workers Union (SME). It is why we 
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fight to create new unions or democratize the existing ones, 
with the intention of creating a pole of independent organi-
zation, at the same time that we show solidarity with all sec-
tors of the working class that face attacks from the bosses 
and the government. 
That is why we support the struggles of women and young 
people, and why we support their organizations. 
That is why we are committed to building a workers' party 
for the people of Mexico, an independent Workers' Party, 
that takes up the demands of the population and expresses 
them in the political arena, in the neighborhoods, in schools 
and workplaces, that calls for unity in action. That is why we 
are active militants of the Political Organization of the People 
and Workers (OPT) (15) and why we fight for the OPT to be-
come the seed of the political tool that the people of Mexico 
need. 
For us, the LCI, the first step to attain our revolutionary ob-
jectives, is to achieve class independence, that is to say, to 
generate consciousness in the workers of their strength, to 
explain that their interests are contrary to those of the bour-
geois leaderships and parties.  
We consider that at this moment the NCT and the OPT (16) 
are the instruments to carry out this task. The conditions 
could change in the future, but we evaluate that these organ-
izations are a point of support in this task, without excluding 
that events may develop and new forms of regroupment may 
emerge. 
 
The tasks of the LCI in the class struggle in Mexico 
Committed to these tasks, the LCI has acted in the living class 
struggle. We have sent comrades to Matamoros and dis-
cussed with the workers, who reclaimed the right to contest 
for political power through independent working class candi-
dates, without registration, in the local elections, becoming 
the second and third electoral force in the districts where 
they presented candidates. 
In Baja California, we discussed with the comrades of the OPT 
and other groups for the presentation of independent candi-
dates with the platform of the resistance movements, ob-
taining thousands of signatures and electing a militant mem-
ber of the city council of the OPT in Tecate. This is a city 
where we have participated in the building of independent 
unions, and it is a state where we are building the NCT. 
In Chiapas and the entire southeast we participated in the 
CNTE mobilizations for the repeal of the education counter-
reform; we fought side by side against the state govern-
ment's repression, and we organized the resistance of the 
people of Chiapas and the construction of the OPT and NCT. 
Wherever our women comrades act, they are committed to 
the struggle for their rights and against feminicides, fighting 
the ideas of bourgeois feminism calling for class unity. 
Our young comrades stand out in the struggle for full funding 
to the universities and for the increase of the budget for all 
education, and we have undertaken the task of recruiting to 
form a group in Mexico of the International International Al-
liance of Youth for Socialism (AIJS), founded at the Interna-
tional Meeting of Young Revolutionaries promoted by the 
OCRFI in Paris.  
Following our internationalist vocation, we coordinated with 
our North American sister section, Socialist Organizer, to 
carry forward the binational struggle for rights on both sides 

of the border. We manifest ourselves in support of revolu-
tionary processes all over the world, with acts of solidarity 
and events we spread the struggles of the Palestinian people, 
the Catalan people, the Puerto Rican and Ecuadorian people. 
We pronounce ourselves for the liberation of all political pris-
oners in Algeria, and we follow closely the developments of 
these processes. 
And at the national level we promote the campaign of signa-
tures of the open letter to AMLO, so that he withdraws from 
the T-MEC, and rejects the migratory policy of Trump. This, 
our central campaign, has the goal of dialoguing with the mil-
lions of people who placed their hopes in AMLO. We are de-
manding that he carry out the mandate that the people gave 
him on July 1. Our goal is to group all those willing to fight for 
the demands of the people, for the break with the mandates 
of imperialism. 
- Immediate repeal of the T-MEC! 
- No to Trump's Wall of Shame! Down with the Migratory 
Pact! 
- Unity of the Central American, Mexican and U.S. working 
class! 
- Repeal the Structural Reforms, starting with Energy "Re-
form"! 
- Let's build the OPT and the New Workers' Central! 
- Unity of the Mexican working class, for the defense of trade 
union and political independence! 
Compañeros/as, we invite you to join the LCI (OCRFI), and to 
fight for a future for humanity; we invite you to join the 
struggle for socialism. 
“For a world where we are socially equal, humanly different 
and totally free." 
"He or she who does not take action does not feel the chains." 
In struggle. 

International Communist League (LCI - OCRFI) 
 

_____________________________________ 
(1) Karl Marx/Federick Engels, Communist Party Manifesto, 1848. 
(2) The Institutional Revolutionary Party (PRI) is the party of the State 
which exercised absolute control up to the late 1970s, and is the party 
of ex-President Enrique Peña Nieto, who left office on 30 November 
2018. The National Action Party (PAN) is a Catholic party founded in the 
1930s to oppose the nationalisation of the oil industry. In the recent 
period it has been a cornerstone of the regime, and most recently held 
power from 2006 to 2012 under President Felipe Calderon.  
(3) In 1938, 1961 and 1960 respectively. 
(4) The ejido is a system of distribution and possession of institutional-
ised land that originated during the Mexican Revolution, consisting of 
allotting expropriated land to a group of peasants as collective property, 
to be farmed both individually and collectively. 
(5) A maquiladora is a factory run by a foreign company, superexploiting 
the workers and exporting its products to that company’s country of 
origin. 
(6) AMLO, a petty bourgeois leader, was presidential candidate in 2006 
for the PRD, despite winning the elections, thanks to a nationalist dis-
course of rupture with the policies of the PRI and the PAN, and of partial 
resistance to privatizations. He was the victim of electoral fraud. In 2012 
he was again a candidate of this party, but lost the election to Enrique 
Peña Nieto of the PRI. In 2018, once again candidate, now for the MO-
RENA Party, he succeeded in defeating the candidates of the PRI and 
the PAN More than 32 million Mexicans voted for him; he channeled 
the discontent and mobilizations of recent years. 
(7) Petroleos Mexicanos (PEMEX) is the state oil company. The Federal 
Electricity Commission (CFE) is the national electrical utility. 
(8) This was accentuated by the disappearance of 43 normalist students 
[teachers in training] from the Ayotzinapa School, whose mobilization 
for justice, put out the call for the government to stop down, and 
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plunged the country into a deep political crisis from which could not 
escape. 
(9) The National Guard is a gendarmerie with national police functions, 
formed in July 2019 by absorbing units and officers from the Federal 
Police, Military Police, and Naval Police. 
(10) The movement earned its name after protesters showered Mexico 
City’s security chief with pink glitter during their inaugural demonstra-
tion on 12 August 2019. 
(11) Coordinadora Nacional de Trabajadores de la Educación (National 
Coordination of Education Workers), a national group of teachers affilia-
ted to the National Union of Education Workers, which for more than 
30 years has been fighting for its democratization and has led the main 
struggles of the teachers' union.  
(12) Charrismo is the popular term to describe government control or 
co-optation of trade unions and their leaders, originating in the 1930s 
and ‘40s under the Cardenas regime. Corrupted leaders are derisorily 
called charros in reference to a particular railworkers’ union leader, 

nicknamed “El Charro”, who was known for attending union functions 
in the elaborate regalia of the charro, Mexico’s traditional cowboy. 

(13) "Napito", as this leader is known, is the son of Napoleón Gómez, 
the historic corporatist leader of the mineworkers' union. For many 
years a stronghold of the PRI, given the situation faced by the union for 
the privatizations of the 1990s and the loss of 80% of its membership, 
the union had to resist the course of privatizations and oppose the gov-
ernment of Vicente Fox, who proposed a labor "reform." 

(14)EZLN: The Zapatista Army of National Liberation, often simply re-
ferred to as the Zapatistas. 

(15) Promoted by the SME, other political groupings and social move-
ments 

(16) The NCT at the interprofessional trade union level and the OPT at 
the political level are the result of two initiatives taken in recent years 
by the SME, with the support and participation of other political grou-

pings and social movements. 
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Germany: Thirty years after reunification 

An uncompleted revolution 
 
n 9 November 1989, a powerful grassroots move-
ment of hundreds of thousands of anonymous 
workers and youth from the German Democratic 

Republic (GDR, or East Germany), who for months had 
demonstrated against the bureaucracy, its privileges and its 
police state, brought down the Berlin Wall, and subsequently 
imposed the reunification of Germany, which had been di-
vided in two since 1945. 
Of course, in a society where “the dominant ideology is that 
of the dominant class” (Marx), the thirtieth anniversary of 9 
November 1989 was an opportunity for the bourgeoisie to 
pour out tons of propaganda on the theme of “the end of 
communism” and – in total contradiction with the historical 
facts – to have people believe that the end of the Berlin Wall 
had been accomplished by the common desire of the “great 
and good” at the time, from US President Bush to French “so-
cialist” President Mitterrand, via German Chancellor Kohl 
and the General Secretary of the Communist Party of the So-
viet Union, Gorbachev. 
Others, nostalgic for Stalinism – either openly or in a more 
hidden way – argued that German reunification was accom-
plished through an anti-Communist plot, or even the result 
of annexation. This stream of lies from both sides does not 
stand up to an examination of the facts. 
As our readers will see in this dossier, the movement that 
brought down the Wall corresponded to what we – together 
with Trotsky – call the movement of the “political revolu-
tion”. In other words, the movement through which the 
working class of the countries where capital has been expro-
priated, but where political power is held by a parasitic bu-
reaucratic layer produced by Stalinism (the Soviet Union, the 
countries of eastern Europe, China, Cuba, etc.), seeks to 
overthrow the government of the parasitic bureaucracy in 
order to regain power and preserve the social gains. 
Our readers will see that in November 1989, not one imperi-
alist government (whether in the United States, France or 
Britain, or the government of the German bourgeoisie in the 
Federal Republic of Germany – FRG, or West Germany), any 
more, obviously, than the bureaucracy in power in the USSR 
or the GDR, wanted reunification. Of course, imperialism 
could not tolerate the social gains and state ownership that 
existed in the GDR or the USSR. But the powerful movement 
that brought down the Wall and the GDR’s police state was 
not a movement against social gains and state ownership. On 
the contrary, it was a movement that drew on those gains in 
order to drive out the bureaucracy and join up with the work-
ers “in the West”. Because at the same time, in the FRG, the 
working class was engaged in big mobilisations against the 

elimination of the steel industry by the German bourgeoisie, 
which itself was committed to the European Economic Com-
munity (EEC, the ancestor of the European Union). The vast 
majority of the workers “in the West” looked sympathetically 
on the movement that was rising up “in the East” against the 
bureaucracy, and many of them sought to establish contact 
across the border. 
By ending the division of Germany imposed in 1945 by the 
Allies (i.e. US, British and French imperialisms and the Stalin-
ist bureaucracy of the USSR), the fall of the Berlin Wall re-
established the unity of the German working class, histori-
cally the most organised and most powerful working class in 
Europe. It placed on the agenda the struggle for the social 
revolution against the bourgeoisie. 
It was precisely in order to sharply block this process that im-
perialism had to mobilise not only all of its own forces, but 
also the forces of the apparatuses that had emerged from 
the labour movement (i.e., in Germany, the leading appa-
ratus of the Social Democratic Party of Germany, or SPD, and 
the remnants of the Stalinist apparatus of the former GDR, 
which already was largely engaged in privatisations). 
The response to the revolutionary mobilisation by the work-
ers and youth who knocked down the Wall to impose “true 
socialism”, as some people were saying at the time, and to 
their linking up with the workers of the West in struggle 
against the plans of the German bourgeoisie and the EEC, 
was a wave of privatisations and the destruction of the econ-
omy in the East, under the auspices of the Treuhand (1). The 
devastation of the privatisations in the East was the starting-
point of an unprecedented offensive (which speeded up af-
ter the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991) against the social 
gains of the workers of the whole of Germany. The unity of 
Germany could not be completed, either at the democratic 
level or, evidently, the social level. 
For all these reasons, 1989 was an uncompleted revolution, 
but the issues posed 30 years ago remain at the heart of the 
class struggle in Germany today. 
 

Some historical  

reference-points 
 

n this introduction to our dossier, we should include 
some reminders of the recent history of Germany that 
will allow our readers around the world to familiarise 

themselves with the events referred to in it. For historical 
reasons, which we will not review here, the German nation 

O 

I 
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was late in being formed. Its formation first required the re-
moval of the last vestiges of feudal fragmentation through 
the incomplete revolutionary wars of 1848-9. In the end, it 
was Prussia that imposed German unity “from the top 
down”, in the form of the Proclamation of the German Em-
pire in 1871 (excluding Austria, which was a historic rival). 
The communists at that time – especially the two most fa-
mous communists, Marx and Engels – unreservedly sup-
ported the constitution of the German nation from the view-
point of the interests of the working class (without ever sub-
ordinating the workers’ party to the interests of the bour-
geoisie). Engels actually participated personally in various 
episodes of the revolutionary wars of 1848-9. It was indeed 
within the framework of the unification of the German na-
tion that the most organised – and therefore most powerful 
– proletariat in Europe was able to be formed: the German 
working class. Thus, Engels wrote in 1884 that the nation is 
nothing other than the primary battlefield for the proletariat, 
and therefore that the proletariat’s interests demanded “the 
unification of Germany at long last into a nation” (2).  
Without going into details, let us point out some of the main 
stages of the German proletariat’s struggle. It was consti-
tuted as a political party in 1875, the result of the fusion be-
tween the General German Workers' Association (ADAV, 
formed by Ferdinand Lassalle in 1863) and the Social Demo-
cratic Workers’ Party of Germany (SDAP); Marx and Engels 
had actively contributed to building it. On 5 May 1875, Marx 
wrote in a letter to W. Bracke: “Apart from this, it is my duty 
not to give recognition, even by diplomatic silence, to what in 
my opinion is a thoroughly objectionable programme that de-
moralises the Party. (…) One knows that the mere fact of uni-
fication is satisfying to the workers, but it is a mistake to be-
lieve that this momentary success is not bought too dearly.” 
In 1891, the SDAP was renamed the Social Democratic Party 
of Germany (SPD), German section of the Workers’ Interna-
tional. A party that organised hundreds of thousands of con-
scious proletarians, with its organisations, its local offices, its 
newspapers, its trade unions, its parliamentary fraction… A 
party that did not escape betrayal by its leaders in August 
1914, when they voted in favour of war credits and rallied 
around their own imperialism – just like their equivalents in 
France and the other imperialist countries. As soon as war 
was declared, the left wing of German social democracy re-
jected this betrayal by the SPD leadership and the Second In-
ternational.  
In April 1917, the SPD leaders’ act of rallying around the im-
perialist war produced a left-wing split in the party: the Inde-
pendent Social Democratic Party of Germany (USPD), whose 
members included Rosa Luxemburg and Karl Liebknecht, mil-
itant activists of the Spartakusbund [Spartacus League] who 
since 1914 had rejected subordination to the imperialist war. 
These processes of breaking with imperialism were to lead to 
the birth of the Communist Party of Germany (KPD) on 1 Jan-
uary 1919. The imperialist war gave rise to revolution, in Ger-
many and elsewhere; in November 1918, Germany erupted 
with workers’, soldiers’ and sailors’ councils. But the German 
Revolution of 1918-19, which was an extension of the Octo-
ber 1917 Revolution in Russia and to which Lenin and Trotsky 
paid the most scrupulous attention, understanding that the 
fate of the world revolution was being decided there, was 
crushed – first of all due to its betrayal by the SPD leadership, 

but also due to the weakness and mistakes of the KPD lead-
ership. The successive defeats of the German Revolution 
were a critical factor in the ebbing of the world revolution 
and the isolation of the Revolution in the Soviet Union, re-
sulting in its Stalinist degeneration. 
Furthermore, it was in Germany that the Stalinist degenera-
tion of the Russian Communist Party and the Communist In-
ternational (Comintern) resulted in the greatest of disasters. 
In the early 1930s, at a time when world capitalism was ex-
periencing a new convulsive moment in its crisis, and when 
the German population had been humiliated and crushed by 
the consequences of the Versailles Treaty imposed in 1919 
by the victorious Allies of the imperialist war of 1914-18, the 
ingredients of a revolutionary crisis were coming together. 
The German bourgeoisie then chose fascism, which, together 
with the Popular Front, formed “the last political resources 
of imperialism in the struggle against the proletarian revolu-
tion”, as the Programme of the Fourth International teaches 
us. At a time when big capital was counting on the paramili-
tary assault units of Hitler’s Nazi Party to physically crush the 
working class, the Comintern’s Stalinist leadership, which 
was pursuing an ultra-left policy referred to as “Third Period” 
(3), dictated a policy to the KPD leadership that was to lead 
to the defeat of the German proletariat without a struggle. 
Claiming that the workers’ worst enemy was social democ-
racy, the KPD’s Stalinist leadership organised division in the 
workers’ ranks, going so far as to make occasional alliances 
with the Nazi Party. The social-democratic leadership re-
sponded to that division by seeking alliances with “demo-
cratic” sectors of the bourgeoisie which supposedly could bar 
the way to fascism. And what of the ADGB trade union con-
federation? (4) After Hitler had come to power “legally”, 
ADGB President Leipart declared on 31 January 1933: “Or-
ganisation, not demonstration. This is the slogan of the 
hour.” The ADGB tried to reach an agreement with Hitler 
right up to 2 May 1933, the day when Hitler’s SA and SS as-
sault units took over and smashed up every trade union of-
fice. 
Only the calls by Leon Trotsky and the groups of the Interna-
tional Left Opposition (who at that time had been expelled 
from the Comintern but were fighting to put it right) to break 
with the Comintern’s criminal policy by achieving a SPD-KPD-
Trade unions united front to crush fascism, could have 
opened up another path. Stalinism would bear the over-
whelming responsibility for the defeat without a struggle 
that opened the door to Hitler’s victory in January 1933 and 
the crushing of the German working class. In the following 
months, hundreds of SPD and KPD activists, trade unionists 
and other activists were the first victims of the Nazi concen-
tration camps. In March 1933, Leon Trotsky stated: “The Ger-
man proletariat will rise again, Stalinism – never” (5). But the 
Stalinist policy which had resulted in the defeat of the Ger-
man proletariat did not provoke any discussion or criticism 
whatsoever in the parties of the Communist International… 
This led Leon Trotsky to conclude, a few weeks later, that the 
Communist International had changed irreversibly and that 
the orientation should be towards a Fourth International. 
The Nazi dictatorship imposed a regime of terror on the Ger-
man working class, forcing it to enrol in the German Labour 
Front (DAF) – a compulsory corporatist organisation directed 
against the trade unions, built on the ruined remains of the 
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unions and funded purely and simply by the theft of their 
subscriptions – and then the Wehrmacht (6), which German 
imperialism launched against its European rivals in 1939, and 
then against the Soviet Union in June 1941. Despite the dis-
organisation of the Red Army caused by the Stalinist bureau-
cracy (7) which facilitated the Nazi invasion, the Soviet 
masses refused to be reduced to slavery, defended the gains 
of October 1917, and inflicted the historic defeat of the Third 
Reich at Stalingrad in 1943. For the workers and peoples of 
the whole world, including the German workers under the 
Nazi yoke, this was a turning-point. Stalingrad triggered a 
revolutionary wave which over the next several years swept 
across Europe and the colonial empires of the “democratic” 
imperialist big powers. The revolutionary war by the parti-
sans in Yugoslavia and Greece, and the revolutionary uprising 
in Fascist Italy inflicted defeat after defeat on German impe-
rialism.  
The ingredients of a revolutionary situation came together in 
France. In the colonial empires, the oppressed peoples wel-
comed the imminent defeat of fascism by shaking the chains 
forced on them by the “democratic” powers (France, Britain, 
Belgium…). Everywhere, the Stalinist and social democratic 
parties had to redouble their efforts to prevent revolution. In 
Germany, the collapse of the Third Reich released the energy 
of the working class. In fact, the resistance by the German 
proletariat had continued since 1933, which rips apart the re-
actionary pseudo-theory of the “collective guilt of the Ger-
man people”. In 1936, three years after Hitler’s victory, 
strikes broke out in the Ruhr industrial region, and the Ge-
stapo’s archives indicate 12,000 arrests for “distribution of 
Socialist or Communist leaflets” and participation in illegal 
meetings. In 1943, insurrectional movements against the 
Nazi regime broke out in Hamburg, and in other areas genu-
ine local civil wars saw regular soldiers – workers in uniform 
– oppose SS units. Reviving their revolutionary traditions, the 
German workers – sometimes in uniform – also wanted to 
free themselves. “The collapse of Nazism was followed by 
demonstrations of a socially revolutionary spirit. Workers oc-
cupied their factories and settled accounts with the Nazi or 
Nazified management”, noted the British weekly newspaper 
The Economist on 23 March 1946 (8). What the imperialist 
Allies and the Moscow bureaucracy feared above all was the 
reconstitution of the German proletariat at the heart of Eu-
rope. Then, the Allies decided to carry out mass bombings of 
German cities in order to reduce them to ashes, as happened 
to Dresden, while Stalin pushed the Red Army to enter Berlin 
not as liberators, but as conquerors. 
At Yalta and then Potsdam (February and July 1945), the rep-
resentatives of US and British imperialisms had to reach an 
agreement with Stalin. In order to “re-establish order”, they 
needed the full weight of the Stalinist bureaucracy and its in-
ternational apparatus, wreathed in the victory of the peoples 
of the Soviet Union over Nazism, to fight actively against the 
proletarian revolution. This was the “counter-revolutionary 
unholy alliance” against which the Fourth International (and 
then the forces which set about rebuilding it after the 
Pabloite crisis of 1950-3) called for a relentless fight for dec-
ades. Although this alliance was unable to prevent revolution 
in Yugoslavia, where the leaders of the Yugoslav Communist 
Party were pushed into going further than they wanted to by 
an army of 500,000 partisans drawn from all of the country’s 

