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Editorial Notes 
 

he end of 2016 was marked by the World Confer-
ence Against War, Exploitation and Precarious 
Work, held on 18-20 November in Mumbai (India) 
and attended by 350 labour activists of all political 

tendencies from 28 countries. In a world torn apart by im-
perialist wars, anti-labour repression, austerity pro-
grammes, measures seeking to co-opt the labour organisa-
tions to the apparatuses of the State, and more, the fact 
that activists could meet and debate the issues facing the 
workers and peoples is extremely important.  
The fact that they were able to set up – on the basis of the 
Mumbai Manifesto, which has since been endorsed by 
around 700 activists from 45 countries – an International 
Workers Committee Against War and Exploitation, and For 
the Workers’ International (IWC) is indisputably a leverage-
point for the struggle of the working class, for defending 
class independence. A leverage-point at a time, in early 
2017, when we are entering a new phase of the world situa-
tion marked by a general offensive against the workers and 
peoples. 
For the militant activists who set up the Organising Commit-
tee for the Reconstitution of the Fourth International (OC-
RFI) in Turin (Italy) in February 2016, in order to overcome 
the crisis that struck the Fourth International in the summer 
of 2015, the success of the Mumbai Conference also repre-
sents the preservation and continuity of the orientation 
which is inextricably linked with the reproclamation of the 
Fourth International in 1993: that of the Open World Con-
ference and the creation (in 1991) of the International Liai-
son Committee of the Workers and Peoples for the Work-
ers’ International.  
This was made evident in the shared democratic elabora-
tion of the Manifesto, and in the fact that all of the compo-
nents that participated in preparing the Conference also co-
signed it; also in the setting-up of the IWC, which is repre-
sentative of the diversity of the Conference and its unity on 
the axis of the struggle against war and exploitation. 
The creation of the OCRFI responded to the need to ensure 
the organised continuity of the Fourth International, and 
therefore involved defending what had been achieved over 
a quarter of a century of struggles via the creation of the In-
ternational Liaison Committee and its activity. It was with 
this in mind that we committed to preparing the Mumbai 

Conference. In this year that marks the centenary of the Oc-
tober Revolution in 1917, affirming the continuing rele-
vance of the struggle for socialism and for the seizure of 
power by the working class, we who are preparing the 
World Conference of the Sections of the OCRFI (November 
2017) will seek to take a further step towards the reconsti-
tution of the Fourth International. Because we are con-
vinced that the world revolutionary party which the work-
ers need can only be built on the political basis of the Pro-
gramme of the Fourth International. 
But within the profound crisis which the labour movement 
is undergoing, we know through experience that building 
this world party can only be done on the basis of the freest 
possible discussion between all activists, currents and 
groups that – whatever their origins within the labour 
movement – are seeking a solution to the crisis of the sys-
tem based on private ownership of the means of produc-
tion. “Supporters of the Fourth International, we have for 
over 25 years combined the fight to build the sections of the 
Fourth International with the participation, under the aegis 
of the International Liaison Committee of Workers and Peo-
ples for a Workers’ International (ILC), in workers’ interna-
tional action with activists, groups, organizations from all 
sectors of the workers’ movement. Regardless of their ori-
gins, they have gathered in a common struggle on the basis 
of the Manifesto Against War and Exploitation adopted at 
the Barcelona Conference in 1991, under the slogans of 
“Down with war! Down with exploitation!” (…) As far as the 
Fourth International is concerned, workers’ democracy is not 
a concept to be wielded at whim. Workers’ democracy has a 
meaning in relation with its objective: “ 
The emancipation of the workers will be the task of the 
workers themselves.” The historical truth established by the 
founders of Marxism nearly two centuries ago is, for the 
Fourth International, more than a slogan; it is a political 
programme.” (1)  
The Mumbai Conference took place a few days after 
Trump’s election in the United States. It provided the op-
portunity for the activist participants to learn of the point of 
view of the activists of the US delegation (drawn from the 
labour movement and the Black liberation movement in the 
US). The delegates heard those comrades from the US 
forcefully reject the so-called argument that the US workers 
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supposedly swung to the far-right in the election. The com-
rades stressed that the very high abstention rate, especially 
in US states that have been hit particularly hard by deindus-
trialisation, demonstrated the fact that in this election, the 
vast majority of US workers (especially Black workers) “saw 
no substantial differences between the Democrats and the 
Republicans.” The comrades also emphasised that they 
were struck by the eagerness with which the Democrats, 
with Obama in the forefront, acknowledged Trump’s victory 
and called for the continuity of the bourgeois state…and its 
institutions, including the “electoral college” system that re-
sulted in Trump being elected despite having received 
fewer votes in absolute terms. As the discussion continued 
at the Mumbai Conference, this observation led several US 
activists to condemn “the subordination of the US trade un-
ions to the Democratic Party” and to assert the need that 
“unions must break with this relationship of subordination 
to the Democrats, this policy of ‘lesser-evilism,’ and run their 
own candidates for public office.” 
In these early days of 2017, and as this issue of our review 
goes to press, the first measures introduced by the Trump 
administration – having an impact both in the United States 
and internationally – are provoking concern, indignation 
and questions among workers, activists and youth through-
out the world. 
How should we understand the inauguration speech of the 
new US President, who proclaimed to anyone who wanted 
to hear that it would be “America First”? Will this mean, as 
some are asserting, a return to an “isolationist” policy? 
Does it mean that the US bourgeoisie, at the head of the 
world’s biggest capitalist power, is in the process of aban-
doning its leading role in defending the “world order” (or 
rather, world chaos) based on private ownership of the 
means of production? Will the US give way to “others”? 
Or again, to repeat the question formulated by US activists 
in the light of the first brutal measures taken in all direc-
tions by the new administration, do we need to ask: “Is 
Trump a fascist?”  
In order to analyse the turning-point in the world situation 
that is currently underway, and on this basis to identify the 
tasks of the workers’ vanguard, we as Marxists must start 
from the facts, without ignoring any facts that might contra-
dict our analysis (and without trying to provide here a com-
plete analysis of the current process). 
What are the characteristics of the policy being imple-
mented in the first days of the new US administration? 
The first characteristic is directly related to the conditions in 
which Trump was elected. Although chosen by one of the 
two parties of the bourgeoisie, the Republicans, Trump was 
not the chosen candidate of the main sectors of US finance 
capital, including Wall Street, which had clearly made 
known its preference for Clinton. But the fact is that Trump 
and his team campaigned by raising a major issue that is 
facing the US bourgeoisie. Behind the demagogic proclama-
tions on “industry” and “bringing jobs back to America” – in 
short, America First – Trump and the sector that supported 
him emphasised the dead-end in which the world’s most 
powerful bourgeoisie finds itself. Of course, trillions of dol-
lars are being accumulated in speculative bubbles and in the 
financial markets, at a level never before equalled. But be-
cause the overall speculative bubble is largely being fed by 

the destruction of the productive forces (including the main 
one: labour-power), at any moment it threatens the whole 
system with general collapse by destroying the only possi-
ble source of wealth in a society based on capitalist exploi-
tation: the surplus-value extracted from the worker within 
the process of production. As noted in the article entitled 
“Once again on the productive forces” in this issue of our 
review, “the world’s most powerful imperialism, which is 
able to carve up nations, intervene militarily in the four cor-
ners of the globe and impose its will on its partners (notably 
the European capitalist powers), has not been able – ten 
years after the 2007-8 crisis – to overcome the effects of the 
crisis and to return to economic growth. Compared with 
what happened in previous crises, this fact is unprece-
dented.” 
The second characteristic is that the first measures an-
nounced by the Trump administration reveal a new all-out 
offensive by imperialism against the working class and peo-
ples of the whole world, including the United States. Of 
course, these measures are being introduced within the 
framework of the US institutions, but this is being done via 
the bluntest of institutional mechanisms…thus worsening 
the crisis within the US bourgeoisie itself. 
The “foreign” measures taken by the new US President 
within days of taking office cannot leave anyone in the 
slightest doubt that the US bourgeoisie has no intention of 
giving up its central role in the intended survival of the de-
caying capitalist system.  
Despite the wishes of millions of Americans, there is no 
question of bringing home the troops that Obama – and be-
fore him, the Republican Bush and the Democrat Clinton – 
deployed to the four corners of the world, from Afghanistan 
to Haiti. There is no question of depriving the US military-in-
dustrial complex of the billions of dollars taken from the 
pockets of US taxpayers. Quite the opposite. 
So the Trump administration is questioning the viability of 
NATO? Certainly not to the extent that the US will withdraw 
from it or release its stranglehold on the peoples… Rather, it 
is a question of holding a knife to the throat of the NATO 
“allies”: they will have to get their wallets out. And the Eu-
ropean governments, with Merkel and Hollande at the fore-
front, have committed to increasing their military budgets 
to 2 percent of GDP, as demanded by Washington. And in 
its turn, Washington has already announced a possible in-
crease in the number of military personnel that have occu-
pied Afghanistan for 16 consecutive years… 
The Trump administration has decided to involve Putin, Tur-
key and Iran in a “solution” in Syria that would reinstate the 
Syrian regime, which is allied with Moscow, and would al-
low Turkey and Iran as regional powers to promote their 
particular interests…which are contradictory. Undeniably, 
this is a “pivot” after years of the Obama administration 
throwing gasoline on the fire, turning Syria into a vast land-
scape of ruins and throwing millions of refugees onto the 
road to exile. But while the slaughter of civilians continues 
in Mosul (Iraq) under the auspices of the US-led military co-
alition, new wars are being prepared in the Middle East, the 
Maghreb and Africa. The first target on the list is the Pales-
tinian people, since Trump has already “unleashed” the 
leaders of the Zionist State, giving them the green light for a 
new offensive of extermination. 
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War measures are also being taken directly on the American 
continent. The announcement of the construction of a wall 
along the US’s southern border, aimed at blocking immi-
grants, is a war measure against the millions of Mexican 
workers who were ruined by the North American Free 
Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and who have had no other 
choice but to emigrate. A measure that is coupled with the 
announcement of mass expulsions (largely begun under the 
Obama administration) of undocumented workers residing 
in the United States. The formal notice served on Mexico’s 
president to pay for building this wall of shame, and then 
the announcement that the building could be funded via a 
20 percent tax on products imported from Mexico (which 
would boil down to the wall being funded by the US con-
sumer, i.e. mainly the workers), indicate clearly the sense in 
which Trump has promised to “renegotiate” NAFTA. 
As for the decision to end the negotiations on the Trans-Pa-
cific Partnership (TPP) begun by Bush and pursued by 
Obama, this does not in any way signify that US imperialism 
is abandoning laying down the law to each of the countries 
that was participating in the negotiations, particularly 
China. On the contrary, the Trump administration wants to 
ratchet up the aggressive “pivot to Asia” policy launched in 
2009, aimed at putting the leaders of the Chinese bureau-
cracy on notice that they need to follow through to the end 
with “opening up China” to US capital. Like the US Defense 
Secretary’s visit to South Korea and Japan, Washington’s 
provocative statements regarding the islands in the South 
China Sea herald the fact that, as far as the Trump admin-
istration is concerned, the trade war will be increasingly in-
terlinked with war pure and simple. 
One might have read in various places that once elected, 
Trump would shatter all of the regional institutions estab-
lished in the previous period to impose finance capital’s pol-
icy, like the European Union. Is it as simple as that? Of 
course, Trump intends to impose the jackboot of US imperi-
alism, without bothering with various negotiations and the 
existing frameworks…and of course, he is ready to reach 
separate agreements with each party. But there is no “su-
per-imperialism”.  
Reduced to the meagre portion decided upon by Uncle Sam, 
the big European imperialist powers, with Germany and 
France at the forefront, need the European institutions – 
just as US imperialism needs them. The European institu-
tions are a genuine operational headquarters against the 
working class, and they will more than ever be used by each 
European bourgeoisie to try to maintain its competitiveness 
in the face of “America First”, especially by intensifying the 
offensive against the working class in Europe. 
It is absolutely beyond dispute that the first measures is-
sued by the White House herald an offensive of unprece-
dented size and scope against the workers and peoples of 
the whole world. 
An offensive that fully justifies the focus of the Mumbai 
Manifesto: the struggle against imperialist wars and the 
need for the labour movement to reconstitute itself on the 
line of the struggle against war and exploitation, as a condi-
tion for saving humankind from the threat of barbarism. 
But for Trump to “succeed” on behalf of the general inter-
ests of the US bourgeoisie, he must also demonstrate that 
he is able to inflict a real defeat on his own working class. 