nationalities, British troops were helped by Stalin to bloodily 
crush the Greek partisans, despite the fact that they were led 
by the Communist Party. Yalta and Potsdam had divided Eu-
rope into two “zones of influence”. In the west, the imperial-
ists were in charge. In the east, in the countries that had been 
liberated by the Red Army, the Yalta and Potsdam agree-
ments included the provision that the “governments of na-
tional unity” – which included Communist Parties subordi-
nated to the Kremlin – would not touch private ownership of 
the means of production. But here again, the masses decided 
otherwise. As far as the workers and peasants of Hungary, 
Poland, Czechoslovakia, etc. were concerned, the arrival of 
the Red Army had to mean not only the end of the Nazi oc-
cupation, but also the end of domination by the capitalists 
and the big land owners. In the months and years that fol-
lowed, the governments of the so-called “people’s democra-
cies” in the countries of eastern Europe had to proceed with 
the expropriation of capital (though in a bureaucratic way, of 
course). 
 
 

 
 

In Germany’s case, preventing a revolution necessitated pre-
venting the reconstitution of the organised power of the pro-
letariat. To do so, the German nation had to be divided. In 
the East, the Soviet occupation zone, and in the West, the 
occupation zone controlled by the US, Britain and France. In 
1946, the Moscow bureaucracy imposed its one-party sys-
tem in the East, forcing the organisations of the KPD and SPD 
to merge into what would become the single party of the 
East German bureaucracy, the Socialist Unity Party of Ger-
many (SED). In the West, the KPD leadership followed Mos-
cow’s orders by agreeing to the reorganisation of the econ-
omy on the basis of private ownership of the means of pro-
duction, while the SPD’s leader, Schumacher, called on the 
Allies to take charge of running things. Following the London 
Six-Power Conference, which ended on 2 June 1948, the six 
“powers” – the United States, Britain and France, together 
with Belgium, The Netherlands and Luxembourg – made 

4 November 1989 in East Berlin 
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“recommendations to the governments” calling for the con-
stitution of a state of West Germany in line with interests of 
imperialism. This was followed by the founding of the FRG on 
23 May 1949, and – in response – the founding of the GDR 
on 7 October 1949. The German nation and, as a result, the 
German proletariat were divided for almost 45 years, after 
having suffered under the yoke of the Nazi dictatorship for 
12 long years. At the time, only the Fourth International op-
posed the division of Germany. 
Despite this division, the working class, torn between the 
FRG and the GDR, regained the path of struggle. In the West, 
this took the form of “classic” class struggle against capitalist 
exploitation, carried out under military occupation by Allied 
troops. In the East, it took the form of struggle against the 
parasitic SED bureaucracy, which relied on the presence of 
Soviet troops. Barely four years after the founding of the 
GDR, the workers of Berlin took the political stage on 17 June 
1953 with demonstrations and strikes against a compulsory 
10 per cent increase in worker norms (9) imposed by the SED.  

 

 
 

The Berlin workers bracketed political demands with their 
social demands: free elections, but also – as formulated by 
the workers of the Hennigsdorf metalworks – the demand for 
a “steelworkers’ government”. Going against appeals for 
calm by SED official, the workers at the Oranienburg work-
shop of the Reichsbahn [state railway] also declared: “We 
want to govern ourselves and to build our government from 
the grassroots up”. And in their eyes, this should not be a 
government just for the East: the working class in the East 
was responding to the strikes that had taken place in the 
West in 1952. June 1953 was the first expression in the GDR 
of the political revolution, the movement described by Trot-
sky as the one through which the workers and peasants of 
the USSR would seek to overthrow the parasitic bureaucracy 
and restore the power of the soviets, thereby fully reassum-
ing their role in the march towards world revolution. This 
prologue would be a signal to the revolutionary movement 

in Poland and the Hungarian Revolution of the Workers’ 
Councils in October-November 1956. 
It was in these conditions that the GDR bureaucracy lay the 
groundwork, in August 1961, for what would soon become 
an impenetrable wall between East Berlin and West Berlin. A 
wall which US President Kennedy, described at the time as 
being “not a very nice solution, but…a hell of a lot better than 
a war”, while the leader of British imperialism, Prime Minis-
ter Macmillan, found “nothing illegal” in its construction. 
These statements by imperialism’s main representatives may 
surprise the reader in 2019. And yet, there is nothing surpris-
ing about them. Imperialism has never tolerated the fact that 
capital had been expropriated in the Soviet Union, nor the 
fact that this expropriation had been extended after 1945 to 
the countries under the control of the parasitic bureaucracy. 
This was the source of the permanent tension between im-
perialism and the bureaucracy (to which bourgeois journal-
ists gave the name “Cold War”). Fundamentally, from capi-
tal’s point of view, there could be no peaceful coexistence 
between private ownership and the expropriation of capital 
(even under the bureaucracy’s control), contrary to what 
Khrushchev, the bureaucracy’s main representative at that 
time, was claiming. But in 1961, just like in 1945, imperialism 
could not do without the Kremlin bureaucracy (and its agen-
cies in the GDR and elsewhere) in the fight against world rev-
olution. Henceforth, the building of the Wall completed the 
division of Germany and its working class, and thus became 
part of the policy of the counter-revolutionary unholy alli-
ance that had been sealed in Yalta and Potsdam, which only 
the forces of the International Committee of the Fourth In-
ternational (IC-FI) – which had fought against Pabloite revi-
sionism – condemned at the time. 
 

A movement 

that came from afar 

 
lthough it took all of the institutional forces by sur-
prise, the political revolution of 1989 in eastern Ger-
many did not come like a thunderbolt out of a clear 

sky. Even under the Stasi regime (10) in the GDR, the German 
working class had often resorted to local strikes, as indicated 
in the statistical register of the Free German Trade Union 
Federation (FDGB), the “trade union” confederation that 
served the SED regime. Strikes had often occurred over inad-
equate wages, the late payment of wages or unacceptable 
working conditions (11). Even under Stalinism’s heel, the 
class struggle – although impeded – did not stop. Most often 
it involved strikes over unpaid or partly-paid wages, imposed 
increases in work rate, or unacceptable working conditions. 
The first mass movements during the 1980s that were not 
controlled by the regime in the GDR occurred in January 
1988, on the occasion of the anniversary of the assassina-
tions of Rosa Luxemburg and Karl Liebknecht. These were 
harshly suppressed, and a fragile calm was established. 
Sometimes, Protestant churches were used by protestors as 
a safe place to meet up. The political revolution in East Ger-
many began in September 1989 as a movement for demo-
cracy, against the confiscation of power by the SED and its 

A 
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Stasi, under the slogans: “We are the people!”, “Democ-
racy!”, “Freedom of movement!” and “Stasi, Out!” notably 
during the “Monday demonstrations” in Leipzig. It was not 
yet a movement advocating reunification. But it continued to 
grow despite the brutal repressive measures, and the demo-
cratic slogans quickly started to make the clear demand for 
reunification: “We are ONE people!”, “Down with the cor-
rupt!”, “Down with the bureaucracy!” 
On 7 October 1989, while the whole of the East’s nomenkla-
tura was meeting with Gorbachev in the Palace of the Repub-
lic in East Berlin for the fortieth anniversary of the GDR, a 
huge demonstration took place under those slogans in front 
of the building, and media images showed members of the 
nomenklatura huddling at the windows and looking down in 
amazement at those who were protesting in order to drive 
them from power. On 9 October, there were 70,000 protes-
tors in Leipzig, and 320,000 on 23 October. Fear had 
switched sides, and the movement would not stop before re-
unification. 
A few months before the start of the movement of protest 
marches by the workers of the misnamed German Demo-
cratic Republic, which would lead to the Wall coming down, 
all the institutional forces of imperialism and Stalinism 
seemed sure of the long-term survival of the division of the 
country. SED General Secretary Honecker predicted on 
19 January 1989 that the Wall “will still be standing in 50 and 
even in 100 years”. As for Helmut Kohl, leader of the German 
bourgeoisie, he stated on 11 June 1989 that “the chances of 
reunification are non-existent”. 
On 23 October 1989, the US daily newspaper The New York 
Times summed up the position of all the forces that were 
committed to maintaining the division of Europe. At a time 
when demonstrations against the regime were taking place 
all over the GDR, the official publication of US capital re-
vealed the hopes and fears of the counter-revolutionary un-
holy alliance: “No-one wants East Germany to blow up, nei-
ther West Germany, nor the USSR, nor Poland, nor the United 
States, nor France, nor the other western powers.” 
On 20 October, the French bourgeois newspaper Le Monde, 
one of capital’s preferred publications, wished for East Ger-
many “a “democratisation” that will allow the German pop-
ulation to identify with that State”. Even more explicitly, 
Libération, a newspaper of the French “left”, wrote on 9 Oc-
tober: “The modern world is founded on Yalta, and at the 
heart of that process, the German Democratic Republic occu-
pies a position comparable to the keystone in architecture.” 
As for the SPD, the traditional party of the German working 
class, its leadership around deputy leader Oskar Lafontaine 
played an openly counter-revolutionary role by opposing re-
unification. While mobilisations continued in the East after 
the fall of the Wall for a united Germany and free elections, 
Lafontaine declared: “For our part, we are not seeking the re-
unification of the Germans in a national State.” (12) Other 
sectors of the social-democratic leadership were more far-
sighted; notably, party leader Hans-Jochen Vogel, who – 
knowing how far to go in going too far (13) – replied to him: 
“The Wall has fallen and you are trying to rebuild it.” 
Moreover, regarding elections in the GDR, the SPD leader-
ship was not in favour of setting up the SPD in the East. It 
even proposed a new name, the Party of Democratic Social-
ism (PDS), but did nothing about it. The will to reconstitute 

the party of the working class was too strong, and the SPD 
was recreated in the East against the wishes of its apparatus. 
Let us add that the German Confederation of Trade Unions 
(DGB), the union confederation of the West, was initially op-
posed to its extension pure and simple to the East. But faced 
with the working class’s upsurge, it was also forced to con-
cede, because the workers in the East – anxious to unite with 
their working-class brothers and sisters in the West – were 
building trade unions that were independent of the regime 
and were affiliating to the DGB. It should be noted that the 
so-called Trotskyists of the Pabloite United Secretariat also 
added their voice to the anti-reunification chorus by putting 
forward the slogan: “Never Again Germany!”, which put the 
revolutionary reunification of the German proletariat into 
the same category as the danger of fascism. 

 

“It’s all moving too fast” 

 

Not having been able to prevent the fall of the Wall on 9 No-
vember, the task of the forces of order was once again to 
hold back the reunification movement as much as possible. 
After getting rid of Honecker, the SED leadership (which in a 
blatantly mendacious manoeuvre would soon change the 
party name to Party of Democratic Socialism) appointed new 
heads of government (Krenz and Modrow), who were re-
jected as much as their predecessors. 
In the West also, a lot of effort went into preventing – or at 
least slowing down – the reunification process. The SPD lead-
ership proposed to Chancellor Kohl to hold a round table, and 
Kohl put forward a reunification plan in several stages: first 
of all, contractual agreements between the two German 
States which would be kept in place, then joint institutions, 
and finally a federation in the distant future. Modrow’s East 
German government also proposed a phased plan. In short, 
as far as everyone was concerned, the urgent thing was to 
wait. 
But the workers did not want to wait. They continued their 
revolutionary movement for immediate reunification. On 
4 December 1989, demonstrators took over the Stasi buil-
ding in Leipzig, and the same happened in Berlin on 15 Janu-
ary 1990. The US news magazine Time (8 December 1989) 
conveyed the fear of this revolutionary radicalisation, quot-
ing a senior representative of the Bush administration: “It’s 
all moving too fast; the removal of all the leaders, the dis-
crediting of all the institutions, the hatred towards the former 
government, the speed and intensity of events, all of this is 
worrying. There is a feeling that nothing can be done, either 
by the US or the USSR.” In other words, the class struggle is 
stronger than the apparatuses! We do not have room here 
to describe in detail the milestone events leading up to 3 Oc-
tober 1990, the official day of Germany’s reunification. Let us 
only cite the first free elections in the GDR, on 18 March 
1990. Participation was massive. Against all expectations, the 
Alliance for Germany (the new grouping sponsored by Kohl’s 
Christian Democratic Union, or CDU) won with 48 per cent of 
the vote, against just 22 per cent for the SPD, which thus paid 
the price for its anti-reunification policy. The PDS, successor 
to the hated SED, still received 16 per cent of the vote, as it 
appeared to be the only party that wanted to maintain the 
gains of socialisation in the East. 
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Six months later, regional elections more or less confirmed 
these results, much to the chagrin of US imperialism, which 
well understood their meaning. The Washington Post wrote, 
on 16 October 1990: “The East Germans’ hunger for unity is 
the first great message of these election returns. (…) The op-
position Social Democrats did less well in these elections than 
they have generally done in West Germany. The obvious rea-
son is the past months’ record of Social Democratic ambiva-
lence about immediate unification and a series of go-slow 
warnings that deeply offended eastern voters.” 
Just one political organisation unreservedly supported this 
revolutionary movement during that period and understood 
its significance. These were the Trotskyists of the Fourth In-
ternational (International Committee for the Reconstruc-
tion), or FI-ICR, who had fought against the counter-revolu-
tionary unholy alliance and had called for the reunification of 
the German working class since the Second World War. 
The statement issued by the International Secretariat of the 
FI-ICR expressed the content of the movement by the Ger-
man working class: 
“The aspirations and the actions of the whole of the German 
working class are combining to impose equal rights and gains 
for all: 
– Secure employment for all; 
– Equal pay for equal work for all, at the level of West German 
wages; housing in line with standards in the West and rents 
in the East; 
– Free access to healthcare for the whole of Germany, at the 
quality levels of West Germany; 
– Free exercise of all democratic rights and freedoms 
throughout Germany; freedom of the press, freedom of as-
sembly, the right to strike, the right to organise. 
It is in this way that the working class of the whole of Ger-
many is constituting itself as an independent class. This nota-
bly means the right of the German workers to organise in one 
and the same trade union confederation, the DGB, from one 
end of the country to the other.” (14) 

In the era of decaying imperialism,  

the bourgeoisie is incapable of satisfying 

the least democratic demand 

 

In the period 1945-8, the four victorious powers had already 
acted in concert to force back the revolutionary wave and the 
workers’ councils that were being formed throughout Ger-
many. The country’s fate was sealed in Washington and Mos-
cow, without consulting the German people. There was no 
Constituent Assembly.  
The same phenomenon was repeated in 1989-90. The Ger-
man people could only reunite after a Two Plus Four Agree-
ment (15) was signed in September 1990 (by representatives 
of the FRG, the GDR and the four occupying powers), in which 
the Allies formally recognised Germany’s right to decide its 
own future. But all of them agreed on denying the people the 
opportunity to elect a Constituent Assembly (16), in which 
the working class’s social and political weight would have 
been decisive. Indeed, in the epoch of decaying imperialism, 
such a democratic initiative risked endangering the system of 
private ownership. For the German working class, reunifica-
tion meant one nation, one working class, equal democratic 
rights and gains for all, equal pay for equal work, equal em-
ployment conditions, and the right to freely decide their fu-
ture. It was not social ownership that the workers in the East 
rejected, it was the looting of social property by a plundering 
bureaucracy that had confiscated political power for its own 
material profit. 
By way of a democratic decision, it was the “grand coalition” 
government of the East (comprising the CDU, parties periph-
eral to the CDU, the new petit-bourgeois movement Demo-
cratic Awakening and the SPD) which organised – together 
with Chancellor Kohl and with the blessing of Washington 
and Moscow – the GDR’s “accession” pure and simple to the 
FRG and its Basic Law (Constitution), under Article 23 of that 
Constitution. The Unification Treaty, signed in East Berlin on 

Demonstration in the GDR. 
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31 August 1990, provided for the dissolution of the GDR as a 
sovereign state and its accession to the FRG. 
But the GDR’s Volkskammer [People’s Chamber] had previ-
ously (17 June 1990) passed a law creating the Treuhand, a 
state agency under West German law responsible for privat-
ising and handing over to international capital all of the social 
property in the East. Within a few years, some 13,000 enter-
prises were sold off cheaply. A large proportion of them, no-
tably in heavy industry, were purely and simple destroyed to 
prevent them from competing with companies in the West 
that were already seriously in crisis, and millions of employ-
ees lost their jobs. Two years after Germany’s reunification, 
industrial production in the former GDR had fallen 73 per 
cent compared to 1989! 
Another contradiction had to be resolved before reunifica-
tion: the currency question. When the value of the Ostmark 
(East mark) on the black market was one-seventh the value 
of the West German deutsche mark (DM), could there be a 
single currency in both East and West? The Bundesbank (the 
FRG’s central bank) was against this, and finally recom-
mended a conversion rate cap of 2 Ostmarks to DM1, since 
anything higher would create too big a risk for the West’s 
economy. Employers and the banking sector were also 
against a parity (1-for-1) conversion rate. 
But hardly had the possibility of a 2-for-1 conversion rate be-
come known than East Germany experienced a wave of 
demonstrations in favour of monetary and social unity. In ef-
fect, a 2-for-1 conversion rate would have meant that within 
the same country, wages would have been significantly lower 
in the East compared to the West. Capital had to retreat and 
agree to a parity conversion rate in the Unification Treaty. 
Here is what Hans Tietmeyer, a member of the Bundesbank’s 
Directorate, said about this: 
“The Bundesbank had proposed a rate of 2 to 1 (…). This pro-
posal provoked demonstrations even in the western part of 
Germany. We therefore agreed a conversion rate of 1 to 1. 
(…)  
This development was due to the setting-up of new trade un-
ions in the East, whose attitude was aggressive in style: you 
will see what effective trade unionists are when they no 
longer rely on the Communist Party. During the same period, 
no employers’ association had been organised, because busi-
ness ownership did not yet really exist. An employer counter-
weight was missing.” (17)  
Here once again, we have verification of both the power of 
the working class and the fear this inspires when it is not 
“framed” by the apparatuses. 
This inability of imperialism to satisfy the most basic demo-
cratic demands (Constituent Assembly, social equality, etc.) 
is indeed the mark of a mode of production that is in its 
death-agony and incapable of responding to the workers’ as-
pirations without being forced to do so. 
But although capital had to concede monetary unity, it would 
catch up by making the German proletariat of both the East 
and West pay dearly for the concessions it had had to make. 
Eastern Germany would become a kind of “special economic 
zone”, with poverty wages and growing unemployment, 
pushing the youth especially into domestic migration to the 
West in search of jobs and better wages. (18) Thirty years af-
ter reunification, the social unity of the East and West is still 
a long way from being realised. 

Crisis and explosions in the East  

and West, huge destruction  

of the productive forces  

 

In its fight to drive down the value of the commodity that is 
labour-power, in the early 1980s capital carried out a num-
ber of factory closures as part of mass-scale rationalisation 
measures aimed at increasing profits. It did so with the polit-
ical accompaniment of SPD leader Helmut Schmidt and the 
social-democratic trade union leaderships, which since 1952 
had been shackled by the “social partnership” of co-manage-
ment.  
These lay-offs were the source of an army of millions of un-
employed; this numbered 800,000 in 1980, but rose to 2 mil-
lion by 1982. With the formation of the Kohl government in 
1982, the bourgeoisie chose to remove the SPD from govern-
ment.  
The demands of the crisis imposed even harsher blows 
against the working class and its gains – even at the cost of 
political and social explosions. The decline of the industrial 
centres of the Rhine-Ruhr and Saarland regions and the 
northern coast began. The unemployment rate – the highest 
since 1948 – led to the biggest mass working-class demon-
strations since 1952. In regional elections in Hesse and Ba-
varia, there was a clear indication that the working class was 
rallying behind its historic party, the SPD. 
Following the start of the “turn” under the Kohl government, 
the capitalists’ profits saw an explosive 92.3 per cent in-
crease between 1982 and 1988. The working class paid a high 
price for this. In Duisburg alone, between 1975 and the mid-
1980s there were more than 61,000 job-cuts in the steel sec-
tor. In the Ruhr, there were 150,000 job-cuts between the 
mid-1970s and 1988. In opposition to these savage cuts, the 
whole of the Ruhr region was seething with strikes and other 
action that went far beyond solidarity with the Rheinhausen 
steelworkers.  
More than 200,000 workers throughout the region took part 
in factory occupations, strikes, demonstrations and rallies. 
This was a show of force by the organised the working class. 
Since the late 1970s, there had been conflict between the or-
ganised working class and its leadership over this develop-
ment. The workforce in the steel sector, headed by struc-
tures of trade union delegates, were demanding the nation-
alisation of the steel industry. In 1983, the national congress 
of the IG Metall union declared itself in favour of a “Pro-
gramme to nationalise the steel industry”, despite the union 
leadership’s opposition. Its implementation was completely 
blocked by the union leadership. 
The response of the SPD leadership around Vogel regarding 
the East and the West of Germany was unambiguous, with a 
view to the elections in 1991: what was done was done, there 
was no going back. In this way. the SPD leadership was show-
ing that it would not mobilise in any way alongside the work-
ing class that was united against the ravages of the Treuhand 
and capital. The GDR was undoubtedly one of the leading in-
dustrial countries internationally. With the establishment of 
a “monetary, economic and social union” on 1 July 1990, the 
Treuhand took over more than 8,000 industrial complexes 
and enterprises, employing 4 million working men and 
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women in East Germany. German daily newspaper Die Zeit 
gave the following overview (6 November 2014): “In the mid-
1990s, the Treuhand owned or managed around 8,500 na-
tionalised enterprises (…). To these were added 17.2 billion 
square metres of agricultural land, 19.6 billion square metres 
of forest estates and 25 billion square metres of property as-
sets. In addition, this body had in its portfolio around 
40,000 small businesses and restaurants, a few thousand 
bookshops, hundreds of cinemas and hotels, as well as a few 
thousand pharmacies.” 

The very name of the Privatisation and Reorganisation of 
Publicly Owned Assets Act, otherwise known as the Treu-
hand Law (Treuhandgesetz, or Trusteeship Act) of 17 June 
1990, indicated the task entrusted to it, in the service of cap-
ital. Set up by the last GDR government, from 3 October 1990 
onwards it answered to the Kohl government.  

Treuhand Chairman Rohwedder, a member of the SPD, ex-
plained his job in one sentence: “Privatise the industrial com-
plexes if possible. Restructure if possible. Shut down and liq-
uidate if inevitable.” In just 20 months, almost 3 million out 
of a total of 4.1 million employees of Publicly Owned Enter-
prises (VEB) ended up unemployed, after 3,713 enterprises 
were shut down. The unemployment rate reached 14.2 per 
cent in the new Länder in the East. (19)  

Through practices that were sometimes criminal, the Treu-
hand sold off around 50,000 property assets, 10,000 enter-
prises and more than 25,000 small enterprises, all of them at 
knock-down prices. By 1993 at the latest, almost all of the 
Treuhand management and consultancy positions were oc-
cupied by managers from the West who made sure – not al-
ways in a disinterested way – that the proceeds of the cut-
price sale of nationalised GDR assets ended up in the West, 
following privatisation or liquidation on a scale unprece-
dented in history. 

The Treuhand was dissolved in 1994. Its balance-sheet was 3 
million job-cuts and a mountain of debt amounting to DM264 
billion. Most of the files relating to this massive cut-price sell-
off are not in the public domain, or are completely inaccessi-
ble and under seal until 2020. 

The balance-sheet drawn in 2010 by Hermann Rappe, Presi-
dent of the Chemical Workers Union (IG Chemie) from 1982 
to 1995, is significant: “Statements to the effect that the 
Treuhand destroyed jobs thoughtlessly, or that federal Ger-
many could have restructured those run-down and uncom-
petitive enterprises under the auspices of the State, are 
dreams and daydreams by those who benefited from the old 
system.” (20) 

He was not the only one within the trade union leadership to 
argue this position, which, together with similar positions in 
other sectors of the apparatus, are one of the main reasons 
for the strong distrust shown today – as in the past – by the 
activists of eastern Germany towards the “West” trade union 
leaderships. 
One example of the leadership of the Union of Mining and 
Energy (IGBE) working massively against the interests of its 
membership is the Bischofferode (Thomas Müntzer) potash 
works. In 1993, the miners occupied the potash works, with 
some of them going on hunger strike. They wanted to defend 
the last 700 surviving jobs. Of the 32,000 jobs that had ex-
isted previously in the GDR’s potash industry, 27,000 had al-
ready been cut. The former Kali complex, which had come 

under the Treuhand’s control, had to revert to the West Ger-
man Kali & Salz chemical company (today known as K+S AG) 
belonging to BASF, which thus obtained control of the whole 
German market. The agreement was kept practically secret 
up to the present day. The IGBE not only left its members 
isolated and without support in their struggle, but openly 
took BASF’s side. The merger of the potash enterprises cost 
1.15 billion euros. The Länd of Thuringia was forced to pay 
the cost of making the old mines safe, running to several mil-
lion euros annually. BASF was exempted from this cost under 
the agreement with the Treuhand. 
The Treuhand agreement ensured that BASF need not fear 
any competitor. On 31 December 1993, the mine closure was 
carried out with the European Commission’s approval. Ac-
cording to assessments, potash deposits amounting to 178 
million tonnes were still to be found in north-west Thuringia. 
The capitalist destruction of the productive forces and the 
means of production is on display here in all its splendour: 
the dumping of an alkaline substance on the Bischofferode 
deposits has rendered unusable potash with an estimated 
value of 3.5 billion euros. Having largely begun in the late 
1970s in the West (in the Ruhr, Saarland and elsewhere) and 
continued thanks to the Treuhand in the East, where it car-
ried out an unprecedented looting of social property, capital-
ism led to mass unemployment of around 5 million people in 
2005, assisted by the Schroeder government’s Hartz Laws 
(21) and the collaboration of the “social partners”. Decaying 
imperialism destroys production bases and cannot satisfy 
any social demand. 
 

The bourgeoisie, the apparatuses 

of social democracy and the  

repackaged Stalinists block social unity 

 
Although the slogan of a Constituent Assembly does not cur-
rently represent a slogan of struggle for the working class and 
the youth, it has lost none of its importance. It has a place in 
the struggle for the establishing of social unity, for the social 
revolution that is to bury the system of private ownership of 
the means of production. Because after the Wall came down, 
a Constituent Assembly was refused once again. Through the 
imposed treaties and agreements, which organised private 
ownership of the means of production, the complete privat-
isation of social property and the integration of the whole of 
Germany into NATO, the capitalist system was established 
with the help of the remnants of the Stalinist bureaucracy 
and the satellite parties of the “single list”, and especially 
with the help of the social-democratic leadership. The de-
struction of the productive forces and the total subjection of 
production, community services and public services to the 
system of private ownership of the means of production, 
were progressing in West Germany and the European Com-
munity – at different rates, of course – when the Wall came 
down in 1989. This was in compliance with the Single Euro-
pean Act (1987) and the Maastricht Treaty (1992) 
The German working class in the East had been subjected to 
the hammer-blows of Stalinism, and for 40 years did not have 
any independent organisation at its disposal. After 1989, it 
could organise with the West German part of the working 
class in joint trade unions, but it was sharply pushed away by 
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the social-democratic apparatus under the leadership of Os-
kar Lafontaine. In order to judge the situation of the German 
working class, it is important to refer to a position set out in 
the “Preparatory notes for the General Council of the Fourth 
International – Political revolution and social revolution in 
the former Soviet Union”, which Comrade Daniel Gluckstein 
formulated for the meeting of the General Council in January 
2004. He wrote:  “The class is the class. Even if it is banned 
from any kind of organisation, it is being led by the very laws 
of the class struggle to seek out paths towards organising, 
passing from the “class in itself” to the “class for itself”.” (22) 
“The class is the class. Even if it is banned from any kind of 
organisation”. This reality was manifested in Germany in 
1989, when the movement of the German working class be-
gan in the East, where any form of independent political and 
trade union organisation was forbidden, spread to the whole 
of Germany, brought down the Wall and put an end to the 
division of the country. 
The fight to achieve social unity, for the merger of the work-
ing class’s gains at the highest level, for the social revolution 
that would put an end to the system of private ownership of 
the means of production, had not been completed. 
The attempt by the working class to regain control of the SPD 
as its party throughout Germany was fought against by the 
leadership, which resorted to any means, including the de-
struction of the party. From that point on, the SPD could only 
play the role – for example in state elections in Saxony and 
Thuringia – of a “less than 10 per cent” party. 
It was the SPD leadership under Lafontaine that was the root 
cause of this development. At the other end of the spectrum, 
the old activists who were familiar with the SPD of 1945-6 
worked to rebuild it. “They were the ones in Berlin who tried 
to make direct contact with the party leadership in West Ber-
lin and were turned away. In fact, despite a lack of resources 
and central organisation, the SPD began to rebuild itself 
quickly in the East, against the wishes of the national leader-
ship of German social democracy.” (23) 
Today, this process has been completed. The working class 
was faced with a leadership that recognised the Krenz gov-
ernment, which rejected the workers of the East and the 
West seeking to make the SPD their tool, and which thus gave 
Kohl the margin for manoeuvre that allowed him to present 
himself as the champion of reunification. And that leadership 
gave Kohl, a representative of German imperialism, full lati-
tude for the new role he was to play, and gave the tottering 
SED government its support in re-establishing private owner-
ship of the means of production. Because it was a joint deci-
sion by the SED/PDS and the Kohl government to impose the 
Treuhand Law that was to devastate East Germany. On 28 
January 1990, the SPD, the only party that escaped Stali-
nism’s system of rule, entered the “government of na-
tional  responsibility” together with the rump parties of the 
“National Front” (24) (CDU-East, FDP-East, etc.), which as-
sumed a major role in the dismantling of social property, sup-
ported by a SPD-East that was faithful to the Lafontaine lea-
dership.  
First of all, there was this course followed by the Lafontaine 
leadership, then Schroeder’s Agenda policy (25) with the 
Hartz measures and growing impoverishment. The cities with 
the highest unemployment rate were located in the Ruhr, fol-
lowed by the port city of Bremerhaven. 

  
In the East, the official unemployment rate was 7.1 per cent, 
on the whole two points higher than the rate in the West.  
Despite the mass migration of around 3.7 million young peo-
ple from East Germany to West Germany, youth unemploy-
ment was the concrete expression of the absence of a per-
spective for the youth of the East.  
The average wage of workers in East Germany rose to 80 per 
cent of the “western wage”. The official poverty figure fell 
slightly in the East and rose significantly in the West. Unsur-
prisingly, the destruction carried out in the East led to the 
destruction of working-class gains in the West.  
This was the only form of harmonisation which the bourgeoi-
sie was capable of carrying out, with the help of the SPD lead-
ership. A border still exists across Germany.  
Apart from the Ruhr, where the destruction of industry be-
gan very early, wages, pensions, poverty and unemployment 
are the indicators that mark out that border.  
It follows the same line as the border which divided Germany 
– i.e. its working population and youth – up to 1989. That 
border, which still exists, was part of the border that split Eu-
rope in two: East and West, European Community and COME 
CON (26), NATO and the Warsaw Pact... Why does this bor-
der still exist today, after eastern European states have first  

“We are the people”,  
demonstration against the Hartz 
Law, 4 September 2004. 
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joined NATO, following the orders of US imperialism, then 
the European Community/European Union? Within the sys-
tem of private ownership of the means of production, i.e. 
capitalism, the division of Germany and Europe marks out a 
border which in the East presents a higher degree of destruc-
tion of working-class gains, of widespread privatisation and 
mass deregulation, and a much higher number of people 
working in insecure jobs.  

This is the price which the population of the former GDR and 
the whole of Europe have been forced to pay for the privati-
sation of social property and the installation of the system of 
private ownership. The masses were stripped bare by the 
“colonisers”, zealously helped in this by the remnants of the 
decaying bureaucracy hoping for a place under the banquet-
ing table, where a few crumbs would be thrown to them 
from time to time. What remained were the mafia-style 
groupings that emerged from the wreckage of the nomenkla-
tura, who – under the eye of the International Monetary 
Fund (IMF), the World Bank and the European Union – were 
able to find positions that allowed them to become the direct 
agents for pillaging and oppressing the working class. 
Under Stalinist rule, the parasitic bureaucratic caste drove 
the working class out of the management of the socialised 

economy. The nomenklatura that was formed in this way, 
acting as the indirect agent of finance capital in the economic 
life of its own country, mostly remains in place today, dis-
guised as “social democrats”, “populists” or “far right”… 
Within the general process of privatising the economy and 
social property, this corrupt nomenklatura received the mod-
est benefits which finance capital granted it. 
To the balance-sheet of this pillaging should be added the 
destruction of the gains of the socialised economy, the de-
struction of enterprises that has led to deindustrialisation, 
mass unemployment, the exodus by the youth of entire re-
gions, the erosion of trade union membership, and the ab-
sence of genuine political representation in the form of a 
party of the workers and youth. 
Wherever it achieves governmental posts, Die Linke (27) 
gives loyal support to the capitalist system. It supports the 
“golden rule” of a 3 per cent cap on budget deficits and the 
diktats of austerity implementing the directives of the Euro-
pean Union. In March 2009, Gregor Gysi, ex-PDS leader and 
current President of the Party of the European Left (EL), 
demonstrated his support for the demands of this regime, 
when he said the following regarding the destruction of pro-
duction at auto manufacturer Opel: 
“We are against an Opel VEB (…). The experiences gained not 
only in the GDR but also the FRG prove the harmful effect of 
nationalised property in industry or the services sector.” 
Thus, the administrator of the succession of the GDR’s Stalin-
ist regime has – on the basis of his so-called experience – 
turned himself into the champion of opposing the expropri-
ation of the corporations.  
On 9 November 2019, activists and workers of various politi-
cal tendencies of the labour movement held a meeting in Go-
tha (Thuringia state), to which they had invited European ac-
tivists from the East and the West. The decision to hold this 
meeting was not only the result of the thirtieth anniversary 
of the Fall of the Berlin Wall. Above all, it resulted from the 
situation of the working class in Europe – and here we are 
not confusing Europe with the framework of the European 
Union, which was rejected yet again in the European elec-
tions on 26 May 2019. 
The workers and activists who prepared the 9 November 
meeting drew up their balance-sheet on the basis of their re-
spective experiences and political grounding, and in this way 
developed their perspectives for the struggles that are loo-
ming. 
 