His promise to “bring jobs back to America” obviously 
means that the condition for doing so is a sharp reduction in 
the cost of labour in the United States. The primary undis-
guised goal of Trump’s team is to roll out the so-called 
“right to work” programmes that have already been 
adopted in no fewer than 28 states (in most cases with the 
agreement of both Republicans and Democrats, especially 
in the southern states). These programmes mean nothing 
more or less than banning trade unions in practice from ex-
ercising the most basic rights that allow workers to sell their 
labour-power at the best price. Where they have been im-
plemented, “right to work” programmes have reduced the 
price of the workforce to the level of the maquiladoras, the 
factories previously offshored to Mexico where the workers 
are super-exploited and trade unions are illegal. 
However, this wish to begin a counter-revolutionary pro-
gramme – in the true meaning of the term – against the US 
working class and against democratic rights is coming up 
against an obstacle. 
Of course, Trump has announced a programme of war on 
the workers, and to this end has promised to establish a cli-
mate of terror and intimidation, and to implement a range 
of measures against immigrant workers, against Black peo-
ple, against women’s rights, and so on. He has announced 
his intention to repeal Obamacare and replace it with abso-
lute freedom for private health insurers (which nevertheless 
have profited from Obamacare). He has appointed as head 
of the Labor Department the boss of a fast-food restaurant 
chain, one of those most determined to oppose the de-
mand for a minimum wage of US$15 per hour; in November 
of last year, this demand mobilised hundreds of thousands 
of workers to strike, together with their trade unions. As 
soon as he took office, Trump froze the hiring of federal em-
ployees, and his Education Secretary has made plain her 
wish to divert millions of dollars of funding away from 
largely dilapidated public schools and towards private 
schools, preferably faith-based. 
But for such a programme of general war on working peo-
ple to be carried out, it would require the Trump admin-
istration to go further than the US institutions allow. It 
would require the US working class to be crushed; but alt-
hough it has no political representation, the US working 
class nevertheless has powerful trade union organisations 
at its disposal (13 million workers are trade union members, 
most of them members of organisations affiliated to the 
AFL-CIO union confederation). It would require putting an 
end to all of the segments of political democracy which 
have existed within the framework of the institutions since 
the American Revolution. 
At this point, the main sectors of the US bourgeoisie are not 
yet ready to take that step. It is very significant that, for ex-
ample, the Executive Order of 27 January banning the citi-
zens of a certain number of Muslim countries from entering 
the US – supposedly in the name of the “war on terror” – 
not only triggered huge spontaneous demonstrations 
against it by citizens and workers, who went to airports in 
their thousands to chant “Let them in!”, it also triggered the 
first cracks in the bourgeois edifice: judges, Republican 
Party bosses and Silicon Valley CEOs (the latter employing 
many highly-qualified workers from the targeted countries) 
also opposed the decree, for their own reasons. 



6 The Internationale n°5 – February 2017 
 
The huge demonstrations on 19, 20 and 21 January that 
“framed” Trump’s inauguration are a warning: millions of 
Americans expressed their rejection of the reactionary pro-
gramme promised by Trump (2). The officials of the Demo-
cratic Party have not been able to divert this resistance into 
preparing for the midterm elections in 2018. But this re-
sistance faces a major problem: workers, trade union mem-
bers and activists participated in the demonstrations in 
their thousands…but not the AFL-CIO leadership, nor the 
leaderships of the main trade union organisations (with a 
few noteworthy exceptions), who had deliberately decided 
that the working class would not be present as an organised 
class. And how could it be otherwise, when as far as the 
AFL-CIO leadership is concerned, they dared to say regard-
ing Trump’s wish to “renegotiate” NAFTA that this was “an 
important first step toward a trade policy that works for 
working people”? (3) Another illustration of “lesser-evilism”, 
which previously led those leaders to support Clinton, Wall 
Street’s candidate, and today is leading them to find posi-
tive aspects to Trump… The discussion that is coming to the 
fore today in the United States – of which the militant activ-
ists of the OCRFI are a part – on the need for political repre-
sentation of the exploited and the oppressed, for a Labor 
Party based on the trade unions, for an independent Black 
party, is part of helping towards the reorganisation of the 
labour movement on a new axis, and concerns those activ-
ists throughout the world who are seeking a solution to the 
crisis of the capitalist system in its death-agony, the creator 
of endless barbarism, war and poverty. 
Let nobody doubt that the workers, activists and youth who 
have begun to regroup around the International Labour 
Committee Against War and Exploitation, and For the Work-
ers’ International, set up in Mumbai, will focus their atten-
tion on these defining processes for the international class 

struggle in the months to come. For our part, we offer the 
documents published in this issue of The Internationale for 
all to consider, as the first contributions to preparing the 
World Conference of the Sections of the OCRFI in November 
2017.  

The editorial team 

 
_________________________ 
(1) Address to the workers, the youth and labour militants of the 
whole world; to all supporters of the Fourth International, adopted 
at the Turin Conference, 5-6 February 2016. 
(2) At the same time, in Mexico, millions of workers were standing 
up against the anti-popular measures of the Peña Nieto govern-
ment flowing from the privatisation of the nationalised state oil 
company PEMEX, a direct consequence of the subordination of the 
regime and institutions of the Mexican State to US imperialism. 
Thus, our comrades of the Mexican Committee of the OCRFI re-
port that “every day, in the country’s 38 States, there were 
marches, sit-ins and protests in every shape and form. On 8 Janu-
ary, in States like Aguascalientes and Chihuahua, the regional gov-
ernment offices were occupied by sit-ins. (…) In the State of Baja 
California, we saw an unprecedentedly broad mobilisation, with 
80,000 people demonstrating on 15 January, forcing the local gov-
ernment to retreat over one privatisation measure: the new law on 
water.” Such events, kindled by Trump’s provocations, are feeding 
the revolutionary explosion that is coming. To the cry of “Peña, 
Out!”, the masses on the move are seeking to confront the institu-
tions of the bourgeois State. Helping the masses to take their fu-
ture into their own hands and achieve their aspirations requires – 
as our comrades of the OCRFI Committee in Mexico are doing – 
the formulation of the perspective of a sovereign Constituent As-
sembly that will break with the corrupt institutions serving the in-
terests of US imperialism. 
(3) The Labor Wire, publication of the AFL-CIO leadership, 23 Janu-
ary 2017. 
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ANALYSIS  

 

 
Once again on the productive forces  
What Trump’s election shows about the dead-
end of the capitalist system 
 
By Pierre Cise and Daniel Gluckstein 
 
 
In the Manifesto of the Communist Party,  
Marx and Engels established that  
the history of any society – which “till now (…) 
has been a history of class struggles” – is marked 
by a succession of modes of production, 
each one differing from the preceding one in its 
capacity to give further expansion to the 
development of productive forces that were  
being stifled within the former framework (1). 

 
hus, “the bourgeoisie (…) has created more massive 
and more colossal productive forces than have all 
preceding generations together.” But how did they 

develop? “The means of production and of exchange, on 
whose foundation the bourgeoisie built itself 
up, were generated in feudal society. At a 
certain stage in the development of these 
means of production and of exchange, the 
conditions under which feudal society 
produced and exchanged, the feudal 
organisation of agriculture and manufac-
turing industry, in one word, the feudal 
relations of property became no longer 
compatible with the already developed 
productive forces; they became so many 
fetters. They had to be burst asunder; they 
were burst asunder. Into their place stepped 
free competition, accompanied by a social 
and political constitution adapted in it, and 
the economic and political sway of the 
bourgeois class. A similar movement is going 
on before our own eyes.” 
Indeed, “For many a decade past, the history 
of industry and commerce is but the history 
of the revolt of modern productive forces against modern 
conditions of production, against the property relations that 
are the conditions for the existence of the bourgeois and of 
its rule. (…) In these crises, a great part not only of the existing 

products, but also of the previously created productive forces, 
are periodically destroyed. In these crises, there breaks out an 
epidemic that, in all earlier epochs, would have seemed an 
absurdity – the epidemic of over-production. Society suddenly 
finds itself put back into a state of momentary barbarism; it 
appears as if a famine, a universal war of devastation, had 
cut off the supply of every means of subsistence; industry and 
commerce seem to be destroyed. And why? Because there is 
too much civilisation, too much means of subsistence, too 
much industry, too much commerce. The productive forces at 
the disposal of society no longer tend to further the 
development of the conditions of bourgeois property; on the 
contrary, they have become too powerful for these 
conditions, by which they are fettered (…).  
The conditions of bourgeois society are too narrow to 
comprise the wealth created by them. And how does the 
bourgeoisie get over these crises? On the one hand, by 
enforced destruction of a mass of productive forces; on the 
other, by the conquest of new markets, and by the more 
thorough exploitation of the old ones. That is to say, by paving 

the way for more extensive and more 
destructive crises, and by diminishing the 
means whereby crises are prevented.” But, 
Marx and Engels warned: “But not only has 
the bourgeoisie forged the weapons that 
bring death to itself; it has also called into 
existence the men who are to wield those 
weapons – the modern working class – the 
proletarians.” 
 