The Fourth International  

and the fight for a united Germany 

 

The struggle of the Trotskyists in Germany is inextricably 
linked to the struggle for a united Germany. Since the first 
appearance, in 1965, of the newspaper Internationale Ar-
beiterkorrespondenz (International Labour Correspondence, 
or IAK), the group which bears the same name has consid-
ered – unlike the Pabloites, most notably – that the fight it 
was waging to build the revolutionary party in Germany was 
an integral part of the fight to rebuild the Fourth Interna-
tional. In May 1967, we wrote in IAK Issue No.5 that regard-
ing Germany, capitalism’s penetration into the countries of 
eastern Europe meant that the Ulbricht regime would be 
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pushed into the arms of West Germany: “The German bour-
geoisie wants to put an end to the social gains in East Ger-
many. This is how it envisages reunification. This is why the 
pressure being put on the Ulbricht regime is all the stronger 
for the fact that it is linked to the pressure for a united Ger-
many. In fact, neither the bureaucracy of East Germany nor 
the capitalists of West Germany want a united Germany, be-
cause this would mean a united German working class, which 
regards both the Ulbricht regime and West German capital-
ism as being equally unacceptable.” 
Today, the comrades of the Organising Committee for the 
Reconstitution of the Fourth International (OCRFI) in Ger-
many are fighting shoulder-to-shoulder with activists of vari-
ous origins in the labour movement for a working-class policy 
and a working-class government. It is in relation to this fight 
that the question is posed of regrouping activists and cadres 
on the line of building a workers’ party. Because, as a female 
comrade from East Germany put it at the OCRFI’s Conference 
of the Sections in Turin (Italy) in 2016:  
“In 1989, we agreed that the political question, namely Ger-
man unity, could be resolved. But after the political question, 
there was the social question. From the outset, the fact that 
there was no independent organisation was a very serious 
problem. At the time, we tried to turn the SPD into that inde-
pendent organisation, which many people entered, and to-
wards which many people turned. But we soon realised that 
it would not be the SPD.  
On the contrary, the SPD actually refused openly – through 
Lafontaine – to lead the masses on political and social ques-
tions. Lafontaine had then said that German unity was hap-
pening too fast. On which the bourgeois parties won. But in 
1991, big mass demonstrations once again took place, be-
cause people found themselves stripped of their livelihood 
during the course of an incredible wave of expropriations car-
ried out by the Treuhand on behalf of the federal govern-
ment. At the time, the masses turned to the trade unions, but 
these also refused to play their leadership role. This is how we 
have an uncompleted 1989 revolution. We were missing an 
independent organisation. This is why I am very happy that 
we are pursuing this initiative [to build the revolutionary 
party].”  
The comrade insisted on the fact that we are currently in a 
phase in which the masses are seeking out independent or-
ganisations “because their livelihoods are being threatened 
by war and by privatisation.” (28) In October 2019, the mili-
tant activists of the OCRFI’s German section put up for dis-
cussion a preparatory document for their founding confer-
ence. In it, the members of the section posed the following 
question:  
“Through which transitional forms towards building the rev-
olutionary party can we regroup activists and cadres on the 
line of an independent working-class policy, of a working-
class government? In both eastern and western Germany, the 
masses no longer consider themselves to be represented by 
the policy of the SPD leadership. How do we help the workers 
to regroup politically for themselves, by forming independent 
nuclei on the line of the independent workers’ party? 
Of course, we will not be able to offer this help without build-
ing the Trotskyist organisation, and therefore without recruit-
ing activists to the Transitional Programme. (…) Through 

founding and building the German section of the Fourth In-
ternational, we intend to help the proletariat to fulfil its his-
toric mission, which is to put an end to private ownership of 
the means of production for the benefit of a socialist society 
(…). Building a revolutionary party, just like building the Trot-
skyist organisation, depends on the overall development of 
the class struggle. It depends on the class struggle, without 
being the automatic result of that struggle. 
Building the Trotskyist organisation is an international task 
and the result of conscious activity by revolutionaries basing 
themselves on the revolutionary experiences of the working 
class and on their programmatic gains. Without the program-
matic foundation of the Fourth International, the Transitional 
Programme, there will be no Trotskyist organisation or Trot-
skyist International, and conversely, without the struggle for 
the International and its sections, the Programme is superflu-
ous. 
This is why we are insisting firmly here on the fact that “in all 
circumstances, whichever form our construction takes in 
each country, a Trotskyist organ of expression remains an ab-
solute principle which does not allow for any exceptions”. 
(29) With the publication of IAK, we have taken some initial 
steps in this direction. We need to draw a balance-sheet, and 
answer this question: how do we win forces over to the or-
ganisation through such a publication? How can we make 
such a publication the collective product of the section and 
how can it become an organ in which cadres discuss ques-
tions of the class struggle, of Marxism, of the Programme, of 
socialism and of building the Fourth International? Precisely 
as a “Correspondence”, an organ of exchange between ca-
dres, following the formulation adopted by the comrades in 
June 1965, in the first issue of IAK.  
The central task of the “Correspondence” is to draw the bal-
ance-sheet of the last 30 years and the political developments 
since the fall of the Wall, in order to prepare ourselves for the 
struggles that are before us. We want to build ourselves as a 
section of the OCRFI in Germany, and with this in mind we are 
proposing a discussion with activists and cadres on the issues 
of the class struggle and their solutions with a view towards 
the social revolution.” 

 
M. Schumacher and M. Heinrich 

30 October 2019 

 
__________________________ 
(1) The Treuhandanstalt [Trust Agency], colloquially referred to as 
Treuhand, was the body created by the last “socialist” government 
of the GDR to manage the privatisation programme. 

(2) Friedrich Engels, “Marx and the Neue Rheinische Zeitung (1848-
49)”, Marx & Engels Collected Works, Vol.26, p.120. 

(3) “Third Period”: Stalinism invented a “plan” according to which 
there had been a “first period” of revolutionary upsurge from 1917 
to 1924, a “second period” of capitalist stabilisation from 1925 to 
1928, and a “third period” from 1928 onwards, when the end of 
capitalism would be inevitable. In this latter period, the 
Communist Parties were directed by the Comintern to adopt ultra-
left and adventurist tactics. 

(4) ADGB: General German Trade Union Confederation, founded in 
July 1919 under the Weimar Republic. 

(5) Leon Trotsky, “The tragedy of the German proletariat”, 14 March 
1933, first published in Bulletin of the Opposition, No.34, May 1933. 
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(6) The unified armed forces of Nazi Germany. 

(7) This included the elimination of many of its senior officers during 
Stalin’s Great Purge, which began in 1936 and continued even after 
Nazi Germany had invaded the Soviet Union. 

(8) Cited in E.R. Frank, “The Kremlin in Eastern Europe”, Fourth In-
ternational, Vol.7 No.11, November 1946, pp.330-345. 

(9) In other words, workers now had to produce 10 per cent more 
for the same wage. This coincided with increases in prices for food, 
healthcare and public transport. 

(10) The Stasi was the regime’s political police, hated by the popu-
lation.  

(11) See B. Gehrke and R. Hürtgen (eds.), Der betriebliche Aufbruch 
im Herbst 1989: Die unbekannte Seite der DDR-Revolution [The op-
erational awakening in Autumn 1989: The unknown side of the GDR 
revolution] (Berlin, 2001), p.321 onwards. 

(12) Quoted by François Forgue in “One year of German Revolu-
tion”, La Vérité-The Truth, Issue No.1, November 1990, from which 
we have borrowed extensively.  

(13) This echoes the famous quote by Jean Cocteau: “Le tact de l'au-
dace, c'est de savoir jusqu'où on peut aller trop loin.” [To be auda-
cious with tact, you have to know how far to go in going too far.] 

(14) “The unity of Germany means the unity of the German working 
class”, statement by the International Secretariat of the Fourth In-
ternational (ICR), Paris, 17 November 1989. 
(15) This agreement, the formal title of which was the Treaty on the 
Final Settlement with Respect to Germany, made certain amend-
ments to the FRG’s 1949 Basic Law [Constitution] in order to ensure 
that the latter became the Constitution of a reunified Germany. 
(16) However, Article 146 of the FRG’s 1949 Basic Law allowed for 
the possibility of a Constituent Assembly, stipulating: “This Basic 
Law shall become invalid on the day when a constitution adopted in 
a free decision by the German people comes into force.”  
(17) Quoted by François Forgue, op. cit. 
(18) Let us note, however, that the German bourgeoisie has never 
succeeded in imposing a real “free trade zone”. 
(19) In 1990, the five states (single Länd, plural Länder) of East Ger-
many that had been dissolved by the GDR regime in 1952 were re-
established. 

(20) Quoted in the review Mitbestimmung, October 2010. 
(21) The Hartz Laws were brought in by Chancellor Schroeder (SPD) 
as head of an SPD-Green coalition government (Hartz-I was intro-
duced in 1999, Hartz-IV came into force on 1 January 2005). They 
opened the way to the destruction of the entire existing systems of 
unemployment benefits, healthcare and social welfare, including 
pensions. They put drastic limits on benefit payments, forced peo-
ple who were paying social security contributions to take out sup-
plementary private insurance and led directly to the privatisation or 
closure of public hospitals. 
(22) The Preparatory Notes were published in La Vérité-The Truth 
Issue No.35, February 2004. 
(23) Quoted by François Forgue, op. cit. 
(24) Following the division of Germany, the SED and Soviet occupa-
tion apparatuses created new political parties, to appeal to other-
wise under-represented groups. In practice, although these parties 
(e.g. the Democratic Farmers’ Party of Germany, the CDU and even 
a National-Democratic Party of Germany for middle-class former 
Nazis) had their own headquarters and daily newspapers, they op-
erated and stood in elections as a bloc in alliance with the ruling 
SED, thus earning the name “bloc parties”. The formal name of this 
electoral alliance was the National Front of the German Democratic 
Republic. 
(25) “Agenda 2010” was a series of reforms aimed at reforming the 
welfare system and labour relations, planned and executed by 
Schroeder’s Social-Democrats/Greens coalition government. 
(26) The Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (COMECON) was 
an organisation created by Stalin in 1949, supposedly providing mu-
tual economic aid between the various countries of Eastern Europe. 
It was dissolved after the collapse of the USSR in 1991. 
(27) Die Linke (“The Left”, also referred to as the Left Party) is a party 
formed in 2007, bringing together the remnants of the Stalinist 
party that ruled East Germany up to 1989 and a split from the SPD. 
(28) See The Internationale Issue No.1, March 2016, p. 57. 
(29) Pierre Lambert, “Some problems of the reconstruction of the 
Fourth International and of its sections in the current situation”, 
1984.  
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Political resolution adopted by the 34th Congress  
of the Internationalist Communist Party (PCI),  
French section of the Fourth International  
(11 November 1989) 
 

Two days after the fall of the Berlin Wall, the 
34th Congress of the PCI, French section of the 
Fourth International (International Centre of 
Reconstruction) was held.  
This Congress adopted the following resolution, 
which was drafted by Pierre Lambert.  
It highlighted the role of the political revolution 
in East Germany within the framework of the 
revolutionary international developments  
in the class struggle. 

 

 
1) The contradictions of international relations and the rela-
tions between the classes are revealing themselves with in-
credible force in the revolutionary explosions that are break-
ing out at various levels globally and on every continent, 
through a development of which the dominant factor is the 
upsurge of the revolutionary movement of the masses.  
The explosions in Burma and China, in Germany and the 
USSR, in Poland and Brazil, in South Africa and Venezuela, like 
the resistance of the Nicaraguan Revolution against the 
counter-revolution supported by US imperialism, confirm the 
characterisation of the world situation as that of the immi-
nence of the revolution.  
This is a historic period analysed as covering a long period, in 
which the march towards the revolution will see highs and 
lows. 
It could appear that capitalist Europe was protected until 
now; the gigantic social explosion in East Germany reveals 
the contradictions which were still relatively hidden, shaking 
the world balance of power. The movements that are under-
way in East Germany, directed against the bureaucracy of the 
East, are shaking capitalist West Germany, which is a class-
based society.  
One can neither predict nor completely identify the succes-
sion of all the phases to come. The upsurge in the revolution 
in Germany flows from an overall process of internal and in-
ternational relations, and of intense contradictions. The fact 
remains that millions of workers in West Berlin rushed to wel-
come the thousands of workers from the East. Of course, the 
working class and the oppressed peoples, including the work-
ing class in Germany, have faced and will face many disap-
pointments, pitfalls and betrayals. 

2) What we are witnessing is the ongoing collapse of the bal-
ance of world power set up at Yalta, destabilising both the 
balance of power in countries where private property has 
been expropriated, and the balance of power in the whole 
capitalist system in Germany, in Europe and throughout the 
world. The balance of power set up at Yalta, which is being 
broken up by events, will be replaced by a situation in which 
conflicting movements will develop between revolution and 
counter-revolution, which the bureaucracy and imperialism 
will not be able to resolve. A world balance of power between 
the classes was set up at Yalta on the basis of a revolutionary 
wave that was contained by a system of social gains won 
from imperialism through class struggle by the proletariat 
and the oppressed peoples, as well as the gains won through 
expropriation, by deformed revolutions. It was in this situa-
tion that, using Yalta, imperialism balanced the workings of 
the system of private ownership of the big means of produc-
tion, thanks to the Kremlin bureaucracy and its national 
agencies, and thanks to the apparatuses of the social demo-
cratic parties which succeeded in keeping the working class 
within the framework of the bourgeois balance. 
 

3) While the bankruptcy of Marxism is being proclaimed eve-
rywhere and on all sides, the whole world economic situation 
quashes the fallacious Stalinist theory of “socialism in one 
country”. The world situation as a whole confirms that, with 
the setting-up of the world market built by capitalism, the 
productive forces are suffocating inside the straitjacket of pri-
vate and state ownership. The Marxist analyses of Trotsky 
and the Fourth International have been confirmed. The econ-
omy of the countries where capitalism has been expropriated 
is dependent on the world market “to which we are subordi-
nated, with which we are connected and from which we can-
not escape.” (30) The final result of the bureaucratic manage-
ment of the economy by the privileged caste is chaos. It is not 
Marxism that is out-of-date, it is the fallacious theories of “so-
cialism in one country”, of “peaceful coexistence” and of the 
so-called “socialist countries”. 
The decay of the whole world system of imperialism under the 
auspices of the IMF and the EEC is dragging every country, 
including the advanced countries, towards the most gigantic 
destruction of the productive forces. In the backward coun-
tries, with the demand for payment of the foreign debt, im-
perialism in engaged in a process of recolonization. The ele-
ments of re-establishing private ownership of the big means 
of production in the USSR, China and the countries of Eastern 
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Europe, combined with the bureaucracy’s catastrophic man-
agement, is dragging the economy of those countries to-
wards unprecedented disaster. Penetration by finance capital 
and the re-establishment of private ownership of the big 
means of production will bring about colonial-style relations, 
with all their disastrous consequences. 
The system of private ownership and that of social ownership 
have coexisted for decades. The march of the class struggle 
demonstrates that historically these two forms of ownership 
cannot coexist. We recall that in his speech at the last Con-
gress he attended, Lenin essentially said that a few decades 
in the life of one man count for something, but on the scale 
of history they are a drop in the ocean. It is on this scale that 
we shall continue to address the crisis of human civilisation, 
which can only be resolved by solving the problems raised by 
the crisis of the revolutionary leadership of the proletariat. 
 
4) Behind the timid statements by all the political figures of 
all persuasions on the need for unity in Europe, while all the 
governments, whatever their political colour, are trying to or-
ganise the Single Market of 1992, very keen and fierce com-
petition is making the struggle between the states extremely 
bitter. This is one piece of information that must be taken into 
account in assessing the disruption of the European balance 
of power set up at Yalta. 
The foundations of the world economy are being shaken by 
speculation: “Out of the US$400 billion that circulates every 
day in the money markets, just US$12 billion is used to settle 
commercial transactions.” (Maurice Allais, bourgeois econo-
mist). This confirms that we are witnessing the destruction of 
the very foundations of the world economy. Here we have 
confirmation that real economic and political unity in Europe 
cannot be achieved by the capitalist governments. They can 
only achieve partial compromises and half-measures, which 
of course have their own importance as part of the class 
struggle, but which cannot achieve an economically and po-
litically united Europe. 
 
5) Capitalism has entered the phase in which the destructive 
activity of maintaining the system of private ownership of the 
big means of production is undermining the social gains won 
by the proletariat through class struggle. Imperialism, fright-
ened by the world revolutionary crisis resulting from the sec-
ond imperialist war, had to concede reforms: of course, capi-
talism will go through fluctuations until the day it dies, but 
those fluctuations – whether on the rise or on a downturn – 
strengthen the parasitism in its system, of which speculation 
is the expression. These are only superficial fluctuations 
(though certainly important to the class struggle), but they 
are occurring against the background of an increasing de-
struction of the productive forces, undermining the world 
economy. In this situation, which is being worsened by the 
fierce competition that the states are engaged in, the bour-
geois governments of every political colour, relying on the 
support of the parties of the Second International and the 
Communist Parties, see the only solution as being an intensi-
fication of exploitation and unemployment and a reduction in 
purchasing power. With the march towards the restoration 
of capitalism in the USSR and in the other countries where 

private property has been expropriated, the degree of in-
crease in exploitation will be immeasurable with the help of 
the IMF’s direct intervention, as shown in Hungary, Yugosla-
via and Poland. 
In practical form, we are witnessing an offensive which in 
every country is being expressed in the implementation of 
flexibility, job insecurity and unemployment. Against this pol-
icy, we are building on the resistance of the working class, the 
crucial factor which prevents governments from creating 
genuine stability in world relations between the classes. De-
spite the obstacles that are being placed in front of the eman-
cipatory movement, the factors of revolution are developing. 
The first of these causes is the collapse of the balance of 
power agreed at Yalta. The second is the crisis of the class 
leadership of the bourgeoisie, which is linked to the crisis of 
the bureaucracy, a factor for independent mobilisation by the 
working class. The third is the development of the struggle by 
the oppressed nationalities. The world unity of the class 
struggle is conditioned by all of these together. 
 
6) The revolutionary movement of the German working class, 
expressing itself today in the political revolution in East Ger-
many, forcefully raises the need to put forward the slogan of 
the Socialist United States of Europe against the Europe of 
capital, against the plans of the IMF, against restorationist 
perestroika. Regarding Germany, as the Yalta balance of 
forces collapses, which will bring about a major crisis in the 
countries of Eastern Europe as well as the Europe of the 
Twelve (31), the slogan of the Socialist United States of Eu-
rope becomes even more crucial. We have always fought for 
the unity of Germany. Today, German unity, combining the 
fight of the West German section of the proletariat with its 
social gains won from imperialism through struggle, and the 
fight of the section of the German proletariat in East Ger-
many where the expropriation of capital has been achieved, 
gives the fullest meaning to the slogans: 
– The right of the German people to re-establish its na-

tional unity: a united Germany; 
– A single German proletariat, section of the world pro-

letariat, a single German nation; 
– The elimination of the official trade unions in East Ger-

many, the right to independent trade union organisa-
tions, a single DGB throughout Germany; 

– Free elections throughout Germany; 
– Constituent Assembly; 
– Recognition of political parties in the eastern sector of 

the German nation; 
– Unity government of the workers and their organisa-

tions, which should now take the content of the slo-
gan: SPD government of a unified Germany. 

 
November 1989 

(La Vérité-The Truth, Issue No.60-61, 
Pierre Lambert special issue, March 2008) 

 
______________________ 
(30) Lenin, quoted in Ch.7 of Leon Trotsky, The Third International 
After Lenin, 1928. 
(31) In 1989, the EEC had 12 member states. 
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Eye-witness testimony 
 

“How I experienced November 1989 in Thuringia,  

and what the workers’ struggle was like in the GDR before 1989” 
 
KS, a worker from East Germany who witnessed the events 
 

he uprising on 17 June 1953 by GDR workers in strug-
gle against the SED regime, which wanted to impose 
in an increase in work rate without a wage increase, 

was bloodily put down with the support of Soviet troops. 
Now, that battle was never addressed, not in the schools, not 
in the institutions, and not in the publications of the GDR. 
Back then they would tell us that it involved revanchists, 
agents of the West who wanted to destroy the socialism that 
was under construction. The Stalinist doctrine was imple-
mented with all possible violence. However, the SED’s Cen-
tral Committee drew its own “lessons” from it. To prevent 
labour struggles from flaring up again, the FDGB was inte-
grated into the SED regime and the workers were divided 
into SED members and non-party members. Bound hand and 
foot and integrated into the “socialist” brigades and collec-
tives, they worked harder than ever. All of them found them-
selves involved in the “socialist competition” to fulfil the an-
nual plans decided by the SED Central Committee and Con-
gress. 

It was the SED workplace branches together with the party 
secretaries that decided how the enterprises functioned. 
They were the ones who gave the orders and had the legal 
authority, not the enterprise director. The whole system was 
embedded in various organisations and committees that 
acted on the spot (workplace branches and sectoral branches 
of the party, workplace and sectoral trade union leaderships, 
the disputes committee and working group officials). 

The enterprise working group was composed of staff repre-
sentatives, cultural officials, social insurance officials, work-
place safety officials, sport organisation officials, and mem-
bers of the disputes committee. In the collectives, the staff 
representatives were elected by the collective. At that time, 
I never heard talk of strikes in Thuringia.  

Of course, the workers always tried to assert their rights. One 
of the tools they used for this was the GDR Labour Code. Dur-
ing every training session that legally had to be held every 
month, the team leader would quote important Articles from 
the Labour Code. Every worker, whether highly qualified or 
unskilled, knew his or her rights as codified in the Labour 
Code and, of course, asked that they be strictly applied.  
In 1989, I was working in a Reichsbahn [state railway] repair 
factory which at that time was still one of the city’s biggest 
factories, with 2,000-plus employees. Despite being a non-
party member, I held the position of team leader, which was 
unusual. One of the reasons for this was that no SED member 

who had a foreman’s qualification wanted to take responsi-
bility for running equipment that was in complete disrepair. 
Due to the numerous special approvals required, having a 
position of responsibility meant that you always risked going 
to jail. That is why my non-membership of the party didn’t 
pose any problem, even though I was at the heart of the en-
terprise, in a sector that was classed as high security.  
The workplace Stasi member, the party leadership and union 
leadership always kept an eye on that sector. Especially when 
a technical problem caused a breakdown, the starting-point 
was always that it was due to sabotage. 1989 marked the for-
tieth anniversary of the GDR, as well as municipal elections 
and elections of workplace union leaderships. But it was also 
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a year of revival and upheaval, following the opening of the 
Hungarian border and the departure of thousands of workers 
to the FRG, having passed through the Prague Embassy. I still 
remember clearly how 50 or so of us marched in an unau-
thorised demonstration from Market Square through the 
city. The Stasi filmed us from an empty shop, and the next 
day the party secretaries of all the local enterprises were 
called in to identify us. 
Initially, I turned towards Demokratischer Aufbruch [Demo-
cratic Awakening], but I very quickly realised that it was ar-
guing in favour of the bourgeoisie’s ideas. It was directed 
against our interests. I was preoccupied by the future of the 
2,000 employees if things changed radically.  

I was fighting for a better GDR, without lies and committed 
to freedom of expression and freedom of movement. As 
 

 

early as October-November 1989, work colleagues were dis-
cussing to see if they were going to join the new party, the 
Social Democratic Party of East Germany (SDP), founded in 
Swante, near Berlin. At the same time, back then there were 
hundreds of thousands of people coming together in the 
Monday demonstrations in the city squares of Leipzig, Berlin, 
Dresden and Halle, but also other cities in the GDR, in favour 
of freedom and human rights. On 9 November we saw the 
Wall come down. Our enterprise working group quickly un-
derstood that there was a need to take the initiative of inno-
vative measures globally and straight away, including by tak-
ing to the streets, and not give free rein to the Church and 
the bourgeois forces.  
The conditions were optimal throughout the country: defi-
ance towards the SED and the bloc parties was deeply 
rooted, and the loss of confidence in them was widespread. 
My idea at the time was that in every one of the GDR’s en-
terprises, it was mainly the working class that was the pro-
ducing class and therefore it should finally become the class 
that really exercised political power. And this is what I am still 
fighting for today. This is why the working class needed an 
independent, free trade union. Changes were needed imme-
diately. 
As a result, the leaderships of the party and the trade union 
in our enterprise were forced to resign. We, the workers, 
then demanded – with courage and resolution – a far-reach-
ing shake-up in the enterprise, starting from the shop floor. 
We organised the first strike for better working conditions in 
the enterprise. Between August 1989 and April 1990, 
51.5 per cent of the strikes in the GDR took place in Thurin-
gia. 
In addition, in December 1989 we founded the SPD in our 
city, without receiving any support from the SPD leadership, 
which acted consciously as a barrier: not only did it forbid the 
use of the party’s name, Oskar Lafontaine was a determined 
opponent of radical changes in the GDR and of German unity. 
The SPD and trade union leaderships didn’t oppose the Treu-
hand and its privatisation of public enterprises and public 
services. They didn’t even assert their rights over assets be-
longing to the trade union, which were workers’ gains. Eve-
rything was clawed back and then sold off on the cheap, 
through the Treuhand or the Finance Ministry under Theo 
Weigel. 

 
Source: Freie Plattform für Arbeiterpolitik  
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On the origins of the India-Pakistan conflict 

 

The root-cause of the Kashmir question: partition 
 

Introduction 
 

The current Indian government, the Bharatiya Janata Party 
(BJP) government headed by Narendra Modi, is undoubtedly 
one of the most reactionary governments that the country 
has seen since the creation of the Republic of India in 1947. 
This government is an ally of US imperialism in its wish to iso-
late China. In India itself, the Modi government is continu-
ously attacking the rights of the working class, is widely open-
ing up the country to imperialist penetration and is carrying 
out more and more privatisations.  
From another aspect, this government is also deeply reac-
tionary. The BJP is a Hindu party, in other words it considers 
that only those who practise the Hindu religion deserve to be 
fully recognised as Indian citizens. 
Among the most recent events, there is the Modi govern-
ment’s decision [on 5 August 2002] to abolish the special sta-
tus of the Indian state of Kashmir (the exact name of which 
is the state of Jammu and Kashmir). Let us remember that 
India is a federal State. This territory in the north of India, the 
majority of whose inhabitants practise the Muslim religion 
but which also contains a large proportion of Hindus and 
Buddhists, has been claimed by both the Republic of India 
and Pakistan. The special status which the state of Kashmir 
enjoyed, and which allowed its state parliament to pass laws 
which did not come under federal authority, was derived 
from the fact that formally, India considered its control over 
Kashmir to only be provisional, and that this had to be con-
firmed by a consultation with the population – which has not 
happened for 70 years. 
There is also the decision taken this summer to strip Indian 
citizenship from around 2 million inhabitants of Assam state 
who originated from Bangladesh or were descendants of 
families from Bangladesh. The overwhelming majority of the 
victims of this decision were Muslim. 
The Modi government’s policy is aimed at worsening the ten-
sions in India between Muslims and Hindus in order to divide 
the workers and weaken the resistance to its anti-working-
class policy. 
In the case of Kashmir, its existence as part of India has only 
been within the framework of permanent crisis: in the name 
of the struggle against all those who call for an independent 
Kashmir or declare publicly in favour of uniting it with Paki-
stan, the Indian army has continually engaged in brutal acts 
of violence against the population.  
But the decision of 5 August triggered an escalation. There 
was a total news black-out for weeks: no TV, no newspapers, 
internet connections cut. Arbitrary mass arrests of leaders of 

the main local political parties and trade union officials. To-
day, the Indian government is talking about “a return to nor-
mality”, but in fact the country remains under a state of 
siege. It involves a challenge to the Indian Constitution itself 
(since the particular situation in Kashmir was based on Article 
370 of the Constitution) which threatens the federal charac-
ter of the State, since it could be used in the future against 
any state whose government might be clashing with the cen-
tral government. 
The BJP is therefore opposing the principles for which the Re-
public of India stood – including the principle of secularism 
declaring that the State was independent of the various reli-
gions practised in India. But it should not be forgotten that 
these declarations fell within the context of recognition and 
acceptance by the Congress Party (the party of Nehru) of a 
partition that was carried out precisely on religious lines. In 
fact, justification of the partition of India, and therefore the 
formation of Pakistan, rested on the fact of considering that 
Muslims formed a nation having the right to its own State. 
At the root of recent events there is therefore the partition 
of India. This is why we are republishing in this issue of The 
Internationale an article by Comrade François Forgue that 
was devoted to this question and appeared in Issue No.31 
(new series) of La Vérité-The Truth, in October 2002. 
 
 
 

hen British imperialism had to give up its direct 
rule, in 1947, over the whole of what until then it 
had referred to as the British Indian Empire, it did 

not do so willingly in any way. It gave way in the face of the 
revolutionary upsurge that was developing throughout the 
Subcontinent, from Chittagong to Delhi, from Lahore to 
Madras, and sweeping through the most industrialised big 
centres, bastions of the working class, like Bombay and Cal-
cutta.  
The “transition period” that had been anticipated initially 
was cut short. The British government declared itself ready 
to transfer power into Indian hands “in June 1948 at the lat-
est”. Things went even faster. On 18 June 1947, the Indian 
Independence Act was passed by the British Parliament. On 
15 August 1947, independence was declared. (1)  
But, in keeping with the plan prepared by the last Viceroy, 
Lord Mountbatten, the disappearance of the British Indian 
Empire was sealed with the constitution of two politically in-
dependent States: India (as we know it today in terms of its 
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borders) and Pakistan (at that time composed of West Paki-
stan – today’s Pakistan – and East Pakistan, which would be-
come Bangladesh in 1971). This partition was intended to be 
carried out along religious lines of separation. The State of 
Pakistan was presented as the state for Muslims living in the 
territory of the former British Indian Empire. 
At the time of partition, a little over one-quarter of the pop-
ulation living within the framework of the then-British Indian 
Empire were Muslim. Although Muslims were in the majority 
in some provinces, there was no purely Muslim enclave, and 
there were more or less large Muslim minorities in every one 
of the regions. Throughout its history, the whole of what 
forms India had organically included a Muslim component, 
therefore uniting Muslims and Hindus. Different geograph-
ical parts and different nationalities were not determined by 
ethnic origin or religious or cultural reference-points. Two of 
the main component parts of India, the Punjab and Bengal 
(which had constituted historical and linguistic units) brought 
together Muslims, Hindus and others. It was Britain’s colonial 
policy that gave an institutional form to the separation be-
tween Hindus and Muslims, with the two electoral colleges 
created at the start of the 20th century. (2) It was this policy 
which British imperialism, faced with the revolutionary 
movement of the masses, would take to another level by set-
ting up the “religious communities” as “potential nations”, 
relying on the orientation of some feudal lords and Muslim 
big bourgeois, who propagated the “two nations” theory 
(one “Muslim” nation and one “Hindu” nation). 
It should be emphasised that in 1940 this position was a mi-
nority view among the Muslim population. At that time, a 
conference of Muslim parties opposed the idea of a separate 
State, declaring itself in favour of India as the “common 
whole land of all the citizens irrespective of race or religion.” 
(3) 
In practice, partition carried out according to the religious 
criteria mentioned above happened at the cost of a terrible 
“ethnic cleansing”, to use the modern term. Two of the main 
components of the constitution of India and its history, the 
Punjab – where the Sikhs, a religious minority, were rooted – 
and Bengal, were torn apart. Millions of people, Hindus, 
Sikhs, Muslims were thrown into the chaos of a tragic exo-
dus. It is estimated that 1 million of them did not survive the 
journey… 
Partition was imperialism’s ultimate weapon for maintaining 
its indirect rule. Although the revolutionary upheavals pro-
duced by the Second World War created unexpected condi-
tions, partition had been under preparation for a long time. 
British colonialism has always known how to find the means 
to divide those whom it was subjugating. The national move-
ment led by elements of the Indian bourgeoisie (the Con-
gress Party) had first asserted itself as a political force by op-
posing an initial division of Bengal (an administrative division 
separating the regions where Muslims were in a majority 
from other regions), in 1905. 
It was then that the British government, granting limited se-
lective suffrage for local elections, created a “double college” 
(Muslims and non-Muslims), a measure that was opposed at 
the time by the majority of Muslim Indians. 
Regarding partition, French historian and economist Charles 
Bettelheim wrote the following, in his 1968 book India inde-
pendent: 

“This partition displayed several artificial features. It made 
each of the two States much weaker than a united India could 
have been. However, the whole history of the preceding years 
shows that the British government spared no effort to make 
partition politically inevitable. In this way, it hoped to more 
easily maintain its control over both young States.” 
From this viewpoint, British imperialism’s plan was certainly 
effective: it provoked and still provokes enormous suffering 
for the peoples of the whole region, and the consequences 
of partition appear today, with renewed intensity, in direct 
relation with the world situation as has been formed in re-
cent years and as has been expressed since 11 September 
2001. 
On the other hand, the reality of the developments since par-
tition has seen the failure of partition in terms of the objec-
tives which supposedly justified it. Today, there are around 
120 million Muslim Indians, scattered in every one of India’s 
states. The creation of Bangladesh in 1971 is consistent with 
the fact that it was impossible to maintain a State on purely 
religious criteria. 
The military dictatorship in Pakistan sought to impose West 
Pakistan’s official language on Bengal. The Bengali people’s 
defence of their right to speak their language led to the 
movement which resulted in the constitution of independent 
Bangladesh in 1971. 
As has already been noted, the so-called “two nations” posi-
tion was a minority view, including among the Muslims of In-
dia. The Muslim League, which advocated the need for two 
States, only became powerful during the war years, being 
designated a “valid interlocutor” by the British when the 
Congress Party was thrown into illegality after the 1942 up-
rising. (4) (…) 
Only the Fourth International, in a manifesto dated 26 Sep-
tember 1942, saluted the heroic struggle of the Indian peo-
ple, of the workers and peasants, called for solidarity with 
them and compared their struggle to the explosion of the 
Russian Revolution. (…) 
The Communist Party’s betrayal left control of the national 
movement in the hands of the Congress Party. The latter 
agreed to the form in which the independence of India would 
be established. Firstly, the installation in 1946 of an Interim 
Government, for which the Congress Party was responsible, 
while real power remained in the hands of the British, their 
army and their administrators. Then, the rejection of any as-
sembly elected by universal suffrage. The name “Constituent 
Assembly” was given to the institution that was supposed to 
control the executive put in place by the Congress Party. But 
it was a Constituent Assembly in name only. 
One part of the assembly that was christened “Constituent 
Assembly” was composed of 292 members elected in the 
second degree by the British provincial legislative assem-
blies, which themselves had been elected by selective suf-
frage (just one-fifth of the adult population could vote) in 
1946. It was therefore a colonial construction. The other 
main component part (5) was formed by the 93 representa-
tives of the princely states. In fact, the British administration 
of the whole Subcontinent included – alongside the Empire 
as such – a series of principalities, ranging from small territo-
ries to vast entities, which existed in a subsidiary alliance 
with the Empire. It was the sovereigns of those territories 
(hence the name “princely states”) who would decide on 
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their integration into one or the other of the two States, in 
the name of partition. 
This is the direct root-cause of the Kashmir question. Kashmir 
was one of the princely states. It had its own language: Kash-
miri. Its Sultan was Hindu and the majority of the population 
Muslim. 
At first, the Sultan chose independence. But, facing the 
threat of an uprising, he called on Indian troops while the Pa-
kistani army was also entering the territory of Kashmir. The 
first Indo-Pakistani War (1947-8) ended in a partition that in-
volved the UN, which gave the assurance that the population 
would be consulted. It never was. 
Since then, Kashmir has focused the disputes between the 
two States, Indian and Pakistani. It was the direct occasion 
for two wars (1947-8 and 1965) and one armed conflict, in 
1999 (the so-called Kargil Crisis, opened by the fact that in 
May 1999, Indian troops discovered the presence of armed 
elements in strategic heights located in Indian territory). 
The Kashmir question is only the tip of the iceberg. Partition 
and its consequences entail the fact that the two States that 
were created by the act of partition are permanently defined 
by their opposition to each other. This tension between the 
two States, which is incorporated into their very existence, 
has always marked their relations and has always constituted 
a leverage-point for dividing the urban and rural working 
masses and diverting them from action in their own inter-
ests, thus providing the means for implementing the most 
reactionary of measures. 
Let us repeat, partition was carried out in the face of the un-
leashing of revolution in India. It is no accident that the par-
tition of India happened in 1947, the same year that Pales-
tine was torn apart, at a time when the revolutionary wave 
that formed in the final period of the Second World War was 
sweeping across the world, when the struggle of the peoples 
for their emancipation was breaking up the old colonial em-
pires. Imperialism – while at the same time relying on the 
Stalinist bureaucracy and the policy of its parties – resorted 
to religion-based division, putting forward the idea of a State 
founded on religion, on the notion of race. It was this reac-
tionary ideology that was developed to justify the partition 
of Palestine as well as that of India. Moreover, in an editorial 
in the review Quatrième Internationale [Fourth Interna-
tional] condemning the partition of Palestine and calling for 
a struggle “for a united independent Palestine, in which the 
masses will freely determine their fate for the election of a 
Constituent Assembly”, the link was made with imperialism’s 
plans in the Indian Subcontinent: 
“Like in India, partition has proved to be the most effective 
means of diverting both the struggle of the Arab masses and 
the discontent of the Jewish working population from an anti-
imperialist explosion towards fratricidal struggle.” (6) The 
struggle of the workers and peasants of India, “the classic co-
lonial country as England is the classic metropolis” (7), had 
always been crucially important to the great Russian revolu-
tionary and the militant activists who regrouped with him 
against Stalinist degeneration, and then for the constitution 
of the Fourth International. In 1930, Leon Trotsky produced 
a study of the emancipatory struggle of the Indian people 
and the role of the working class in that struggle, entitled 
“The Revolution in India – Its Tasks and its Dangers”. 