The need for socialism rests on a scientific 
basis 
Here they posed the major question which 
still remains unresolved today. On the one 
hand, the bourgeoisie created through its 
own development the objective conditions 
for the disappearance of capitalism: the 
productive forces, which its mode of rule – 
based on private ownership of the means of 
production – allowed to develop, have 

become too powerful for the mode of production. They seek 
to bring down the mode of production. This is the objective 
scientific basis upon which the need for socialism rests. But 
on the other hand, socialism will not be imposed 

T 
“And how does the 
bourgeoisie get 
over these crises? 
On the one hand, by 
enforced 
destruction of a 
mass of productive 
forces; on the other, 
by the conquest of 
new markets, and 
by the more 
thorough 
exploitation  
of the old ones” 
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automatically. Its triumph depends on a combination of 
those objective conditions and the subjective factor: the 
working class, which must constitute itself as an organised 
class in order to complete its historic task. 
But the productive forces are not only being stifled: “In the 
development of productive forces there comes a stage when 
productive forces and means of intercourse 
are brought into being, which, under the 
existing relationships, only cause mischief, 
and are no longer productive but 
destructive forces (machinery and money)” 
(2). The notion of destructive forces is a key 
question (which generally is ignored or 
even denied by all the varieties of 
revisionism, which, while claiming to stand 
for Marxism, seek to turn it into the 
opposite of what Marx argued for). 

At the beginning of the 20th century, Lenin 
noted in Imperialism, the Highest Stage of 
Capitalism that one of the two ways 
described by Marx as being available to the 
bourgeoisie for overcoming its crises – “the 
conquest of new markets, and (…) the more 
thorough exploitation of the old ones” – 
was disappearing. The world market had 
been formed and shared out between the 
various imperialist powers. Over time, the 
destruction of a growing proportion of 
productive forces had become a major 
tendency of a capitalist system that was 
stagnating and decaying. During that same 
period, Rosa Luxemburg had analysed the 
role of the arms economy and war as an 
artificial drive-wheel of the capitalist economy. 
The 20th century saw this tendency – for the productive 
forces and means of production to be transformed into 
destructive forces – become a major characteristic. The 
“state of momentary barbarism” described in 1848 in the 
Manifesto of the Communist Party had become a “state of 
permanent barbarism”. When drafting The Death Agony of 
Capitalism and the Tasks of the Fourth International (better 
known as The Transitional Programme, upon which the 
Fourth International was founded) in 1938, Trotsky wrote 
that “mankind’s productive forces have ceased to grow”. 
Following the Second World War, the terrible mass 
destruction of productive forces – 50 million deaths and the 
destruction of entire economies – only provided a few years 
of economic recovery, stimulated by the requirements of 
reconstruction and the need to contain the revolutionary 
upsurge by the masses. The capitalist system therefore 
resorted increasingly to the parasitic means of the arms 
economy in its attempt to defer the crisis of collapse. 
 
The transformation of the productive forces into destructive 
forces… 
Giving a lecture on “The current relevance of the Transitional 
Programme” in the late 1960s (3), Pierre Lambert referred to 
the difficulty of fully identifying “in an hour and half (…) the 
extraordinary wealth of principles in a programme that 
addresses the historic age-old experience of the international 
proletariat”. Having picked out six questions, he reached the 

following conclusion: “Finally, I am obliged to restrict myself 
to addressing a single issue, the basic thesis of the 
Transitional Programme, which is that the productive forces 
have ceased to grow” and “are being transformed into 
destructive forces”.  

This choice was linked to the need to 
respond to the revisionist offensive to 
destroy the Fourth International being 
carried out at the time by Pablo and then 
Mandel. The latter’s capitulation to the 
Stalinist apparatus – which they entrusted 
with the mission of “building socialism in its 
own way over centuries of transition” – had 
in fact been given a theoretical veneer: 
Mandel’s thesis on the “third age of 
capitalism” denied the tendency of the 
productive forces towards stagna-
tion/decay and their transformation into 
destructive forces.  
But the arms economy itself had its limits. 
This fact was emphasised in the statement 
published by the OCI in August 1971, when 
US President Nixon decided to permanently 
end the link between the US dollar and its 
gold standard. Denouncing the “gigantic 
waste of human labour, in which the 
productive forces set in motion by the 
exploited were transformed into destructive 
forces”, the statement (4) noted that: “The 
classic economic crisis is thus contained up 
to a point by the massive destruction of the 
productive forces used for the purposes of 
armament.” But only “up to a point”: 

“Sooner or later, if war does not become its logical conclusion, 
the limits of the market structured on private ownership of 
the means of production in the epoch of imperialism restrict 
the arms economy sector, just like all other sectors of the 
capitalist economy.” If war does not become its logical 
conclusion… It has become so today, and is tending to 
become so even more. 
Due to those limits, from 1971 onwards the measures taken 
by imperialism combined recourse to the arms economy – 
which was increasingly turning into a war economy – and the 
creation of a veritable industry of financial and shares-related 
speculation that fed constantly-expanding mountains of 
(largely fictitious) capital in order to get around the difficulty 
of valorising capital in the extraction of surplus-value. In 
various documents published around 20 years ago, we 
analysed this chain of developments that led from the 1971 
crisis to the financial and monetary deregulation which was 
unleashed and became widespread in the last quarter of the 
20th century (5). These developments led to the current 
situation, which combines the offensive to destroy nations 
and states with the widespread offensive against the value of 
labour-power. From crisis to crisis and from speculative 
bubble to speculative bubble, capital – sometimes real and 
sometimes fictitious, but always “in process”, to use Marx’s 
formulation – is ever-increasingly transformed into forces 
that are destructive of the forces of production, and 
particularly of the main productive force: the proletariat’s 
labour-power. 

From crisis to crisis 
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…constitutes “the fundamental objective criterion of the 
social revolution” 
The above analysis has for decades formed the common 
thread of the texts and documents of our political current hat 
fought for the reconstruction of the Fourth International with 
Comrade Lambert, then reproclaimed the Fourth 
International with him in 1993, up to the 2015 crisis that gave 
rise to the Organising Committee for the Reconstitution of 
the Fourth International (OCRFI). Thus, Section 1 of the 
written report submitted for discussion at the 
reproclamation Conference of the Sections of the Fourth 
International (6) established that “it is in relation to the 
fundamental objective criterion of the social revolution (the 
productive forces have ceased to grow, they are being 
transformed into destructive forces in the era of decaying 
capitalism) that we must assess the positions in the official 
labour movement on the one hand, and on the other the 
positions of the currents claiming to represent Trotskyism”.  

More recently, in September 2010 we wrote: “The current 
phase of the crisis of the capitalist system based on private 
ownership of the means of production – factually, the phase 
opened by the subprime mortgage crisis in 2007 – is nothing 
other than the culmination on an unprecedented scale of the 
various episodes which the decayed capitalist system has 
undergone in the past century. This phase strikingly (and 
dramatically) confirms the validity of Marxism (…). In the first 
year of the open subprime mortgage crisis, from August 2007 
to August 2008, the total sum of value destroyed was higher 
than the world’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP); in the words 
used by a bourgeois economist, higher than the cost of a 
general world war. (…) The unleashing of the destructive 
forces through a combination of the arms economy 
transformed into the war economy, the unleashing of those 
mountains of toxic financial products (what Marx called 
‘money as a destructive force’) that are swallowing up whole 
sectors of the world economy, to which we must add 
“machinery”, to quote Marx (i.e. the internet as a force that 
destroys the productive forces) – all of this expresses with 
unprecedented clarity the fact that capitalism can only 
survive by focusing its policy fully on destroying the main 
productive force: labour-power. Both by destroying hundreds 
of millions of jobs, by destroying everything that comprises 
the value of labour-power – social gains, labour gains, social 
security systems – but also the framework of nations and 
democratic guarantees” (7). Written in 2010, these lines 
continue to be completely relevant in these early days of 
2017. 
This is the method we need to use to assess the election of 
Trump. Contrary to the predictions and what has been said 
as part of the institutional game, it reflects the crisis of the 
political system of the United States. But confining ourselves 
to this assessment would be to stop at what is going on at the 
surface. Such an event, the shockwave of which is 
destabilising the whole world situation, cannot be 
understood without going to its roots. These roots can be 
summarised as follows: the world’s most powerful 
imperialism, which is able to carve up nations, intervene 
militarily in the four corners of the globe and impose its will 
on its partners (notably the European capitalist powers), has 
not been able – ten years after the 2007-8 crisis – to 
overcome the effects of the crisis and to return to economic 

growth. Compared with what happened in previous crises, 
this fact is unprecedented. 

This reflects the resistance of the US working class and the 
working classes of the whole world. Resistance which, 
despite the blows suffered and the retreats that have been 
imposed (due especially to the internal problems of the 
labour movement), has been an obstacle to the destruction 
of working-class gains, rights and guarantees that would have 
facilitated the re-establishment of conditions – certainly 
temporary – for the valorisation of capital. This situation also 
reflects the laws of capitalism in its death-agony. 
 
Diminishing growth 
In late 2016, the International Monetary Fund (IMF) once 
again revised downwards its forecasts for world growth in 
2016 and 2017 (8). Regarding the United States, it revised its 
forecast from 2.5 percent to 2.2 percent. However, the 
experts and institutions of finance capital had previously 
boasted about the supposedly excellent results of the “US 
locomotive” that was to pull the world towards the post-crisis 
land of plenty. To this end, they had highlighted some 
statistics in order to hide others more easily. Thus, the 
unemployment rate in the US supposedly fell to 4.9 percent, 
one of the lowest in the world. But the rate of participation 
in the labour market – which measures the ratio of the active 
population (workers and registered unemployed) to the 
whole working-age population (workers, registered and 
unregistered unemployed and inactive people) – actually fell 
to 63 percent (compared to over 67 percent fifteen years 
ago). Because to the number of registered unemployed we 
should add the workers who are no longer eligible for 
unemployment benefit, and those who are discouraged from 
seeking work (at least through official channels). So if we 
include all categories of workers involved, the real 
unemployment rate in the US is 10 percent (9). In an attempt 
to survive, millions of workers are feeding the informal 
economy – casual jobs, trafficking – and using any means 
they can find to get by.  
The proportion of the population living on government food-
stamps under the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 
Program (SNAP) in growing continuously; it stands at 15 
percent today, compared to 9 percent in 2008 and 6 percent 
in 2000. The current rate is the highest since the food-stamp 
programme was set up in 1939. The official poverty rate 
reached 13.5 percent of the population in 2015, below the 
2010-11 high (15 percent) but higher than in 2007 (12.5 
percent). It reached 15 to 16 percent in major industrial 
States and was higher in several southern States (in some 
cases exceeding 18 percent), among Blacks (24.1 percent) 
and among Hispanics/Latinos (21 percent). Today, around 90 
million Americans are classified as poor or near the poverty 
threshold. 
What is true in the US also applies to the other big capitalist 
powers (10). The forecasts are hardly better for the 
“emerging” countries – for which the IMF says “the outlook 
(…) is uneven and generally weaker than in the past” – and 
for the oil-producing countries, which are suffering the 
consequences of the fall in prices. 
The crisis that opened in 2007-8 is far from over. The 
measures taken by finance capital in its attempt to exit this 
crisis are preparing the conditions for an even bigger crisis. 