In it, he wrote: “Just as in the older bourgeois countries, the 
various racial stocks that exist in India can only be fused into 
a nation by means of a binding political revolution.” 
Indeed, the whole territory over which Britain exercised its 
rule was not only immense, but also geographically diverse. 
It encompassed different peoples, sometimes combined un-
der an empire, but which experienced specific develop-
ments. When India obtained its political unity, the Constitu-
tion recognised 18 different languages (written languages 
with their own literature). It was the struggle against the 
common enemy, British colonialism, which welded them to-
gether and opened up the path to their merger into one na-
tion through revolution. But which revolution? 
It was the revolution that began in 1942. It was against this 
revolution that imperialism – benefiting from the agreement 
of the national bourgeoisie and its political leaders – raised 
the obstacle of partition. Trotsky went on: 
“But in contradistinction to the older countries, this revolu-
tion in India is a colonial revolution directed against foreign 
oppressors. Besides this, it is the revolution of a historically 
belated nation in which the relations of feudal serfdom, caste 
divisions and even slavery exist alongside of the class antag-
onisms of the bourgeoisie and proletariat which have grown 
greatly in the last period. 
(…) In reality, the necessity of throwing off the system of im-
perialist oppression which, with all its roots intertwined with 
the old Indian exploitation, demands the greatest revolution-
ary effort on the part of the Indian masses and by that itself 
assures a gigantic swing of the class struggle.  
(…) If India is a component element in the internal rule of the 
British bourgeoisie, then on the other hand, the imperialist 
rule of British capital over India is a component element of 
the internal order of India. The question cannot at all be re-
duced to one of the mere expulsion of some tens of thousands 
of foreign exploiters. They cannot be separated from the in-
ternal oppressors, and the harder the internal oppressors and 
the harder the pressure of the masses will become, the less 
will the latter want to separate. (…) [I]n India the struggle 
with imperialist oppressions grows out of the countless 
masses of the oppressed and semi-pauperized peasantry, out 
of the necessity of liquidating the feudal landlords, their 
agents and intermediaries, the “chinovniks” [imperial bu-
reaucrats] and sharks. The Indian peasant wants a “just” dis-
tribution of land. That is the basis of democratism. And this is 
at the same time the social basis of the democratic revolution 
as a whole.  
(…) Passive resistance of the peasantry as well as its bloody 
uprisings can be turned into a revolution only under the lead-
ership of the urban class, which thus becomes the leader of 
the revolutionary nation and, after the victory, the bearers of 
the revolutionary power.” 
This perspective began to find a specific expression in the 
midst of war. As we have seen, the first wave of the revolu-
tion was held in check through a combination of repression 
and the open betrayal by the Indian CP. But as the war moved 
to its end in April 1945, and following the surrender of Japan, 
the movement picked up from the point it had reached in 
1942. A revolutionary wave swept across the whole of India. 
In the autumn of 1945, the working class began to command 
centre stage, combining its social demands with its struggle 
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for independence: strikes broke out in every big city, in Cal-
cutta, Bombay, Madras, Delhi. 
In July 1946, there was a general strike by postal and tele-
graph workers, followed by a strike by bank employees, then 
a railworkers’ strike in August. There were 1,960,000 strikers 
in 1946, and 2,215,000 in 1947. 
A revolutionary situation was spreading across the whole of 
India. When the masses went on the move and organised for 
their objectives in struggle, the division that had been care-
fully maintained between “Muslims” and “Hindus” was chal-
lenged by the joint action of the workers. The Congress Party 
feared the radicalisation of the masses above all. Gandhi (8) 
had denounced as “thoughtless” the demonstrations in 
which Hindus and Muslims marched shoulder-to-shoulder to 
support the mutinying sailors of the Royal Indian Navy (9) in 
February 1946. But the Congress Party could only contain the 
movement of the masses if they felt that they could win. On 
its side, British imperialism dreaded being dragged into a co-
lonial war spanning a whole continent. 
The British government gave up maintaining a controlled in-
dependence process that would extend over several years. 
On 2 September 1946 the Interim Government was formed, 
headed by Nehru, but the situation continued to deteriorate. 
The struggle between “communities”, the religious rivalries 
which the British policy had encouraged for years, were used 
directly against the revolutionary movement. Pogroms 
against Muslims, anti-Hindu reprisals: the threat of a terrible 
fratricidal war grew stronger. The forces of repression, nor-
mally so quick to fire on unarmed demonstrations, proved 
very slow to react. 
As the country slid towards chaos, the British government 
decided to speed up the abandoning of its rule over India. 
On 15 August 1947, independence was declared. The Interim 
Government became the Indian national government. The 
Congress Party headed independent India’s first govern-
ment. Partition was carried out simultaneously, in the condi-
tions referred to earlier. 
The Fourth International, which had been the only organisa-
tion to call for international solidarity with the Indian Revo-
lution, especially in Britain and the United States (10), fought 
so clearly against partition, which it had condemned straight 
away, just as it had in the case of Palestine. 
Thus, the 24 May 1947 issue of New Spark, the publication of 
the section of the Fourth International in India, wrote: 
“It is high time to openly condemn this plan to dismember In-
dia. The religio-communal partition of India is an unrelievedly 
regressive act. Demanding the cutting-up of the living bodies 
of the crystallising nationalities in India is just as criminal as 
demanding the populating of Pakistan thanks to the transfer 
of populations. The demand by Congress to partition the Pun-
jab and Bengal has been found to be very ingenious and has 
been commended. The fact is that this demand is ultra-reac-
tionary. Hindu communalism cannot be the antidote to Mus-
lim communalism. A united Punjab and a united Bengal in a 
unified India is the only progressive path to follow. As this 
plan stands, the principle of the nationalities’ right to self-de-
termination is violated on every side: it serves neither the self-
determination of India as a whole, nor the self-determination 
of the nationalities which constitute it. The inter-communal 
riots that are raging currently in India are the inevitable result 
of an effort to resolve the India issue from the top, without 

addressing the masses and acting over their heads. The ur-
gent issues for India of national liberation, the abolition of 
private land ownership and the elimination of the feudal 
states can only be truly solved by the revolutionary struggle 
of the masses. Revolution, like childbirth, is a natural process. 
The attempt to stop it is leading to serious complications. The 
revolution in India, late in coming, did not develop in 1942, 
for various reasons. Its birth pangs, felt once again in the 
Royal Indian Navy mutiny, were effectively suppressed 
through artificial intervention. The India issue, which includes 
a legacy of several centuries of oppression, cannot be re-
solved through a bureaucratic patch-up. Whatever the final 
British plan may be, it can only complicate the situation fur-
ther, sowing the seeds of discord, of future disturbances. The 
India issue can only be resolved through the intervention of 
the masses.” 
Once partition had been brutally completed – and attempts 
were made to justify the haste with which the dismembering 
of India was carried out by the need to stop the massacres, 
while in fact it led to even greater massacres – the section of 
the Fourth International did not accept the fait accompli by 
describing it as “inevitable”. On the contrary, it opened a per-
spective that allowed division to be overcome and the India 
issue to be resolved de democratically. (…) 
The position of the Fourth International contrasted strongly 
with those who accepted partition. It contrasted strongly be-
cause its starting-point was the interests of the whole Sub-
continent, irrespective of differences of ethnic origin, lan-
guage or religion. 
More than half a century has passed since then. The interna-
tional situation in which the developments in the Subconti-
nent are occurring is profoundly different to the one that 
prevailed in 1947. The States that resulted directly from par-
tition, India and Pakistan, and the other States that have 
been created in the Subcontinent, Bangladesh and Sri Lanka, 
have experienced a history of different phases in their rela-
tions with imperialism and with each other.  
The working class has fought for its rights within the frame-
work of each of those States, and has achieved gains, guar-
antees and limitations on exploitation in each State’s body of 
legislation. 
Not one of the problems that were posed in 1945-7 has been 
resolved by division into States based on religious criteria. 
And this applies not only to the States which arose directly 
from partition, but to the whole Subcontinent. 
It is in this sense that the questions posed by those who op-
posed partition have lost none of their validity, even in a new 
context. How can the peoples of the Subcontinent frustrate 
the manoeuvres aimed at setting them against each other, 
how can they unite in the struggle against their common en-
emies? (…) Defending the workers’ demands in both India 
and Pakistan, defending an independent policy for the work-
ing class, first of all involves fighting against war and for 
peace. This is why the fact that Pakistani and Indian trade un-
ionists belonging to various organisations have jointly con-
demned the warmongering policy of their governments, that 
they have jointly called for peace and establishing fraternal 
relations between the peoples of the Subcontinent, is so im-
portant. It is the primary precondition for effective resistance 
to block imperialism’s plans to take over, destroy and dis-
member. 
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It is the joint resistance by the workers and peasants of the 
whole Subcontinent – their practical rejection of a future of 
ruin presented to them by Afghanistan, their fight against im-
perialist domination which is the very expression of the sys-
tem based on private ownership of the means of production 
– that provides the basis for action to overcome the conse-
quences of partition, in other words, to move towards estab-
lishing relations between free peoples that will be freely de-
cided upon. 
It can only be the sovereign peoples who can democratically 
determine the forms and conditions of their unity, starting 
from their common interests – which go against imperialist 
domination and capitalist exploitation – and rejecting any di-
vision that goes against those common interests in the name 
of religion, language or ethnic origin. 

 
François Forgue  

(La Vérité-The Truth, Issue No.31, October 2002) 

____________________________ 

(1) Until 1947, the British Indian Empire constituted the main colo-
nial possession of British imperialism. The governor of this vast ter-
ritory was the Viceroy of India. Lord Mountbatten would be the last 
person to exercise this function. Britain had begun to establish its 
colonial rule in India as early as the 17th century. Its rule covered 
the whole of the country at the end of the first half of the 19th cen-
tury. It was during the last two decades of its rule that a national 
movement, the Indian National Congress, was constituted, led by 
representatives of the national bourgeoisie. 
(2) Two electoral colleges, one for Hindus and the other for Mus-
lims, were set up for elections to the provincial assemblies estab-
lished by the colonial government. 

(3) The Azad Muslims’ Conference (Independent Muslims’ Confer-
ence) took place in Delhi on 27-30 April 1940, with 1,400 delegates 
from almost all parts of India, and was referred to even in the British 
press as being a very representative gathering of Indian Muslims. 
(4) In 1942, in the middle of the Second World War, the Congress 
Party’s leadership launched a campaign under the slogan “Quit In-
dia!”, putting pressure on British imperialism to obtain broad au-
tonomy. It was overtaken by the masses, who transformed this 
movement into a widespread uprising against imperialism. The lat-
ter responded with violent repression, largely facilitated by the at-
titude of the Indian Communist Party, which condemned the upris-
ing in the name of “unity in the anti-fascist war”, thus leaving the 
struggle for independence in the hands of the Congress Party. 
(5) There were an additional four representatives from the chief 
commissioner provinces of Delhi, Ajmer-Merwara, Coorg and Brit-
ish Baluchistan. 
(6) Editorial in the November-December 1947 issue of the review 
Quatrième Internationale. 
(7) Leon Trotsky, “The Revolution in India – Its tasks and its dan-
gers”, 30 May 1930. 
(8) Gandhi (1869-1948) was one of the main leaders of the Congress 
Party, and advocated respect for “Indian traditions”, notably the 
caste system. Nehru (1884-1964), another Congress Party leader 
who headed the first Indian government after independence, rep-
resented the modernist face of a similar policy, the search for an 
agreement with imperialism.  
(9) The Royal Indian Navy was part of Britain’s Royal Navy.  
(10) Because in those two countries, the possibility existed to ex-
press oneself legally in the press – limited by censorship, of course 
– on the subject of the Indian revolution. Let us not forget, however, 
that in the case of Occupied France, the underground newspaper of 
the French Trotskyists, La Vérité [The Truth], expressed its solidarity 
with the struggle of the Indian workers and people. 
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ANALYSIS  

 
 

Statement by the Organising Committee for the Reconstitution  
of the Fourth International (OCRFI) 

 

In defence of Trotskyism 
 

On 10 October 2019, the French weekly news-
paper Informations ouvrières, the publication of 
the CCI and its international grouping, pub-
lished a document entitled: “Her lawyers reveal 
what Louisa Hanoune said to the judge in the 
Bilda military court.” 
The OCRFI and its organisations took a public 
position as early as 9 May 2019 against Louisa 
Hanoune’s arrest, and reiterated that public po-
sition when the Bilda military court sentenced 
her to 15 years in prison.  
This is a principled position of unconditional 
solidarity against repression, which obviously 
does not mean political agreement with Louisa 
Hanoune and her party.  
Obviously, Louisa Hanoune and her party have 
every right to carry out the policy they have 
chosen. The OCRFI has every confidence in the 
Algerian workers’ ability to identify and chose 
which parties represent their interests, and 
which do not represent them. 
But the fact that an international grouping 
which claims to stand for the Fourth Interna-
tional and Trotskyism has adopted this policy 
as its own calls for clarification. Not asking any 
worker or any activist to simply take our word 
for it, we publish the whole document, 
as it appeared in Informations ouvrières,  
as an attachment to this statement. 

 

Reading the document leads to two observations: 
 
The first observation is that the full exchange between 
Louisa Hanoune – as transcribed by her lawyers – and 
the Blida military court (which sentenced her to 15 
years in prison on 25 September, after arresting and de-
taining her on 9 May 2019) confirm that: 

 it is exclusively due to her views and her political 
activity as a PT leader that Louisa Hanoune was im-
prisoned and convicted; 

 not one sliver of evidence was established regard-
ing a so-called “conspiracy” against anything; 

 therefore, Louisa Hanoune has unquestionably 
been subjected to repression and imprisonment 
for her political positions.  

For our part, basing ourselves on the principle – which 
should be the principle of the whole labour movement 
– of unconditional solidarity with any activist of any po-
litical tendency of the democratic and labour move-
ment who falls victim to repression, we affirm once 
again, together with our comrades of the Organising 
Committee of Internationalist Socialists of Algeria 
(COSI):  
“From the standpoint of democracy, the person in 
charge of the PT is only accountable to her party and 
not to the military hierarchy; otherwise this would be 
nothing more than criminalizing political activity. (…) 
Without giving the slightest political support to the PT 
Secretary General and her party, the Organising Com-
mittee of Internationalist Socialists (COSI) has called for 
her unconditional release from the very first moment of 
her incarceration. It reiterates this principled position 
today. It will continue to take action, together with oth-
ers in unity, to demand her release.” 

The second observation is that for any worker and any 
labour activist around the world, and especially for any 
militant activist standing for the Fourth International, 
its programme adopted in 1938, and its reproclamation 
in 1993 with Comrade Pierre Lambert, the facts as re-
ported in the document published by Informations 
ouvrières on 10 October 2019 call for discussion and 
clarification.  
The document being promoted by the CCI leadership 
was about “the meeting on 27 March in the villa Dar El 
Afia”, a meeting between the PT Secretary General, 
Saïd Bouteflika, the brother and special adviser to the 
former President, and General Toufik, the former head 
of Algeria’s state intelligence service (DRS). The docu-
ment indicates that Louisa Hanoune is said to have “ac-
cepted the invitation” by the President’s adviser; ac-
cordingly, she therefore would have met with the re-
gime’s main leaders on 27 March. 
On 27 March, in other words more than six weeks after 
mass popular protests sprung up throughout Algeria on 
22 February, initially demanding “No to a fifth term” 
(for Bouteflika), a slogan to which millions of Algerian 
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men and women added, from 1 March onwards, “Sys-
tem, clear out!” 
On 27 March, the same day of the meeting between 
Saïd Bouteflika, General Toufik and Louisa Hanoune, a 
COSI militant activist explained in an interview pub-
lished in France by La Tribune des Travailleurs [Work-
ers’ Tribune] (Issue No.182, 27 March 2019): “The peo-
ple have responded [to the “back-room negotiations” 
to preserve the regime – Editor] by demonstrating on 
22 March for the fifth time in a month, behind banners 
that declared “It is the people’s turn to have their say!” 
and “The people alone must manage the transition”. 
Their determination was so strong that other banners 
declared that this was “non-negotiable”.” 
So, the document promoted by Informations ouvrières 
indicates that on 27 March, “the meeting took place 
around 3.30 pm. It was not secret.” 
Not secret? If it wasn’t secret, then it means it was 
made public. In that case, they should say where and 
when. Where was the information on that meeting 
published? In which PT statement? In which public 
statement, through which media? In which article pub-
lished by Informations ouvrières? 
Any honest worker or activist can verify, based on the 
facts, that the meeting was never made public, either 
before it took place or afterwards. Neither publicly, nor 
internally, nor inside the PT itself, and even less in In-
formations Ouvrieres. (1) The fact is that the first time 
the meeting was made public was after Louisa 
Hanoune’s arrest (on 9 May), when one of her lawyers, 
Rachid Khane, referred to it publicly on 16 May. 
The fact that Informations ouvrières thinks that it was 
politically justified that the leader of a party claiming to 
represent the workers should meet the main dignitar-
ies of a regime that had been rejected by millions of Al-
gerian men and women is one thing. 
The fact remains that supporters of workers’ emanci-
pation – especially supporters of the Fourth Interna-
tional and its programme – have always been the fierc-
est opponents of “secret diplomacy” that tries to find 
“solutions” behind the backs of the workers and the op-
pressed peoples. (2) 
The document published by Informations ouvrières at-
tributes to Louisa Hanoune the following statement be-
fore her judges: “The only thing that I myself referred to 
during that meeting was policy of a civilian nature: first 
of all the President’s resignation, the dissolution of both 
parliamentary Chambers, the departure of the govern-
ment and restoring the people’s right to have their say. 
(…) My only proposal was the President’s resignation 
and the nature of the political decisions to be taken, 
namely the departure of the government and the disso-
lution of the two Chambers, before letting the people 
have their say through a Constituent Assembly.” 