10 The Internationale n°5 – February 2017 
 
Already, its consequences are devastating for the workers 
and peoples of the whole world. One report published in July 
2016 by the McKinsey Global Institute, which examines the 
evolution of household incomes in countries referred to as 
the most advanced in the world (i.e. the imperialist centres), 
asks: “Poorer than their parents?” 
 
And yet…huge amounts of money were deployed 
And yet, the amounts of money deployed by the 
governments under capital’s leadership (OECD, IMF, 
European Union, etc.) have been huge. Imperialism is 
characterised by the merger of banking capital and industrial 
capital under the direction of the former. The survival of the 
capitalist economy in its imperialist stage therefore has first 
of all to involve the valorisation of finance capital (11). This is 
what governed the first measures taken in 2007 – involving 
unprecedented sums – in an attempt to safeguard the big 
banks and other financial institutions (insurance companies, 
mortgage agencies, etc.), accompanied by vast purges of the 
system in order to eliminate the weakest players. In late 
2008, the Paulson Plan provided for the injection of 
US$885 billion into the US financial system – which in total 
received between US$1.5 trillion and US$2 trillion over the 
period 2008-9. Then there were the programmes launched in 
Europe: the three main countries (Germany, Britain and 
France) injected a total of 1,224 billion euros (roughly 
equivalent to US$1.315 trillion) into a financial system that 
was heavily involved in the subprime mortgage market. The 
so-called emerging countries were not outdone, with India 
deploying 9 billion euros, Singapore 75 billion euros and 
Saudi Arabia 30 billion euros (equivalent to US$9.7 billion, 
US$80.5 billion and US$32.2 billion respectively). 

These massive injections of funds were accompanied by the 
disappearance of the weakest sectors of the “banking 
industry”: more than 500 US banks (7 percent of the 
country’s total) have declared bankruptcy since 2007; almost 
as many have disappeared through mergers or being bought 
by other banking groups; the network of bank branches has 
been drastically reduced; and some banking activities have 
been discontinued. In Europe, despite some high-profile 
bankruptcies (Royal Bank of Scotland, Fortis Bank, Dexia, 
etc.), the phenomenon was lesser in scale. For all that, 
nothing has been resolved. In its latest report on financial 
stability, the IMF highlighted the great fragility of the world 
banking system, mainly in Europe (12), and persistent 
weaknesses in the US. 

It called for the elimination pure and simple of the weakest 
banks and the least profitable branches and subsidiaries, and 
for the reform of their organisation and balance-sheets, in 
order to ensure general financial stability and – above all – 
the profitability of the banks. The purge is continuing and 
shows no signs of ending. Thus, the business and financial 
news agency Bloomberg has calculated that in late 2015 the 
global banking sector had seen 600,000 job-cuts since 2008 
(13). As part of this process, US finance capital is active 
behind the scenes and is bringing more and more pressure to 
bear on its competitors. 
Government aid and the restructuring of the banks have 
occurred at a cost of states taking on massive new debt, 
which itself has been used by the institutions of finance 

capital (dominated by the United States) as leverage to 
impose “structural reforms” that are supposed to allow the 
re-establishment of acceptable rates of profit. This debt has 
also been inflated by the “aid” granted to some sectors of 
industry for restructuring. According to the McKinsey Global 
Institute, worldwide government debt showed annual 
growth of 9.7 percent between 2007 and 2014, an increase 
of US$25 trillion. 
Have these measures allowed industry to recover in the 
United States? No. And this is the whole problem for the 
capitalists. Faced with the 2007-8 crisis, the Bush 
administration first of all gave a massive boost to the 
destruction of production capacity: we recall the 
US$80 billion given to the auto sector, mainly to Chrysler and 
General Motors. The corollary of this aid was the 
disappearance of one-third of the sector’s blue-collar 
workforce, the signing of agreements with the trade unions 
that reduced wages, the closure of factories and the 
offshoring of part or all of production to Mexico. The same 
path was followed elsewhere (14)  
In the United States, 2.3 million industrial jobs were 
destroyed in 2008 and 2009, mainly in the auto industry, steel 
and engineering. Ten years later, industrial production has 
only just recovered to pre-crisis levels, but this has only 
generated 850,000 jobs – so 1.5 million jobs have not been 
replaced. Growth in manufacturing output over recent years 
has been four times higher than growth in employment. 
“Productivity gains”, i.e. the extraction of ever-increasing 
amounts of surplus-value, have been achieved through wage 
stagnation (absolute or relative reductions in wages), the 
extension of working-time, job-flexibility and the cutting of 
employment positions (15). 
 
The myths of relocation and compensating for the loss of 
jobs 
These developments put an end to two myths. The first myth 
concerns compensation: the loss of jobs in one sector would 
supposedly be set off by gains in others. With retraining for 
new “trades”, balance would be re-established. Let us take 
the case of the United States: the sectors that were most 
affected by the destruction of jobs between 2008 and 2014 
were manufacturing, construction, wholesale and retail 
trade, and office jobs, with a total of 6.45 million jobs lost. 
During the same period, the most dynamic sectors in terms 
of jobs were the catering/hotel sector, the healthcare/wel-
fare sector, technical and scientific staff, and, once again, 
offices jobs and retail. Job creation in these sectors totalled 
6.25 million. Net loss: 201,000 jobs. Also, the average annual 
wage of workers in the most dynamic sectors in terms of jobs 
was 15 percent lower than in the less dynamic sectors. Only 
the sectors of office jobs and retail showed a positive balance 
of 180,000 jobs (2.2 million jobs cut and 2.38 million 
created), but the average wage of new employees was half 
that of the ex-employees whose jobs were cut (16). 
The other more recent myth is about relocations and the 
creation of jobs they generate. It is true that over the last few 
years we have seen the return – especially to the United 
States – of production that had been offshored to countries 
with lower labour costs. The main reason given has been that 
since wage costs in the “emerging countries” are tending to 
rise (which can only be welcomed by every labour activist), it 
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would be more profitable to repatriate production to the 
imperialist countries. It is true that in the US, these 
relocations have occurred in devastated areas (due to 
previous offshoring) which have experienced unemployment 
rates that are far higher than the national average, and 
therefore offered opportunities to exert even more 
downward pressure on wages. For example, in states – like 
Wisconsin – that have just passed “right-to-work” legislation, 
which in practice threatens the right to organise trade 
unions…with the same result in terms of driving down wages. 
But reading the statistics and studies on this subject reveals 
that, for example, the creation of 100,000 jobs as a result of 
the relocation of some production (between 2010 and 2013) 
barely compensated for the loss of jobs caused by the 
offshoring that occurred during that same period. In 
addition, that compensation did not occur at the same wage 
rates. 
So, let us repeat, there has been no form of real recovery 
whatsoever in the US capitalist economy, ten 
years after the eruption of the subprime 
mortgage crisis. Nor has there been any 
recovery in the world capitalist economy, 
which – depending on the country – ranges 
from grim stagnation, based on the mass 
destruction of labour-power, to deep 
recession. 

It is in this context that someone like Trump 
could be elected. Although personally he is 
very representative of US finance capital, he 
campaigned as the champion of boosting 
production by repatriating US-owned 
industrial facilities back to the United States 
from Mexico, Asia, etc. This demagogy only 
attracted the votes of some desperate sectors 
of the white working class because facing him 
was Hillary Clinton, who was identified by 
broad sectors of the US working class as the 
official representative of Wall Street and the 
big corporations that have been destroying 
jobs, and who nevertheless had the support 
of the leadership of the AFL-CIO trade union 
confederation (who, after the election, could be seen 
meeting with Trump and singing his praises!). 
Ten years after the eruption of the so-called subprime 
mortgage crisis, “arms, money and machinery” are acting 
more than ever as major levers in the transformation of the 
productive forces into destructive forces. 
 
The arms economy as a destructive force  
When the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute 
(SIPRI) released its 2016 Yearbook, which collates data from 
168 countries, commentators pointed out that “global 
military spending reached a ten-year high” in 2015, marking 
“a turning point in global military expenditure” that would 
most likely be confirmed in 2016. On 9 July 2016, NATO 
issued a communiqué after its Summit in Warsaw celebrating 
the fact that it had “turned a corner” and calling on all 
member states to “meet the NATO guideline to spend a 
minimum of 2 percent of their Gross Domestic Product on 
defence.” Since then, there has been constant pressure (17). 
The increase in military spending in the main imperialist 

countries – which accounts for a growing percentage of 
public budgets (18) – is of course linked to the growing 
military involvement in wars in Syria, Iraq and Africa in the 
best interests of the multinationals. The result of this is to 
drive an increasing militarisation of the economy. Thus, 
Barack Obama authorised a modernisation programme for 
the US’s nuclear strike capacity, to the tune of US$1 trillion 
by 2030. As for Trump, one week after his inauguration he 
visited the Pentagon and announced “an executive action to 
begin a great rebuilding of the armed services of the United 
States”, adding: “We're developing a plan for new planes, 
new ships, new resources, and new tools for our men and 
women in uniform”. 
 
Money as a destructive force 
Since 2007, the mountain of capital eagerly seeking 
revalorisation has continuously grown at a fast rate, the 
combined result of the measures taken by governments to 

bail out the banks and the capitalists, the 
policies aimed at crushing the value of labour-
power, and the activity of speculation itself. 
For the stock markets, 2016 was another 
euphoric year. On the New York Stock 
Exchange, the Dow Jones, Nasdaq and SP500 
indexes all continually set new record highs 
right up to the end of the year, and even in 
early 2017. The same thing occurred with the 
CAC 40 stock market index in France. 

To which we should add that increasingly, the 
European states are borrowing from hedge 
funds, i.e. from especially speculative funds, 
to cover their budget deficits and to service 
the interest on their debt. Thus, in the coming 
years the economies of the most powerful 
European capitalist states will be increasingly 
vulnerable to pressure, blackmail, threats and 
manoeuvres by the biggest speculative funds, 
with all this implies in terms of the scale of the 
capital they will need to pay out to the banks, 
and the blows they will deliver against the 
workers and peoples as a consequence. Other 

explosive bubbles are developing, fed by the policy of 
quantitative easing (QE), which – through massive injections 
of liquidity into the markets – creates breathing-space while 
waiting for the restoration of a “normal” or “acceptable” 
level of valorisation of capital, from the point of view of 
profits and therefore of the conditions for capitalist 
exploitation. But for how long? 
 