But can one believe for one second that the CCI leader-
ship and the Informations ouvrières editorial team are 
unaware of the value of demanding a Constituent As-
sembly…in the framework of a secret discussion with 
the main representatives of the old regime? 
By publishing this document, Informations ouvrières 
has adopted as its own the statement by the PT Secre-
tary General, who is reported to have stated: “I have 
done everything possible to find a solution to the crisis. 
I have met the current President’s adviser. If he has no 
legitimacy, as the charge-sheet states, then every nom-
ination since 1999 has been illegitimate.” 
“Legitimate”? “Illegitimate”? But everything depends 
on the point of view one adopts. From the point of view 
of the institutions and the regime, both the President 
and his “adviser” were of course “legitimate” on 27 
March. But what about from the point of view of the 
workers and the popular masses, for whom Infor-
mations ouvrières claims to stand? Have the masses not 
delivered their verdict in their millions to reject this 
President, his “adviser” and their whole regime as “ille-
gitimate”? 
Does the Informations ouvrières editorial team con-
sider that the role of a party claiming to represent the 
workers is to go and “discuss” the “solution to the cri-
sis” with representatives of a regime which the masses 
have rejected as “illegitimate”? Can one imagine the 
leader of a party claiming to represent the workers go-
ing to discuss with the Ben Ali clan in early January 2011 
in Tunisia, in order to “find a political solution”? Can 
one imagine Lenin returning to Russia and going to dis-
cuss with the regime’s dignitaries which “prominent fig-
ure” could replace Nicolas II?  
Are we exaggerating? According to the document pro-
moted by Informations ouvrières, Louisa Hanoune said 
that [Saïd Bouteflika and Toufik] “informed me that 
they had proposed Liamine Zeroual as leader for the 
transition period. I opposed this, saying that Liamine Ze-
roual was President of the Republic, that he would not 
agree to be Prime Minister. I was against it, because I 
prefer and I am campaigning for this post to be filled by 
a civilian rather than a member of the military, moreo-
ver as the people are calling for”. 
Let us repeat: 27 March was six weeks after the upsurge 
by the Algerian people in their millions, to the cry of 
“System, clear out!”. Six weeks of mass mobilisation to 
ensure that the people finally regain their sovereignty, 
their right to decide for themselves. 
Turning its back on this, Informations ouvrières is pro-
moting a policy which consists of debating with the re-
gime’s main dignitaries which “prominent figure” was 
most able to occupy the post of President of the Repub-
lic… within the framework of the existing institutions, 
which is still in place. 
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A policy that was justified in the following terms by the 
PT Secretary General, according to her lawyers: “Every 
party has its political strategy. There are parties that 
content themselves with condemnation and state-
ments, but the Workers’ Party thinks that participation 
in political activity means turning to the State institu-
tions to find solutions”. 
Obviously, Louisa Hanoune and her supporters have 
every right to advocate and assert such a policy. And let 
us repeat once again, nothing that has been done by 
Louisa Hanoune justifies the repression of which she is 
the victim. 
But the fact that a current which claims to have a rela-
tionship to the Fourth International and Trotskyism is 
promoting this policy merits clarification. Already, 
some agencies are devoting themselves to using these 
facts in an attempt to tarnish “Trotskyism” and the 
Fourth International in general, and Comrade Lambert 
in particular. These forces are trying to demonstrate 
that, after all, Trotskyism is no better than all of the old 
failed parties of the labour movement: fine speeches 
on the one hand, and in reality protecting the old sys-
tem of exploitation and oppression.  
This campaign has just one objective: disarming work-
ing men and women, activists and young people in Al-
geria and around the world, people who need a revolu-
tionary party, who need the Fourth International and 

its programme to help their movement follow through 
to the end. 
Truth and honesty oblige us to say that the policy that 
resulted in the 27 March meeting has absolutely noth-
ing to do with the Fourth International and its stainless 
flag, or with what should be the policy of a genuine 
workers’ party, or with democracy. 

 
The OCRFI Secretariat 

23 October 2019 
 

 
________________________ 
(1) Publishing the document on 2 October on his own and the 
PT’s Facebook pages, PT official Youssef Ramdane Tazibt was 
challenged by an activist: “Do you mean to say that she took 
part in that mee-ting without the approval of the party’s Po-
litical Bureau?” He replied as follows: “She is the Secretary 
General, and checks are carried out retrospectively. She acted 
in accordance with the party statutes.” 
(2) Although this secret meeting represents a step up one 
level, it forms part of the continuity of the PT’s policy as pro-
moted by the CCI leadership and Informations ouvrières, no-
tably since 22 February 2019 (in this regard, see the article 
entitled “The policy of the leadership of the Algerian Workers 
Party in the course of the events”, in Issue No.14 of the OC-
RFI’s review, The Internationale). We shall come back to this 
later.
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Informations ouvrières - Issue No.574, 10-16 October 2019 – INTERNATIONAL NEWS 
 

Algeria  Seen in El Watan, 
  2 October 2019 (excerpts) 

Her lawyers reveal  

what Louisa Hanoune said to the judge… 

 
In the eyes of her lawyers, Workers Party Secretary 
General Louisa Hanoune, who has been sentenced by 
the Bilda military court to 15 years imprisonment – 
like the two former intelligence service chiefs Mo-
hamed Medilene and Bachir Tartag as well as Saïd 
Bouteflika, brother and special adviser to the ousted 
President – is “a political prisoner”. Having pointed 
out several “procedural violations” during the judicial 
investigation and the trial, they reveal the details of 
the exchanges between her and the head of the mili-
tary court during the hearing held on 24 September 
2019. 
 

s far as Louisa Hanoune’s legal team is concerned, 
her hearing before the Bilda military court as part of 
her trial, which was completed in under 48 hours in 

the past week, “left no doubt whatsoever” about “the non-
existence” of a “conspiracy against the authority of the state 
and the army”, for which she has been sentenced to 15 years 
imprisonment. Her legal team reveals the details of the two 
hours of cross-examination during the afternoon of 24 Sep-
tember. Asked about the meeting on 27 March in the villa 
Dar El Afia, she stated that she had “accepted the invitation” 
by the President’s adviser “because he told me” that his 
brother “had taken the decision to resign”. She then stated: 
“On 22 February, I phoned the President’s sister to ask her to 
tell her brother to resign before it was too late and to avoid 
the worst for the country. I sent a text message to his brother 
and advisor with the same content in order to speed up the 
President’s departure, but I did not ask for a meeting, which 
for me would be an official one. In the past I have had to ask 
the President’s advisor for meetings many times. I don’t see 
any problem in seeing a political leader or an advisor to the 
President of the Republic.” 
The judge referred the accused to the date of 27 March, and 
she replied that it was Saïd Bouteflika who had “contacted 
[her], invited General Toufik and arranged things. The meet-
ing took place around 3.30 pm. It was not secret. It took place 
in an official residence.”The judge questioned her on the 
charge of conspiring against the state and the army. Ms 
Hanoune explained: “I have no relations whatsoever with the 
military establishment. I am a political leader. At no time, in 
my presence, was there any question of attacking the stabil-
ity of the army. The only thing that I myself referred to during 
that meeting was policy of a civilian nature: first of all the 
President’s resignation, the dissolution of both parliamentary 
Chambers, the departure of the government and restoring 
the people’s right to have their say.” Regarding the other ac-
cused persons who were present at the meeting (Saïd Boute-
flika and Mohamed Medilene), “they informed me that they 

had proposed Liamine Zeroual as leader for the transition pe-
riod. I opposed this, saying that Liamine Zeroual was Presi-
dent of the Republic, that he would not agree to be Prime 
Minister. I was against it, because I prefer and I am cam-
paigning for this post to be filled by a civilian rather than a 
member of the military, moreover as the people are calling 
for”. The presiding judge asked her: “Why did you agree to 
address this regime, rejected by the people?” Louisa 
Hanoune’s reply: “The regime has not gone yet. It is not 
about individuals, it is about the nature of the state institu-
tions and the relations between them. It is about the nature 
of the system, its laws and practices. The top demand of the 
revolution is the departure of the four Bs (3), but only two 
have gone. Every Friday, the people are calling for the other 
two to go.”The presiding judge: “Why was it only the PT that 
attended the meeting, and not other political parties?” Louisa 
Hanoune: “Every party has its political strategy. There are 
parties that content themselves with condemnation and 
statements, but the Workers’ Party thinks that participation 
in political activity means turning to the State institutions to 
find solutions”. 
 
“My goal was to speed up the President’s resignation” 
If the political parties no longer have the right to change the 
regime, this means that the multiparty system no longer ex-
ists, not even formally. I have been politically active since the 
1970s for an end to the one-party system and to restore the 
people’s right to have their say. I have been jailed by the mil-
itary court on more serious charges than the ones I am facing 
today. I spent six months in prison before President Chadli 
Bendjedid granted me amnesty. 
As the leader of a political party, I have sometimes met with 
former Presidents, government ministers, officials of the se-
curity forces, etc. I have expressed my views and I have pro-
posed solutions, all the more so as my party does not address 
foreign political parties. In accepting Saïd Bouteflika’s invita-
tion, my goal was to speed up the President’s resignation and 
the process of addressing the people’s demands. I wanted to 
contribute towards finding a positive outcome in order to 
spare my country the current situation. Is the effort I made 
punishable by law? I have never been part of an authority or 
a government. My activism and that of my party are well-
known. My positions and my struggle have always been in 
favour of defending the sovereignty of the nation and 
strengthening it. I have always been opposed to intervention 
by foreign political parties.” 
On the charge of “attacking the authority of the State with 
the aim of changing the regime”, punishable under Article 77 
of the Penal Code, Louisa Hanoune explained that this ques-
tion “was never discussed at any time” during the meeting 
with Saïd Bouteflika. 

A 
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“We weren’t in an academic or political conference on the 
best presidential system, the best parliamentary system, etc. 
with the aim of discussing that”, she said, adding that chang-
ing the regime “is a right enjoyed by all the peoples and is 
codified by Article 7 of the Algerian Constitution, and it has 
been demanded by the people since 22 February. In every one 
of his speeches, Abdelkader Bensalah has stated that Algeri-
ans have the right to change the regime and to define its na-
ture. 
The people want an end to a presidential regime in which the 
President takes over all missions. Does it make sense for me 
to think about a non-peaceful operation to overthrow the re-
gime, when I argue in favour of the people’s sovereignty? 
Does it make sense for me to issue a call to the people to take 
up arms against their own country? For me, 22 February was 
the happiest day of my life and a recognition of 43 years of 
activism to restore the people’s right to have their say. We 
did not talk about the nature of the regime during the meet-
ing.      
 
“For me, 22 February was the happiest day of my life and a 
recognition of 43 years of activism” 
My only proposal was the President’s resignation and the na-
ture of the political decisions to be taken, namely the depar-
ture of the government and the dissolution of the two Cham-
bers, before letting the people have their say through a Con-
stituent Assembly. If Article 77 refers to resorting to violence 
to remove Abdelaziz Bouteflika from power, that is illogical, 
because he decided to resign.” 
Regarding the charge linked with Article 284 of the Military 
Code, namely an “attack on the authority of the army”, 
Louisa Hanoune recalled the slogan Djeich, shaab, khawa 
khawa (“The army and the people are brothers”), used on 
the people’s Friday marches, saying: “The ANP [People’s Na-
tional Army] protects the country and its borders against any 
attack, wherever it comes from, and is only the continuity of 
the National Liberation Army. (4)   
This allows me to talk about the difference which distin-
guishes it from the Egyptian army, which is funded by the US 
Treasury and was forced to sign the Camp David Accords [in 
1979]. The Algerian army is funded by the Algerian Treasury, 
through taxation and oil and gas revenues, which guarantees 
its national sovereignty.The only case where I would call on 
activists and Algerians to take up arms is when my country is 
being attacked by a foreign country.” Louisa Hanoune 
pointed out that the regime against which she is fighting “has 
been the root-cause of the birth of the oligarchy, the harga 
(5), insecurity and all the social evils, and has created unscru-
pulous ambition. It constitutes a threat to the nation’s secu-
rity.” She referred to her positions on the events in the Ka-
bylie region, the Tamazight referendum, as well as the 
Ghardaïa crisis (6), before explaining: “My participation in 
the meeting with Saïd Bouteflika had one sole aim: to spare 
the country from things getting out of control following the 
infiltration of the regular marches by baltaguia (delinquents) 
(7). In Syria, the demonstrations started off peacefully before 
the foreign intervention began. The same thing in Libya, and 
I refuse that we should live through the same scenario. 
This is why I did everything possible to find a solution to the 
crisis. I have met the current President’s adviser. If he has no 

legitimacy, as the charge-sheet states, then every nomina-
tion since 1999 has been illegitimate. My only concern was to 
help my country emerge from the crisis unscathed. Is that a 
crime? If you answer “yes”, then this trial is political.” 
Louisa Hanoune revealed that she had met with the Presi-
dent of the Republic on several occasions, with whom she 
had raised economic issues and questions relating to free-
dom and rights. “Throughout 2018, I insisted on confirming 
that he did not intend to aim for a fifth term, and the reply on 
this question was categorical. 
 
“My place is on the streets with the revolution” 
But when the position changed and indications of his candi-
dacy started to appear, I cut off all relations with him. After 
the announcement of his candidacy, I even asked the presi-
dent of the Constitutional Council to apply the law and de-
clare a legal impediment. The 22 February marches decided 
the issue.” 
When the presiding judge asked Louisa Hanoune for her final 
statement, she began by denouncing the terms used repeat-
edly by the Public Prosecutor’s representative, which 
“harmed” both her person and her reputation “as a woman”, 
and emphasised that the charges rested on no recognised 
facts. 
“My place is on the streets with the revolution. I am innocent. 
There is no material evidence that proves the existence of any 
conspiracy whatsoever against the military establishment.” 

_____________________ 
(3) Translator’s note: The “four Bs” are Constitutional Council pres-
ident Tayeb Belaiz, former Senate president and interim President 
of the Republic Abdelkader Bensalah, Prime Minister Noureddine 
Bedoui, and National Assembly president Mouad Bouchareb. By 24 
September 2019, Belaiz and Bedoui had resigned. 
(4) Translator’s note: The National Liberation Army (ALN) was the 
armed wing of the National Liberation Front (FLN) during the Alge-
rian Revolution of 1954-62. 
(5) Translator’s note: The harga is what Algerians call the phenom-
enon of young people leaving the country in search of a better fu-
ture, usually trying to reach Europe by sea and often risking their 
lives on makeshift craft. They are called harraga, meaning “burn-
ers,” because if they make it to Europe they burn or otherwise de-
stroy their ID papers in order to avoid being deported. 
(6) Translator’s note: The Kabylie region was the scene of a struggle 
for autonomy in 2001, which was brutally repressed by the first 
Bouteflika-Benflis government, and since 2016 there have been re-
vived calls for self-determination, including for a referendum on the 
issue. This movement is linked to the call for a referendum on the 
Tamazight language, spoken by millions of Berbers. Tamazight was 
declared “a national language" but not an official one in 2002, and 
in 2016 the government passed a constitutional reform to make 
Tamazight an official language of Algeria, but keeping Arabic as the 
only official language of the Algerian state. In recent years, the prov-
ince of Ghardaia has been the scene of protests over the regime’s 
abuses, socio-economic demands and autonomy issues. On 28 May 
2019, prominent democratic rights activist Dr Kameleddine 
Fehkhar, who had been arrested for “undermining state security”, 
died in jail after a 56-day hunger strike. 
(7) Translator’s note: The editors of Informations Ouvrieres trans-
lated baltaguia as “delinquents”, whereas the term has a specific 
political content: in the Arabic-speaking world, it refers to thugs 
who are paid by the regime to take part in demonstrations in order 
to disrupt them and spread havoc 
 .
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 PUBLISHING 
 
 

Why read In Defence of Marxism today? 

 

 
 

he French publishing house Les Éditions du Travail has 
published a book by Leon Trotsky that has become al-
most impossible to find, and is even non-existent in 

some languages. What interest could there be in publishing 
today a collection of articles and letters forming a polemic on 
the nature of the Soviet Union, undertaken in 1939 by one of 
the leaders of the Russian Revolution with American militant 
activists of the Socialist Workers Party (SWP) in the US?  
Furthermore, what interest could there have been in 1942 
for the Trotskyists of the United States themselves to publish 
an edition in English in the middle of a world war, two years 
after the assassination of its author by one of Stalin’s agents? 
The American SWP had only recently been created, in 1938. 
It had doubled its membership within a few months, but 
these writings had provoked a crisis in the ranks of the US 
organisation. Since 1941, it had also been the first victim of 
the Smith Act, a law banning the publication of revolutionary 
works or articles. Dozens of the organisation’s officials had 
faced criminal charges, and 18 of them were convicted and 
sentenced to between 12 and 16 months in prison. So, what 
was the organisation letting itself in for by publishing a con-
tentious brochure? All the more for the fact that it had re-
sulted in splits in the organisation. In fact, this collection of 
critiques, aimed at the theories of militant activists James 
Burnham and Max Shachtman regarding the nature of the 
USSR, the nature of the Soviet bureaucracy and the revolu-
tionaries’ attitude towards it in the context of the outbreak 

of the Second World War, had provoked the resignation of 
one of them and a split organised by the other. 
What was the point of adding to this, when the Fourth Inter-
national had only recently been founded, in September 
1938? Was there nothing better to do in the middle of the 
imperialist slaughter? 
Eighty years later, a small publishing house has decided to dig 
up those old texts and give a new lease of life to a book that 
was in danger of disappearing. 
What can today’s worker find of use in it, or the young activ-
ist who was not even born when the state in question col-
lapsed in 1991? 
 
First of all, defending the dialectic 
The book is entitled In Defence of Marxism, understood to be 
the revolutionary method of analysis and action, which starts 
from the events and facts as they are, as they develop and as 
they change, in order to define a political orientation that 
serves the interests of the working class and their class strug-
gle. The Trotskyists – in other words, today’s Marxists – agree 
with Marx and Engels, the authors of the Manifesto of the 
Communist Party, in thinking that “Communism is for us not 
a state of affairs which is to be established, an ideal to which 
reality [will] have to adjust itself. We call communism the real 
movement which abolishes the present state of things.” (1) 
Marxists are not faithful to a posture or to norms, but to a 
scientific method. 

T 
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Trotsky settled accounts with “revolutionaries” who scorned 
the study of theoretical questions and attached no im-
portance to learning the Marxist method, or saw it only as a 
philosophical debate to which those radicals counterposed 
action alone. “It is historical experience that the greatest rev-
olution in all history was not led by the party which started 
out with bombs but by the party which started out with dia-
lectic materialism.” (2) 
 

Why this relentlessness? 
“Dialectical thinking is related to vulgar [thought] in the same 
way that a motion picture is related to a still photograph. The 
motion picture does not outlaw the still photograph, but com-
bines a series of them according to the laws of motion.” (3) 
In a masterful section headed “The ABC of Materialist Dialec-
tics”, Trotsky explains: “The Aristotelian logic of the simple 
syllogism starts from the proposition that ‘A’ is equal to ‘A’. 
This postulate is accepted as an axiom for a multitude of 
practical human actions and elementary generalisations. But 
in reality ‘A’ is not equal to ‘A’. This is easy to prove if we ob-
serve these two letters under a lens – they are quite different 
from each other. But, one can object, the question is not of 
the size or the form of the letters, since they are only symbols 
for equal quantities, for instance, a pound of sugar. The ob-
jection is beside the point; in reality a pound of sugar is never 
equal to a pound of sugar – a more delicate scale always dis-
closes a difference. Again, one can object: but a pound of 
sugar is equal to itself. Neither is this true – all bodies change 
uninterruptedly in size, weight, colour, etc. They are never 
equal to themselves. 
 A sophist will respond that a pound of sugar is equal to itself 
‘at any given moment’. Aside from the extremely dubious 
practical value of this ‘axiom’, it does not withstand theoret-
ical criticism either. How should we really conceive the word 
‘moment’? If it is an infinitesimal interval of time, then a 
pound of sugar is subjected during the course of that ‘mo-
ment’ to inevitable changes. Or is the ‘moment’ a purely 
mathematical abstraction, that is, a zero of time? But every-
thing exists in time; and existence itself is an uninterrupted 
process of transformation; time is consequently a fundamen-
tal element of existence. Thus, the axiom ‘A’ is equal to ‘A’ 
signifies that a thing is equal to itself if it does not change, 
that is, if it does not exist. (…). The axiom ‘A’ is equal to ‘A’ 
appears on one hand to be the point of departure for all our 
knowledge, on the other hand the point of departure for all 
the errors in our knowledge.” (4) 
 

Is the USSR comparable to its bureaucracy? 
The point of this reminder was to enable an understanding 
of the interests of the world proletariat in order to take ef-
fective action. Let us remember that these letters and arti-
cles were written as the world was marching to imperialist 
war. They began with a polemic on the attitude which sup-
porters of the Fourth International should adopt towards the 
USSR on the one hand, and the bureaucracy that led the 
USSR on the other. 
Militant activists were asking themselves: should we defend 
the USSR, led by Stalin and his bloodthirsty bureaucracy who 
are massacring the best revolutionaries around the world, 
beginning with the militant activists of the Fourth Interna-

tional? Does not the Kremlin apparatus constitute a new ex-
ploiting class? Will it give birth to a new economic “system”? 
Building on his work in The Revolution Betrayed, one of his 
major books, written in 1936 and published in 1937, Trotsky 
resumed the debate with the militant acti-vists as to whether 
the “quantitative changes” that had transformed the Soviet 
Union since the great Revolution of October 1917 “have been 
transformed into qualitative changes; i.e. whether the USSR 
is still a workers’ state, even though degenerated, or whether 
it has been transformed into a new type of exploitive state.” 
(5) 
The class nature of a State is determined “not only by its po-
litical forms but by its social content; i.e. by the character of 
the forms of property and productive relations which the 
given state guards and defends.” (6) 
Since class character is determined by its relationship to the 
forms of ownership of the means of production, “the concen-
tration of power in the hands of the bureaucracy and even 
the retardation of the development of the productive forces, 
by themselves, still do not change the class nature of society 
and its state. Only the intrusion of a revolutionary or a coun-
ter-revolutionary force in property relations can change the 
class nature of the state.” (7) 
Trotsky argued that “the degeneration of the Soviet state is 
the product of the retardation in the world revolution” (8), 
and that it had developed within itself a parasitic bureau-
cratic layer. These bureaucrats did not constitute a new so-
cial class or a new type of exploiter. Moreover, he denied the 
Stalinist bureaucracy “the quality of class in the Marxist 
sense, that is to say, with regard to ownership of the means 
of production.” (9) Henceforth, the Marxists’ slogan had to 
be the defence of the USSR and its social foundations as soon 
as these were threatened by imperialism. 
 