“Machinery” (the internet) as a destructive force  
When Marx referred to the role of “machinery” contributing 
to transforming the productive forces into destructive forces, 
he was talking about the massive but temporary destruction 
of “excess” productive forces. Today, the Internet economy is 
playing an increasingly important role in the destruction of 
jobs, deskilling and the dismantling of collective guarantees 
won through the class struggle (19). The sole aim of this is to 
drive down what the capitalists call “labour costs”, which is 
nothing other than the value of labour-power – the 
recognition of which was imposed by the working class 
through its struggle under specific historical conditions. We 
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will not revisit here the various aspects of the Internet 
economy, which we have already had the occasion to 
address. For example, the use of information technology (IT) 
to facilitate offshoring to low-cost countries and the transfer 
and outsourcing of activities such as call-
centres and teleworking. More generally, the 
replacement of human labour with IT has 
developed the replacement of living labour 
with dead labour on an unprecedented scale, 
increasing the organic composition of capital 
and intensifying the tendency of the rate of 
profit to fall. To this is now being added the 
development of “new forms” of employment, 
in particular what is referred to as 
“collaborative work”. According to the French 
government website Vie publique [Public life], 
this notion “is based on the sharing or 
exchange between private individuals of goods 
(cars, accommodation, parking, power-tools, etc.), services 
(carpool, do-it-yourself, etc.), or knowledge (IT courses, 
learning communities, etc.), with monetary exchange (selling, 
renting, service delivery) or with non-monetary exchange 
(donation, barter, volunteering), via a digital networking 
platform”. Today this sector is said to represent a global 
market of US$15 billion, and is expected to reach US$335 
billion within ten years (20).  
Some 90,000 start-ups around the world are working in this 
very profitable niche market (21). As far as the capitalists are 
concerned, these forms of employment, which disperse the 
workers and remove them from the wider workforce, also 
have the advantage of reducing costs. They see before them 
workers who are isolated, “free” to set their own schedule 
but dependent on the “platform” which they have joined. 
The only thing that such platforms are there for is to ensure 
the lowest possible cost for the end-customer. Thus, Uber 
took advantage of its dominant position to impose rate 
reductions on drivers who had joined its platform and for 
whom it was “take it or leave it” (22). 
 
Everything comes down to the laws of capital 
Marx’s analysis of capital and its laws rests on a foundation-
stone that is summarised in the following passage from 
Theories of Surplus-Value: “Productive labour, in its meaning 
for capitalist production, is wage-labour which (…) produces 
surplus-value for the capitalist. (…) Only that wage-labour is 
productive which produces capital. (This is the same as saying 
that it reproduces on an enlarged scale the sum of value 
expended on it, or that it gives in return more labour than it 
receives in the form of wages) (…).  
The mere existence of a class of capitalists, and therefore of 
capital, depends on the productivity of labour: not however 
on its absolute, but on its relative productivity. For example: 
if a day’s labour only sufficed to keep the worker alive, that 
is, to reproduce his labour-power, speaking in an absolute 
sense his labour would be productive because it would be 
reproductive; that is to say, because it constantly replaced the 
values (equal to the value of its own labour-power) which it 
consumed. But in the capitalist sense it would not be 
productive because it produced no surplus-value.” (23) 
Once produced, surplus-value must then be realised – 
therefore the commodity that contains it must be sold. Here 

we move from the sphere of production to the sphere of 
consumption. Now, what sets the limits of society’s 
consumer power? It is not, wrote Marx, the “absolute 
productive power”, and even less “the absolute consumer 

power”, because one cannot see where the 
objective limits of either may lie. No: 
according to the laws of capital, “consumer 
power (…) is not determined either by the 
absolute productive power, or by the absolute 
consumer power, but by the consumer power 
based on antagonistic conditions of 
distribution, which reduce the consumption of 
the bulk of society to a minimum varying 
within more or less narrow limits.” (24). So, 
Marx points out, “the more productiveness 
develops, the more it finds itself at variance 
with the narrow basis on which the conditions 
of consumption rest”, with the result that 

“capitalist production seeks continually to overcome these 
immanent barriers, but overcomes them only by means which 
again place these barriers in its way and on a more 
formidable scale. The real barrier of capitalist production is 
capital itself.” (25). 
In a book published 18 years ago (26), we showed how the 
decayed and rotten imperialism of the late 20th century was 
facing growing difficulty in finding fields of activity to invest 
in that would produce surplus-value. The more the gigantic 
amount of capital eager for valorisation grows larger still, the 
more the possible fields for valorisation in the production of 
surplus-value grow smaller – or in any case do not develop as 
much as necessary. 
Hence, the laws of capital as analysed by Marx – in particular, 
the law of the tendency for the rate of profit to fall, and the 
law of the constant increase of the organic composition of 
capital – operate in a framework where, increasingly, relative 
surplus-value is extracted at a cost of the mass destruction of 
the productive forces: the destruction of factories and entire 
industrial branches, and above all the  destructive offensive 
against the proletariat (the cutting of millions of jobs, and the 
savage driving down of the recognised value of labour-power 
through deskilling and the onslaught on collective 
guarantees, labour codes, collective bargaining agreements, 
recognised job-grades, wage norms, social welfare, etc.). It is 
“reaction all down the line” – to quote Lenin’s formulation – 
that characterises the imperialist stage of capitalism, as it 
finds itself powerless to allow the development of surplus-
value by the productive forces. Hence the increasing search 
for tricks that would allow the appropriation of the 
proportion of surplus-value produced without going through 
the process of production. But this circumvention does not 
increase the amount of surplus-value produced. It only 
deepens the contradictions that are inherent to the capitalist 
system. We can never repeat this often enough: scientific 
socialism is based on objective facts. Marx defines the 
relative surplus-value extracted by the capitalists as the result 
of the reduction in “the labour-time necessary for the  
production of labour-power”, but this “cannot be lessened by 
a fall in the labourer’s wages below the value of his labour-
power, but only by a fall in this value itself” (27). For the 
worker to spend less time to produce a value corresponding 
to what s/he consumes (creating free extra working-time, 
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and therefore the source of extra surplus-value for the 
employer), the value of what s/he consumes needs to have 
been produced in less time itself. Capital will therefore 
permanently seek to realise this relative surplus-value 
through an increase in the productivity of labour reducing the 
average value of commodities. At the time, Marx dismissed 
as marginal (although it existed) the practice that aimed at 
reducing the value of labour-power by reducing the worker’s 
wages to below the value of commodities, because this had 
the drawback that “the proper reproduction of his labour-
power is crippled”. In Class Struggle and Globalization, we 
observed that the decay – prolonged beyond any expectation 
– of the capitalist system in its imperialist stage had modified 
this fact: now, what increasingly dominates is the extraction 
of relative surplus-value through lowering wages below the 
value of labour-power. This form of relative surplus-value 
(which we called “type 2 relative surplus-value”) combines 
with the first type, resulting increasingly in “lowering the 
value of labour-power (…) absolutely, reducing the workers’ 
capacity to consume”. We wrote that this growing tendency 
of a capitalist system in its death-agony “threatens the whole 
of working humanity with only being able to reproduce its 
labour-power in conditions that every day are more crippling” 
and leads to a society “where the right to work would be 
replaced by the right to employment, and where wages 
would be replaced by allowances or social welfare”. (28) 
This analysis – which is nothing more than an updating of the 
basics of Marxism, of Lenin’s analysis of imperialism and 
Trotsky’s analysis in the Transitional Programme – marked all 
of the texts of the World Congresses of the Fourth 
International following its reproclamation, in particular the 
Fourth, Fifth and Sixth World Congresses. On this point, we 
draw attention to that fact that in the Transitional 
Programme, Trotsky established a close link between, on the 
one hand, the assertion that humankind’s productive forces 
had ceased to grow, and on the other the fact that the 
traditional leaderships of the labour movement were leading 
the working class from one defeat to another (hence, the 
central task for the Fourth International is to help resolve the 
crisis of humankind that is reduced to the crisis of the 
revolutionary leadership of the proletariat). In the epoch of 
decayed imperialism, there is no room whatsoever for any 
attempt to soften its laws, to give them “a human face”, to 
socialise them. More than ever, the choice is: socialism or 
barbarism, the expropriation of capital or submission to 
capital. 
 
In this context, returning to Trump’s election 
It is by acknowledging this as the starting-point that the 
significance of Trump’s election can be understood. The 
failure of the Obama administration is the concentrated 
expression of the most powerful capitalism’s inability to 
create the conditions for “economic recovery”, despite the 
mass destruction of the productive forces, under the 
“normal” conditions that have prevailed until now. What was 
needed was to try something else. Which is what Trump had 
promised, and what he has reaffirmed in his sensational and 
bellicose announcements in the early days of his term, 
openly declaring his intentions for all-out war on the workers 
and peoples of the whole world, and on the workers and 
youth of the United States itself. The future will tell regarding 

Trump’s capacity to be, as he modestly declared. “The 
greatest jobs producer that God ever created”. What is 
certain is that if jobs are created, it will be on the basis of the 
mass destruction of existing jobs in Mexico and the 
devalorisation of the US proletariat’s labour-power, by calling 
into question the US proletariat’s collective gains. 

But what is absolutely certain is that this offensive will come 
up against the future developments in the class struggle. The 
fact remains that the reason why the failure of the Obama 
administration did not result in a positive outcome from the 
labour perspective is that the AFL-CIO leadership aligned 
itself completely with Clinton as candidate, when at the same 
she was Wall Street’s preferred candidate. Which brings us 
back to the crisis of humankind being reduced to the crisis of 
the revolutionary leadership.  
 
The “anonymous renegade” and his twin brother 
Here, we must return not to the positions developed by the 
“anonymous renegade” referred to by François Forgue in his 
article (29) in this issue of our review, but to his/her twin in 
renunciation, Lucien Gauthier. Just after Trump’s election, 
the latter signed an article that was published on the front 
page of Informations Ouvrieres – an unusual occurrence – 
and immediately distributed around the world in every 
language. Under the headline “United States, Trump elected 
President… crisis”, Gauthier formulates the hypothesis – with 
rare boldness! – that Trump’s election is linked to the reality 
“of an economic and social crisis – a refraction of the crisis of 
the entire system of private ownership of the means of 
production within the most powerful imperialism”.  