“In spite of Stalin, the proletariat defends the USSR from im-
perialist attacks” 
In The Revolution Betrayed, Trotsky largely theorised and 
demonstrated the need to overthrow the bureaucracy as an 
indispensable condition for preserving state property. He 
later explained once again the need for a “political revolu-
tion”, as distinct from the social revolution that expropriated 
capital, because “the question of overthrowing the parasitic 
oligarchy still remains linked with that of preserving the na-
tionalised (state) property”. (10) 
Nevertheless, he called tirelessly in his letters for the “uncon-
ditional” defence of the USSR: “Stalin serves the bureaucracy 
and thus the world bourgeoisie; but he cannot serve the bu-
reaucracy without defending that social foundation which 
the bureaucracy exploits in its own interests. To that extent 
does Stalin defend nationalised property from imperialist at-
tacks and from the too-impatient and avaricious layers of the 
bureaucracy itself. However, he carries through this defence 
with methods that prepare the general destruction of Soviet 
society. It is exactly because of this that the Stalinist clique 
must be overthrown. The proletariat cannot subcontract this 
work to the imperialists. In spite of Stalin, the proletariat de-
fends the USSR from imperialist attacks.” (11)  
This debate would become decisive for the young Fourth In-
ternational. On 23 August 1939, Nazi Germany and the Soviet 
Union signed a non-aggression pact which also partitioned 
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eastern Europe between them. This is why Trotsky ham-
mered home his idea: “The proletariat has sufficient reasons 
to overthrow and to chase out the Stalinist bureaucracy, cor-
rupt to the bone. But precisely because of that, it cannot di-
rectly or indirectly leave this task to Hitler or to the Mikado. 
Stalin overthrown by the workers – that’s a great step for-
ward toward socialism. Stalin crushed by the imperialists – 
that’s the counter-revolution triumphant. That is the precise 
sense of our defence of the USSR. On a world scale, analo-
gous, from this point of view, to that of our defence of de-
mocracy on a national scale!” (12) 
A few weeks after the Nazi-Soviet non-aggression pact was 
signed, Trotsky anticipated what was coming, in a document 
entitled “The USSR in War” which he wrote in exile in 
Coyoacan (Mexico). This was in September 1939. Watched 
by Stalin, von Ribbentrop on behalf of the Nazi regime and 
Molotov for the USSR had shaken hands and promised that 
the two countries would not attack each other. However, 
Trotsky wrote, with great political foresight: “Right now Hit-
ler is the ally and friend of Stalin; but should Hitler, with the 
aid of Stalin, come out victorious on the Western Front, he 
would on the morrow turn his guns against the USSR.” 
The man who would be assassinated by one of Stalin’s hench-
men a few months later, on 21 August 1940, was warning the 
revolutionary militant activists of an organisation that was 
active in the worst of conditions and who were being hunted 
down by the Stalinist, Nazi and democratic regimes that were 
part of a world at war. He realised that this question would 
become decisive for an organisation that was still fragile. 
Indeed, on 21 July 1940, Hitler ordered his chiefs of staff to 
prepare a plan to invade the Soviet Union. On 22 June 1941, 
the Nazi regime launched Operation Barbarossa. Four million 
soldiers entered the Soviet Union in the biggest invasion in 
military history. 
 

Yesterday’s problems? 
In this book, whose subject could appear distant in time, the 
workers and youth of today will not only find an illustration 
of the scientific method of Marxism, such as was applied by 
Marx and Engels throughout their works, from The Eight-
eenth Brumaire of Louis Napoleon, via Dialectics of Nature to 
Capital. At a time when the workers, from Chile to Lebanon, 
from Algeria to Hong Kong, from Iraq to Catalonia, when the 
youth and peoples of the whole world are rising up and or-
ganising to defend civilisation against imperialist barbarism, 
In Defence of Marxism could help them towards understand-
ing and taking action. “It is the duty of revolutionists to de-
fend every conquest of the working class even though it may 
be distorted by the pressure of hostile forces. Those who can 

not defend old positions will never conquer new ones.” (13) 
These words have not aged one bit, and allow us to bring 
down a peg or two those who invite others to bypass the 
working-class parties and the labour unions – and even the 
singing of “The Internationale” – in an attempt to put an end 
to the political independence of the world’s working class.  In 
Defence of Marxism answers those “weekend radicals” who 
deliberately confuse the nature of the working-class organi-
sations – founded by the workers for their class struggle – 
with their bureaucratic leaderships, using that confusion to 
try to make both of them “clear out”.  
“The trade unions of France, Great Britain, the United States 
and other countries support completely the counter-revolu-
tionary politics of their bourgeoisie. This does not prevent us 
from labelling them trade unions, from supporting their pro-
gressive steps and from defending them against the bour-
geoisie. Why is it impossible to employ the same method with 
the counter-revolutionary workers’ state?” (14) 
These words are from a letter written in October 1939. Eighty 
years later, these same words resonate for today’s tasks. The 
defence of Marxism and Trotskyism are very relevant today 
in order to prepare the future. 

Gregory Fernandes 
_________________________ 
(1) Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, The German Ideology, Part I, Section A. 
Written and edited in 1845, the book was only published for the first time in 
1932. 
(2) Leon Trotsky, “An Open Letter to Comrade Burnham” (7 January 1940) in 
In Defence of Marxism, 1942. 
(3) “A Petty-Bourgeois Opposition in the Socialist Workers Party” (15 De-
cember 1939), In Defence of Marxism. 
(4) Ibid. 
(5) “From a Scratch – To the Danger of Gangrene” (24 January 1940), In De-
fence of Marxism. 
(6) “Not a Workers’ and Not a Bourgeois State?” (25 November 1937). This 
was a contribution by Trotsky to the internal discussion that preceded the 
founding convention of the American SWP, and first appeared in Internal 
Bulletin No.3 (December 1937) of the Organizing Committee for the Socialist 
Party Convention (OCSPC). It was published in English by the SWP in Fourth 
International, Vol. 12 No. 4, July-August 1951, and is included in some – but 
not all – editions of In Defence of Marxism. 
(7) Ibid. 
(8) “Once Again: The USSR and Its Defence” (4 November 1937). This contri-
bution by Trotsky first appeared in Internal Bulletin No.2 (November 1937) 
of the OCSPC, and was published in English by the SWP in Fourth Interna-
tional, Vol. 12 No. 4, July-August 1951. Again, it is included in some – but not 
all – editions of In Defence of Marxism. 
(9) Ibid. 
(10) “The USSR in War” (25 September 1939), In Defence of Marxism. 
(11) “Not a Workers’ and Not a Bourgeois State?” (25 November 1937). 
(12) “Once Again: The USSR and Its Defence” (4 November 1937). 
(13) “Balance-sheet of the Finnish Events” (25 April 1940), In Defence of 
Marxism. 
(14) “Again and Once More Again on the Nature of the USSR” (18 October 
1939), In Defence of Marxism. 
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OPEN FORUM  
 

Open Forum 
 

Regarding the split  
in the Popular Front in Tunisia 
 
The Internationale, the review of the Organising 
Committee for the Reconstitution of the Fourth 
International (OCRFI), regularly opens its col-
umns to activists, groups and organisations that 
are not affiliated to the OCRFI, and even ones 
that do not stand for the Fourth International 
and are part of other political traditions of the 
labour movement.  
Within this framework, a reader from Tunisia 
has sent us the following article, expressing the 
point of view of one of the parties present in 
the split that took place recently in the Popular 
Front in Tunisia.  
The OCRFI was not involved in that split and 
does not have a position on the subject,  
and it goes without saying that if representa-
tives of the other side of the split wish to ex-
press themselves, we would give them the op-
portunity to do so at the same length and in the 
same conditions. 
 

The editorial team 

 
 

The Tunisian Popular Front:  
Some comments on the split 
 

Zied Ben Abdeljelil 
Activist of the Popular Front/Workers’ Party 

 
The Popular Front: 2011-14 

n 17 December 2010, the spark of the Tunisian Rev-
olution ignited the rural areas. On 14 January 2011, 
there was a general strike in the capital. Through 

unity forged over a month of protests and strikes, the activ-
ists of the trade unions and the progressive political parties 
took in hand the thousands of protestors who were laying 
siege to the Interior Ministry, chanting the slogan “Work, 
Freedom, National dignity!”, and demanding the departure 
of [then-President] Ben Ali. The dictator fled that very same 
day. The revolutionary activists, united, were contributing to-
wards intensifying the revolutionary crisis. On 27 February 

2011, the regime gave in to the mass protests that were de-
manding a transitional government and the election of a so-
vereign National Constituent Assembly (NCA): these slogans 
came from the programme of the Tunisian Marxist-Leninists 
(1). 
Afterwards, the Marxist and pan-Arab parties tried to conso-
lidate that unity in action in an organisational framework. 
The first two attempts, the “14 January Front” and the “14 
January Popular Front”, failed. 
On 23 October 2011, the Islamist party Ennahdha won the 
elections to the NCA by winning 89 seats out of the assem-
bly’s total of 219 (40 per cent). The Marxist and pan-Arab 
parties, whose forces were dispersed, experienced a humi-
liating electoral defeat which revealed their light weight 
among the popular classes. The acknowledgment of failure 
led to a conclusion: the revolutionaries needed to unite in 
order to act. The “Popular Front for the Realisation of the 
Objectives of the Revolution” (PF) was the third attempt to 
rally together the revolutionary forces in Tunisia after 14 Jan-
uary 2011. It was proclaimed on 7 October 2012 and was 
comprised of Marxist parties (Trotskyist, Maoist and Leni-
nist), pan-Arab parties (Nasserist and Baathist), social-demo-
cratic parties and left-wing independents. The PF adopted a 
programme of struggle together with the popular classes 
(petty-bourgeoisie, small farmers, workers) against funda-
mentalism and imperialism, for a democratic Republic and 
for a so-called “national” economy. The PF did not rule out 
any tactic for carrying out this struggle – insurrections and 
elections included (2). 
After its creation, the PF presented itself as the vanguard of 
the resistance to the choices made by the Islamist govern-
ment (December 2011 to January 2014). The PF forged its 
unity in that struggle, but received violent attacks: two Sec-
retaries General were murdered by the terrorist group Ansar 
al-Sharia (Belaid on 6 February 2013 and Brahmi on 25 July 
2013); two activists (Belmofti and Ajlani) were killed by the 
police, and several waves of arrests targeted activists. The PF 
initiated a coalition with the liberal parties in order to con-
front the rise of fundamentalism and terrorism (National Sal-
vation Front, 26 July 2013 to June 2014) (3). This strategy was 
inspired mainly by the experiences of the fronts against fas-
cism in Europe before the Second World War. This joint ac-
tivity achieved the majority of its objectives by removing the 
Islamists from the transitional government (29 January 
2014), by imposing a progressive Constitution (27 January 
2014) and by setting an ultimatum for the legislative and 
presidential elections (October 2014). But the (so-called 
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“technocratic”) new transitional government remained un-
der the domination of the comprador bourgeoisie. Stronger 
for its unity in its struggle against the technocratic govern-
ment, the PF stood in the 2014 elections with a progressive 
and social programme. It won 15 seats in the Assembly (4), 
forming the leading opposition bloc. The PF candidate in the 
presidential election received 255,000 votes (8 per cent) in 
the first round and came third. The electoral balance-sheet 
drawn up by the PF leadership and activists was regarded as 
motivating, even positive, and confirmed the PF’s role as the 
vanguard of the revolutionary forces in Tunisia. 
 

A façade of unity that hid conflicts: 2015-19 
Following the weak results in the April 2018 municipal elec-
tions, the PF activists and leadership internally drew up a 
general balance-sheet that was rather negative for the pe-
riod 2014-18. Of course, the PF parliamentary bloc mounted 
fierce opposition to the neoliberal policy of the right-wing co-
alition. But during the same period, the Front had not carried 
out activity to promote its programme among the popular 
classes, the youth and women. It had a weak presence in the 
mobilisations that were intensifying. The comrades belong-
ing to the different parties of the PF were not co-ordinating 
in the trade unions, and on the contrary were acting in a sec-
tarian way. The regional and local structures no longer met. 
The PF was then reduced to a hypercentralised co-ordination 
structure, the Central Committee (CC). This hypercentralisa-
tion did not allow for debate in which the positions of the 
parties could be presented and critiqued, and where deci-
sions could be taken by a majority vote. For fear of a split, 
the decision making inside the CC was always a terrible test 
to ensure the right balance between the nuanced or even di-
vergent positions of the parties. 
In fact, the subtleties of the respective visions were felt 
within the PF after the second round of the 2014 presidential 
election. One PF member party, the PPDU (5), regarding the 
Islamists as being more of a threat than the liberals, sug-
gested issuing a call to vote for the liberal candidate Beji Caid 
Essebsi; then, in early 2015, it proposed participating in the 
liberals’ government provided the Islamists were excluded. 
The PPDU and one pan-Arab party opposed the PF’s support 
for strikes and mobilisations that were not controlled by the 
Tunisian General Labour Union (UGTT), on the pretext that 
they were led by populists and/or Islamists. Gradually, these 
subtle differences of opinion were expressed concretely. 
Thus, a member of the PPDU’s Central Committee, Mongi Ra-
houi, took part in the negotiations over the government re-
shuffle initiated by the right wing in August 2016. Challenged 
internally by the PF’s CC, the PPDU denied any prior 
knowledge of the affair. Faced with all these disagreements, 
the PF did not maintain a genuine process of internal criti-
cism. On the contrary, sharp edges were always rounded off 
and a consensus was always reached, sometimes despite the 
PF’s revolutionary identity. Soon, the internal disagreements 
became sharper, and the defeat in the 2018 municipal elec-
tions forced the PF leadership to ensure that some funda-
mental questions would be addressed in the PF’s Fourth Con-
gress: 
– Is the PF a coalition of common struggle with a joint politi-
cal programme or is it an electioneering coalition? 

– Is the PF’s political programme a revolutionary programme 
of class struggle or is it a progressive programme that could 
allow it to compromise with the liberal fringe of the bour-
geoisie against the fundamentalist fringe? 
– Should the PF build an effective united front organisation 
or transform itself into a cartel of parties once and for all? 
The preparations for the Congress took place inside the CC in 
January and February 2019. The debate revealed the depth 
of the disagreements between the two fringes of the PF. One 
tendency thought that the PF should co-operate with the lib-
erals against the Islamists in order to preserve the progres-
sive paradigm of Tunisian society. This tendency thought that 
the PF should participate in the government in order to de-
fend the interests of the popular classes. Another tendency 
considered that the conflict in Tunisia was one that set the 
popular classes against all the fringes of the bourgeoisie, and 
that the PF should remain a tool of emancipation and of class 
struggle. The PF’s organisational framework was also con-
tested: the revisionist tendency wanted to establish an or-
ganisation with blurred boundaries, closer to a movement, 
while the rest of the PF parties remained faithful to demo-
cratic centralism. Henceforth it was impossible to reach a 
consensus in the CC. The crisis spilled over when the minority 
revisionist tendency made use of the media to put pressure 
on the rest of the PF parties. It accused them of dictatorship 
and bureaucracy and reduced the cleavage to the leader-
ship’s wish to impose a candidate for the 2019 presidential 
election. Subsequently, a cascade of reactions was un-
leashed, evidencing a stormy divorce between the two 
tendencies of the PF. Standing against each other in the elec-
tions of September-October 2019, both tendencies suffered 
a crushing defeat. 
Currently, the balance-sheet is under discussion inside the 
parties which comprised the PF. The initial comments criti-
cise the idealistic vision that considered the PF to be a nec-
essary and sufficient condition for maintaining the revolu-
tionary process. There is also criticism of the voluntarism 
which had maintained the fantasy of unity despite the disa-
greements between the parties of the PF. However, those 
parties represent the interests of the different fringes of the 
popular classes. For our part, we consider that the organising 
of a front should not conceal disagreements, but allow de-
bate. However, if one chose to position oneself as a revolu-
tionary force, it would be necessary to take on that character 
and settle the debate on the side of championing the work-
ing class. Tunisia’s Popular Front will undoubtedly be a rich 
experience of the class struggle that will enlighten revolu-
tionaries around the world, as will the lessons of its spilt. 
__________________________ 
(1) Tunisian Workers’ Communist Party (PCOT), “We must break the 
shackles!”, a statement dated 30 October 1992 on the occasion of the 
5th anniversary of the coup d’état of 7 November 1987. Translator’s 
note: The PCOT, founded in 1986, was the precursor of today’s Workers’ 
Party, which was legalised in 2011. 
(2) Popular Front, “The political foundations of the Popular Front”, 7 
October 2012. 
(3) Parties and organisations of the National Salvation Front, “Proclama-
tion of the National Salvation Front”, a statement dated 26 July 2013. 
(4) Translator’s note: The unicameral Assembly of the Representatives 
of the People, consisting of 217 seats, replaced the bicameral Constitu-
ent Assembly and was first elected on 26 October 2014. 
(5) PDDU: Democratic Patriots’ Unified Party, a Maoist party.  
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