We are dumbfounded at the profundity of this analysis. So 
there is “an economic and social crisis in the United States”? 
And this crisis is “a refraction of the crisis of the whole system 
of private ownership of the means of production”? There 
have been numerous “economic and social crises” in the 
United States: in the 1860s, in the 1880s, before the First 
World War, in 1929, in the 1980s, in 2000… As for the “crisis 
of the whole system of private ownership of the means of 
production”, this is a general truth that has characterised the 
capitalist system for at least a century, and even more. And 
yet, Donald Trump had not been elected then! 
So what is the nature of the crisis today, in 2017? To this 
question, Gauthier offers no answer. The destruction of the 
productive forces, the destructive forces, the crucial role of 
the arms economy, money and mechanisation? On these, not 
a word. The political and theoretical development that was 
patiently built up by Marx, Engels, Lenin, Trotsky and Lambert 
on these crucial questions? Forgotten! There is the “general 
crisis of the system” – big deal! On this point, Gauthier can 
be in agreement with many people who have absolutely 
nothing to do with Marxism or even with the labour 
movement. Who today would dare to deny that there is an 
economic and social crisis? No-one. Who would dare to deny 
that there is a crisis of capitalism? No-one, really. Lucien 
Gauthier is indeed the twin brother of the anonymous 
renegade who – as François Forgue points out – is calling for 
the analyses and positions of the World Congresses of the 
Fourth International on breaking with the European Union to 
be thrown in the dustbin, despite the fact that at the time, he 
voted in favour of all the resolutions, just as we did. The same 
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renunciation of the whole theoretical and political legacy 
produced over decades also characterises Gauthier’s 
positions regarding the stage reached by the crisis of decay 
of imperialist capitalism, and hence, the role played within 
this crisis by the apparatuses, the mainstay of the survival of 
that decayed system. 
Because something else is missing from his globally-
distributed article. For a current that has continuously 
declared that throughout the world, the main – even the only 
– political representation of the working class are the trade 
unions, it is astonishing to note that in this Informations 
Ouvrieres article the following words are completely absent: 
labour organisations, labour movement, trade unions. Are 
there no trade union organisations in the US? Come on, now! 
The trade unions in the US bring together 17 million 
members, of which 13.2 million are affiliated to the AFL-CIO. 
Did this organisation not play any role in the election 
campaign? Quite the opposite! It placed all of its financial and 
activist resources at the service of Hillary Clinton’s campaign 
– just as it had accompanied and supported Obama’s entire 
policy eight years earlier in various ways. Do the AFL-CIO 
leaders bear no responsibility for the current situation? Yes, 
of course they do! Is their alignment with the leading circles 
of Wall Street, which in the eyes of the mases is responsible 
for the mass destruction of the productive forces, not a 
reflection, an echo of the leaders of the labour organisations 
aligning themselves with nascent imperialism a century ago, 
which was the focus of Lenin’s theoretical proof in 1914? 
Finally, is there not a link between the revisionist centre’s 
denial of the main characteristic of the destruction of the 
productive forces and its attempt to skirt around the weight 
and role of the leaders of the labour organisations in the 
current situation? (30) 
 
The debate is not new 
Let us repeat: at the Reproclamation Conference of the 
Fourth International (1993), at the First World Conference of 
the Sections (1996), at the Fourth, Fifth and Sixth World 
Congresses of the reproclaimed Fourth International (1999, 
2002 and 2006), resolutions were adopted which clearly 
characterised the offensive by decayed imperialism that 
focused on the destruction of the value of labour-power, and 
the major role played by the apparatuses in that offensive. 
These documents were adopted at that time by Lucien 
Gauthier and the renegades of today. All of them voted for 
everything…until Comrade Pierre Lambert died. Lambert had 
barely departed (in January 2008) when their offensive 
began. From among the initial renunciations they called for, 
let us highlight the discussion that took place in July 2010, 
during a meeting of the International Secretariat (IS) of the 
Fourth International. A laborious discussion had been held 
over several months to prepare a statement by the Fourth 
International, without agreement being reached, and with 
Lucien Gauthier persisting in wanting to “push” a line that 
called into question our previous analyses. On 1 July 2010, 
therefore, Lucien Gauthier tabled in his own name a text 
which he presented as “the political axis upon which we 
should produce a resolution [in the name] of the Fourth 
International”. He pointed out that it was not a question of 
“writing a resolution on the crisis of capitalism in general”, 
but of “starting from the crisis of the rule of the US capitalist 

class”. This very long text, which was published subsequently 
(31), ignored all previous elaboration by our movement on 
the nature and the crisis of the capitalist system in the 
imperialist epoch, for which he substituted the “crisis of 
imperialism’s political rule”… The discussion developed. 
Another IS member objected: “The draft text (…) constantly 
confuses the crisis of US imperialism’s rule with the crisis of 
the system based on private ownership of the means of 
production. The draft text switches indiscriminately from one 
crisis to the other, as if these were two equal designations for 
the same phenomenon. On the contrary, in my opinion it is 
indispensable to distinguish between the two. It is the stage 
reached by the crisis of decay of the system based on private 
ownership of the means of production that is dragging the 
whole of humankind towards barbarism and destruction.  

The crisis of US imperialism’s rule, which – and here we agree 
– has reached unprecedented depths, is an expression of that 
crisis of decay of the system based on private ownership of 
the means of production. It is one of the expressions, but one 
cannot be reduced to the other. By confusing these two 
elements, one cannot distinguish cause from effect. What 
characterises the current crisis has first of all to do with the 
degree reached by the deadlock of the system based on 
private ownership of the means of production, with the 
enormous power of the destructive forces unleashed by the 
crisis which directly threatens the existence of nations, 
peoples, working classes and the whole of humankind. 

This confusion between the crisis of US imperialism’s rule and 
the crisis of decay of the social system based on private 
ownership of the means of production overlaps a theoretical 
question: the question of the process of transformation of the 
productive forces into destructive forces. This should be the 
starting-point and the main thread of a statement by the 
Fourth International. Because the unprecedented degree 
reached today by that process places on the agenda, as never 
before, the need and the relevance today of the struggle for 
the proletarian revolution that will expropriate the means of 
production and appropriate them collectively. I find it 
incomprehensible that what has constituted the determining 
reference-point of our current’s theoretical development for 
more than a century should not today be the backbone of the 
document submitted to us here, at a time when that 
reference-point is even more burningly relevant in the current 
crisis than it has ever been.  
How are we to understand that this reference-point is not the 
axis of the statement by the Fourth International? It should 
be the axis, all the more because the political forces – which 
emerged from Stalinism, social democracy and Pabloism, all 
of them definitively lined up on the side of the bourgeois 
order – that are camped in the labour movement at the 
highest levels of the apparatuses are today, at a time when 
the transformation of the productive forces into destructive 
forces is raging, going all the way in taking responsibility for 
managing the survival of the decayed capitalist system. What 
I find significant is that for the last three years, capital under 
US rule has adopted measure after measure that were 
supposed to overcome the consequences of the crisis, and 
that every one of those measures, based on the mass 
destruction of the productive forces, especially the 
proletariat, every one of those measures has only resulted in 
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new disasters, without even the hint of the appearance of an 
economic recovery, unlike previous big crises. 
Should we say this? And should we draw the conclusion that 
never before has the urgent need for the proletarian 
revolution been so clearly stressed by the crisis of decay of the 
social system based on private ownership of the means of 
production? Never before has the Marxist thesis on the 
destructive forces been confirmed so clearly. Why did it 
disappear from the document proposed to us, when on the 
contrary it should constitute the axis of the dialogue with 
workers, currents and activists engaged with us in the 
struggle for class independence? 
And this has consequences at the political 
level. (…) First of all, the assessment of the 
“policy of the apparatuses”. No, we cannot 
confine ourselves to the fact that the social 
democratic parties and those resulting from 
the explosion of the Stalinist bureaucracy 
“are moving forward to curb and divert the 
mobilisation by the workers that is tending 
towards an uprising by the peoples”. No. This 
is about something else. In the Preface to the 
French and German editions of Imperialism, 
the Highest Stage of Capitalism, Lenin takes 
care to link the nature of imperialism and the 
existence of “the real agents of the 
bourgeoisie in the working-class movement, 
the labour lieutenants of the capitalist class”. 
And Lenin adds: “Unless the economic roots of this 
phenomenon are understood and its political and social 
significance is appreciated, not a step can be taken toward 
the solution of the practical problems of the communist 
movement and of the impending social revolution.”  

What was true for Lenin in 1920, when he wrote that Preface, 
is even truer 90 years later. If one is seeking to understand – 
the better to combat – the mechanisms that have led to the 
leaderships of the Socialist Party, Communist Party and the 
United Secretariat not only abandoning the struggle for the 
revolution, but even for class independence, not only 
collaborating with the bourgeoisie, but much more, directly 
taking responsibility for the corporatist offensive to co-opt 
the labour organisations and eliminate political democracy 
and nations; if one wants to understand this situation, then it 
needs to be linked to its economic roots, to quote Lenin, i.e. 
to the degree reached by the decay of the social system based 
on private ownership of the means of production, to the 
meaning of “reaction all down the line”, and far beyond that, 
to the general tendency to transform the productive forces 
into destructive forces, with the destruction of the productive 
forces henceforth as the main source of relative surplus-
value. 

If one does not make the link between these phenomena, 
then one will tend also to fail to correctly understand the 
actions of the apparatuses but also the contradictions that 
arise, including when the apparatuses are solicited to destroy 
the reforms gained by the working class during capitalism’s 
ascendant phase.” (32) 

Just after this contribution (from which we have just quoted 
some extracts), another member of the IS spoke: as far as he 
was concerned, this discussion was crucial, this contribution 

needed to be deciphered in order to be able continue the 
discussion. Hiding from further discussion, Gauthier then 
hurriedly announced that he was withdrawing his text. 
However, the IS considered that the exchange that had just 
taken place could not be allowed to simply disappear. The 
discussion could not be skirted around. The decision was 
taken to publish an internal discussion bulletin of the General 
Council that would reproduce his draft text (as a 
contribution) and the recorded text of the opposing 
contribution quoted above. 
This discussion contained the seeds of the problems that 

were at the heart of the 2015 crisis. One can 
see that the roots of the crystallisation of this 
revisionist current capitulating before the 
apparatuses go way back. Those who were 
preparing the splitting crisis did everything 
they could to prevent this discussion from 
developing. The renunciation of the 
reactionary character all down the line of 
capitalism in its decayed imperialist stage, of 
imperialist capitalism as the destroyer of the 
productive forces, is today the “theoretical” 
veneer needed for their policy of aligning 
themselves with the apparatuses, just as it 
was previously for the Pabloites. To take just 
one example from many: in France, as we 
know, the El Khomri labour “reform” was 
enacted, following months of fierce struggles 

by a working class confronted with their leaders’ obstinate 
refusal to go beyond fragmented 24-hour actions and to 
engage in a united fight until the reform was withdrawn. 
What did the leaders of the Internationalist Communist 
Current (CCI) say then? In the trade union organisations, their 
activists and officials – right up to the highest levels – said, 
wrote and repeated ad nauseam, hundreds of times: “The 
confederal leaderships did not put a foot wrong.” Regarding 
the outcome of the class struggle, they said and wrote: “The 
main thing is that the Force Ouvriere-CGT axis was 
preserved.” Of course, the working class in France fought 
back. But, yes or no: have yawning gaps not been opened up 
in the Labour Code by the El Khomri reform? Yes or no: was 
this made possible by the orientation of the leaderships? 
Should this be hidden? 

It is true that if the destructive forces no longer exist, if the 
general tendency is no longer for the productive forces to be 
destroyed, then perhaps capitalism still has a bright future? 
And in that case, those same leaders – who, the CCI 
leadership claims, did not put a foot wrong in the class 
struggle – would not be wrong to call for measures to boost 
industrial production, as if this were not subordinated to the 
(destructive) requirements of finance capital. If this were the 
case, then the conditions would not be ripe for revolution, 
the time will not have come for the Fourth International? One 
can better understand why the revisionist centre is stressing 
their claim that the only political representation of the 
working class are those trade union organisations, including 
the apparatuses that lead them (33). This revision of the 
Marxist analysis of imperialism means that the 
“Correspondence Committee” is a variety of neo-Pabloism 
that does not dare speak its name. 

The renunciation 
of the reactionary 
character all down 
the line of 
imperialist 
capitalism is the 
“theoretical” 
veneer needed for  
aligning 
themselves with 
the apparatuses 
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But the class struggle has its own laws. It poses the need for 
an independent struggle which, starting from the most 
modest of demands, leads to the struggle to break with the 
rule – both political and economic – of the capitalist class, i.e. 
to seize the means of production out of the hands of the 
capitalists, which is the only way of allowing a rapid 
development of humankind’s productive forces on the basis 
of the socialisation of the means of production. Which will 
only be made possible by the working class taking the power 
into its own hands. 
Today this is a crucial debate in the labour movement. It 
comes down to the choice expressed by Rosa Luxemburg: 
“socialism or barbarism”. Or again: struggling for the 
expropriation of capital or accompanying capitalist 
exploitation. As far as we are concerned, the issue is clear. 
More than ever, the time has come for the Fourth 
International, therefore for the struggle for its 
reconstruction.  
 
________________________________ 
 
(1) Humankind’s productive forces express the degree of 
humankind’s rule over nature. They include everything that allows 
humankind to produce: the means of production (tools, 
machinery), natural resources, accumulated wealth and – first and 
foremost – men and women themselves as producers. Marx 
considered that “the main productive force [are] the labouring 
masses”, because ultimately all other productive forces flow from 
humankind as a productive force. 
(2) Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, The German Ideology (1846), 
Part 1, Section D. 
(3) Marxist Study Circle, 24 January 1969. This lecture was 
reprinted in La Vérité (at that time the official organ of the French 
section of the Fourth International) Issue no.604, June 1989. 
(4) The statement was published in La Vérité Issue no.554-555 
(October 1971) and reproduced as an Annexe in Class Struggle and 
Globalisation by Daniel Gluckstein (San Francisco, APIO Publishing, 
2000). 
(5) See in particular Class Struggle and Globalisation, the French 
original of which was published in 1999. 
(6) “Should the World Conference of the Sections proceed with 
reproclaiming the Fourth International?”, La Vérité Issue no.613, 
August 1993. 
(7) Contribution by Comrade Seldjouk, Internal Bulletin No.1 of the 
General Council of the Fourth International, September 2010. 
(8) See World Economic Outlook – Subdued Demand: Symptoms 
and Remedies, October 2016. 
(9) All of the statistics quoted regarding the US come from the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, a unit of the United States Department 
of Labor. It should be noted that long-term unemployment has 
risen from 20 percent to 30 percent, peaking at 40 percent in 2012. 
(10) In Europe, the IMF’s economic forecast is also downwards 
(from 1.5 percent to 1.8 percent). This situation is resulting in the 
working class, which has not been damaged as much as in the US 
due to the existence of significant labour gains (which nevertheless 
are under severe attack), deteriorating at an increasing rate. 
Currently, there are a little over 20 million unemployed in the 
European Union (8.2 percent of the active population). If we add 
to the registered unemployed the 17 million workers in 
underemployment or those who are discouraged from officially 
seeking work, we arrive at 41 million workers who do not have a 
real job or any kind of job. 
(11) And, for lack of valorisation, in any case its non-depreciation. 
Hence the absurd but nonetheless real use for several years of 
negative interest rates, which allow the big financial institutions to 
“shelter” part of their capital, even if it means paying in order to 

be able to lend to states and financial institutions, as a means of 
insuring themselves against any harmful convulsion. 
(12) The European banks have formally declared more than 1,000 
billion euros (roughly US$1.1 trillion) in non-performing loans 
(NPLs) in their balance-sheets, a figure which, according to the 
OECD, conceals a much worse situation in reality. 
(13) In 2015 alone, 99,000 jobs were cut. Citibank, which has axed 
one-third of its workforce (around 140,000 staff initially), has 
announced 2,000 lay-offs this year. Other recent announcements 
include: 26,000 job-cuts at Deutsche Bank by 2018; 50,000 job-
cuts at HSBC by 2017; 30,000 job-cuts at Royal Bank of Scotland 
and Barclays; and so on. 
(14) Thus in France, the government also provided all kinds of aid 
to the auto sector. The result was the same as in the US. Since 
2008, 75,000 jobs have been cut, involving one-quarter of 
employees on permanent and fixed-term contracts. This also 
brought about the destruction of 40,000 jobs at auto accessories 
and equipment manufacturers, with many of them driven out of 
business. Temporary employment, which has become the 
“adjustment variable” of choice, has gone through the roof. So-
called “competitiveness” agreements have been introduced, 
freezing wages and extending working-time. And of course, some 
parts of production have been offshored, notably to Turkey and 
countries in Central Europe.  
(15) In Europe (European Union), industrial employment fell by 3.5 
million jobs between 2008 and 2014. In France, where 570,000 
industrial jobs were destroyed, industrial production is 10 percent 
below its 2009 level. 
(16) US Census Bureau figures quoted by Thibaut Bidet-Mayer and 
Philippe Frocrain in L’industrie américaine: simple rebond ou 
renaissance? [American industry: Temporary rebound or 
renaissance?], published by the French liberal think-tank La 
Fabrique de l’Industrie in 2015. 
(17) A few months later in France, the Chief of the Defence Staff 
publicly demanded that this order be followed; the President of 
the Republic, François Hollande, submitted to this diktat two 
weeks later. 
(18) The total value of orders placed with US defence contractors is 
continuing to grow, just like in France and other countries involved 
in arms production. This is only possible because the arms industry 
benefits from a captive market in the form of the State, at a cost of 
reductions in other public expenditure, notably on welfare 
services. On the other hand, the arms industry is the ultimate 
destructive forces industry. Its products can only be “consumed” 
via the mass destruction of productive forces, the main one being 
human labour-power. War is at the heart of the world situation, 
acting as an instrument for the pillage/dismemberment of nations 
under the aegis of US imperialism. Similarly, for the workers and 
peoples, what lies at the heart of the world situation is the struggle 
against war, which was the focus of the World Conference Against 
War, Exploitation and Precarious Work, held on 18-20 November in 
Mumbai (India). 
(19) Obviously, the issue is not the Internet itself. In his lecture to 
the Marxist Study Circle in January 1969, Lambert referred to the 
appearance in the US of computers and their use, replacing 
teachers and leading towards “a youth condemned to 
unemployment and deskilling”.  
He also pointed out that “when Trotsky stated that the productive 
forces have ceased to grow, he was not denying that technology 
would continue to develop; he was saying that technological 
advances would no longer engender the development of the 
productive forces, but on the contrary would result in the 
transformation of the forces of production into forces of 
destruction”. 
(20) Equivalent to the arms market (US$370 billion) and the market 
in narcotic drugs (around US$335 billion). 
(21) The United States and France are the most advanced countries 
in this sector. They head the list because they are the countries 
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where market leaders like Uber and Airbnb originated, and where 
flexible employment is widespread. France has a few 
“heavyweights” like LeBonCoin (a free small ads platform) and 
BlablaCar (a long-distance carpooling service), and benefits from a 
favourable legal environment: the status of ‘independent 
contractor’ introduced in 2008 by the Sarkozy-Fillon government 
and other forms of this kind of employment, like portage or 
umbrella companies in industry and the services sector, backed by 
the Labour Law introduced by the Hollande-Valls government. 
(22) But the class struggle has its own laws. In late 2016 in France, 
a collective social movement of Uber drivers emerged; they do not 
have the legal status of employees, and so they used trade union-
style associations to turn against Uber and demand collective 
guarantees, in particular a reduction in the percentage deducted 
from their emoluments. 
(23) Theories of Surplus-Value, Chapter 4: “Theories of Productive 
and Unproductive Labour”. Written in 1863 as a sequel to the first 
part of A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy 
(published in 1859), Theories of Surplus-Value was the first draft of 
the fourth and concluding volume of Capital. 
(24) Capital, Vol.3, Part 3, Chapter 15: “Exposition of the Internal 
Contradictions of the Law”. 
(25) Ibid. 
(26) Daniel Gluckstein, Class Struggle and Globalisation, San 
Francisco, APIO Publishing, 2000. The original French edition was 
published in 1999. 
(27) Capital, Vol.1, Chapter 12: “The Concept of Relative Surplus-
Value”. 
(28) Class Struggle and Globalisation, Chapter 8: “The mass 
destruction of the productive forces is becoming the very basis of 
the ‘functioning’ of the system of private ownership of the means 
of production”. 
(29) “More than ever, the fight to break with the European Union 
means the fight for a workers’ government and the Socialist United  

States of Europe”. 
(30) Confirmation of this link: in Issue no.92 (December 2016) of 
the review La Vérité, reference is made to the role of the AFL-CIO: 
“For decades and decades, the leaders of the AFL-CIO trade union 
confederation have opposed a labour movement demand dating 
from 1930. This is that the AFL-CIO leadership, following the 
example of the Trades Union Congress (TUC) in Britain, should set 
up its own party, the Labor Party” The Labor Party, a demand of 
the labour movement? No. An axis for struggle by the 
revolutionary militant activists of the Fourth International, fighting 
alongside others for the AFL-CIO leaders to break with the 
Democratic Party leadership. A demand of the labour 
movement…including its leaderships…therefore including the AFL-
CIO leadership? There is a name for this: a conjuring trick designed 
to cloud the issue, to take the edge off a genuinely revolutionary 
policy, and to try to give a red gloss to the leadership’s yellow, scab 
policy. 
(31) Internal Bulletin No.1 of the General Council of the Fourth 
International, September 2010. 
(32) Ibid. Contribution by Comrade Seldjouk at the International 
Secretariat meeting on 1 July 2010. 
(33) We could provide several other examples. Thus, at the 
national congress of Brazil’s CUT trade union confederation, O 
Trabalho’s main trade union leader made speech defending the 
Lulaist apparatus’s motion in favour of the “Employment 
Protection Programme” (PPE) – i.e. the process by which the trade 
union organisations are being invited to work with the government 
and the bosses to jointly organise a reduction in wages in the 
name of protecting jobs. This position has also been justified by 
the same Lucien Gauthier, arguing that “the main thing” has been 
protected, i.e. the trade union confederation’s “independent” 
position. At the cost of destroying jobs and driving down wages!  
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 ANALYSIS 
 
 
 
 

Europe 
 

More than ever, the fight to break with the  
European Union means the fight for a workers’  
government and the Socialist United States of Europe 
 
By François Forgue 
 
As this new year begins, we are seeing more 
and more threats to the precarious stability of 
the whole capitalist system (an assessment 
common to every commentary in the interna-
tional media, whatever their political orienta-
tion). This means that the working classes – all 
working people – internationally as well as in 
each country will have to face up to 
an intensification of attacks on their rights and  
living standards. From the implementation of 
the El Khomri labour law in France to the con-
sequences of demonetisation in India,  
there are very many facts that confirm this. In 
other words, 2017 will be a landmark year in 
the class struggle, in the worldwide confronta- 
tion between exploiters and the exploited. 

 
he consequences of the world crisis of the capitalist 
system at every level are being expressed particularly 
strongly at the very heart of the imperialist system, in 

the United States; but also in Europe, where most of the 
other imperialist states are to be found and where, for al-
most 30 years, the European Union has been constituted 
(and, for the majority of member countries, accompanied by 
the establishment of the European single currency, the 
euro). The “European crisis” is the focus of the concerns of 
the bourgeoisies and their governments. It permeates every 
commentary. Thus, the London-based political magazine 
New Statesman concluded an article on the aftermath of the 
Brexit vote in the following manner: “Europe has entered one 
of its periodic states of protracted disorder. (…) [T]he result 
of the government’s appeal against a legalistic challenge to 
its authority to implement British EU withdrawal is sublimely 

insignificant, in the context of the upheavals under way 
across the Channel.”  
 
The challenges awaiting the eurozone 
The French daily newspaper Le Monde assured its readers on 
3 January that the threats facing Europe “will be less eco-
nomic and financial than political”. As far as it was con-
cerned, “five challenges await the eurozone in 2017”. First of 
all, “the political uncertainty will affect private investment 
(…). Public finances will be weakened as a result”. Then, there 
is the return of inflation – everything will have to go up ex-
cept for wages. “Thirdly, a rise in interest rates could penalise 
the euro and impose a high cost on the weakest economies, 
particularly Italy and Portugal.” This is why the European 
Central Bank (ECB) decided to “extend its buying up of public 
debt into 2017”, to the tune of 80 billion euros every month. 
“Fourthly, the Italian banks continue to cause concern, hold-
ing 360 billion euros in bad debts.” And finally, nothing has 
been resolved regarding Greece’s debts. 
One will note that the “five challenges” listed by Le Monde 
are part of the continuation of the crisis that began in 2008, 
forming the battleground upon which an intensified class 
struggle is being fought – but even though the class struggle 
underpins all of the points raised by the French newspaper, 
it never uses the term as such.  
The dead-end from which the capitalist economy cannot exit 
is leading the exploiting classes to resort to any means possi-
ble to intensify exploitation and to attack more fiercely than 
ever every one of the working class’s gains and rights. The 
role being played within this offensive by the European insti-
tutions is especially demonstrated by the example of Greece. 
Here is a government, led by Tsipras, which has agreed in 
every detail to the demands of its “creditors” – i.e., the banks 
– as relayed by the European Union, demands that continue 
to be disastrous for the Greek people. In order to relieve the 
immediate pain caused by its austerity programmes, this 
government recently attempted to soften the blow by reduc-
ing the impact of the agreed measures for the poorest group 
of retirees. The response came very quickly: the Greek go-

T 
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vernment was told that if it went down that path, it would be 
denied the loans earmarked for servicing its debt. This un-
derlines what was said in an article on Spain 
published in the last issue (No.4) of The Inter-
nationale: “If there is one case that fully 
proves the fact that the reactionary institu-
tions of the European Union are not just an 
external straitjacket, but at the same time an 
indispensable dimension of the stability and 
perpetuation of the national reactionary insti-
tutions, then that is Spain. The “continuity” 
monarchy could only survive by being inte-
grated into the European Union.” 
What was said regarding Spain applies equally to every coun-
try of Europe. In the case of France, for example, the struggle 
against the anti-democratic institutions of the Fifth Republic 
cannot be waged without linking this with the activities 
against the European institutions and in favour of breaking 
with the European Union.  
It is therefore natural that all those who, in one way or an-
other, defend the established order should launch a cam-
paign against any threat to the European Union and its insti-
tutions.  
Everyone has had to acknowledge the “anti-European Un-
ion” dimension of the crushing defeat of Italy’s Prime Minis-
ter Renzi in the referendum on his proposed constitutional 
reform. Everyone understood once again that it was the Eu-
ropean Union that was put into question, and everyone was 
worried about this. Thus in Italy, Beppe Grillo’s Five Star 
Movement (M5S), which has long sought to profit from the 
opposition of a large proportion of the Italian people to the 
European Union – a movement that has declared itself to be 
“anti-parties” and the champion of a “new way of doing pol-
itics” by ignoring class, a movement that has declared itself 
to be “Eurosceptic” – has indicated that it regards the Euro-
pean Union as a secondary issue, also trying via a new ma-
noeuvre to forge an alliance in the European Parliament with 
the liberal ALDE Group, a parliamentary group that is one of 
the firmest supporters of the European Union. The fact that 
this manoeuvre failed does not reduce its significance in any 
way. 
Thus, a wide spectrum of institutional forces and others that 
claim not to be so are coming together, either to directly de-
fend the European Union, or to declare that it is an unim-
portant issue since the EU is imploding and is the subject of 
disparaging criticism by the new US President Donald Trump, 
or to denounce those who are fighting against the EU by ac-
cusing them of practising the most reactionary possible na-
tionalism. 
Let us review precisely what the European Union is, and the 
orientation of the Internationalist Communist Tendency 
(Fourth International) (TCI) and the Organising Committee 
for the Reconstitution of the Fourth International (OCRFI) in 
this area. One of the main targets, common to all, is precisely 
Brexit, presented as having no class content whatsoever, as 
a simple element of questioning “the establishment”, or 
even as only serving the interests of a reactionary fraction of 
the British imperialist bourgeoisie. 
 
Let us re-establish the facts 
The propagators of confusion often classify dissimilar events 

under a single heading, which for them has the advantage of 
erasing any class criterion: thus, the election of Donald 

Trump to the presidency of the United 
States, the “no” vote to the constitutional re-
form proposals presented by Renzi, and the 
decision by British voters to leave the Euro-
pean Union were all grouped together as a 
slap in the face for “the establishment”.  
The election of Donald Trump was in no way 
a victory for the workers of the United States. 
Trump’s (relative) electoral victory is inexpli-
cable without taking into account the atti-

tude of the leading circles of the labour movement, of the 
leading apparatus of the AFL-CIO, which poured millions of 
dollars – taken from the union dues of its members – into the 
campaign of Hillary Clinton, Wall Street’s preferred candi-
date, and placed all of its authority at her disposal, thus de-
priving the American workers, Black people and all the op-
pressed of any possibility of imposing a solution that met 
their interests within the framework of the presidential elec-
tion. 
The defeat of Renzi, whose proposed constitutional reform 
was rejected in the Italian referendum, in which the trade 
union organisations had called for a “no” vote, was a victory 
for the working class, a blow to the stability of the bourgeoi-
sie’s rule in Italy and to the European Union. 
The majority vote for Brexit, despite the fact that the leader-
ships of the labour movement (the Labour Party leadership, 
from former Blair collaborators to Corbyn, the leadership of 
the TUC union confederation and the leaderships of the main 
big unions) had called for a vote in favour of remaining in the 
European Union, was a victory for the working class. This vic-
tory was won despite an unprecedented campaign of intimi-
dation, in which President Obama called on British voters to 
come out in favour of the European Union, a campaign in 
which – at the initiative of the European Trade Union Con-
federation (ETUC) – the leaderships of the main trade union 
confederations of the EU countries also called for a vote in 
favour of remaining in the European Union. 
Despite all this, the majority of workers (75 per cent) voted 
to leave the European Union and gave this vote an indisput-
able class character, as even The Financial Times was led to 
note. It was the fact that the Labour Party and TUC leader-
ships opposed the workers’ wish to break with the EU (the 
latter rightly regarding the EU as the guarantor of provisions 
that are against the workers’ interests, e.g. the ban on any 
renationalisation) which allowed representatives of the right 
and far-right to claim that the success for Brexit was their vic-
tory. (1) 
 
The formation and evolution of the European Union 
The first steps towards unifying capitalist Europe into a big 
single market and towards co-operation – codified in various 
treaties – between the European bourgeoisies and their gov-
ernments were taken in the years immediately following the 
end of the Second World War. These steps were taken under 
the leadership of US imperialism, coinciding with the Mar-
shall Plan and the start of the Cold War. In 1949, the goals 
were stated by Paul Hoffman during a meeting of the Organ-
isation of European Economic Co-operation (which later be-
came the OECD): “The substance of such integration would 

A campaign is 
being launched 
against any threat 
to the European 
Union and 
its institutions 



20 The Internationale n°5 – February 2017 
 
be the formation of a single large market within which quan-
titative restrictions on the movements of goods, monetary 
barriers to the flow of payments and, eventually, all tariffs 
are permanently swept away”. Paul Hoffman was at that 
time director of the Economic Cooperation Administration, 
the US government agency responsible for administering the 
funds paid out under the Marshall Plan. The evolution of the 
various states of “western Europe” would depend at the eco-
nomic level on the needs of US imperialism. This was also the 
case at the military and diplomatic levels. Integration into 
NATO would go hand-in-hand with “European integration”, 
which in its developed form (the Maastricht Treaty and the 
creation of the euro) was also placed under the sponsorship 
of the world’s most powerful imperialism. This reality was 
summarised in the following manner by Comrade Daniel 
Gluckstein in Class Struggle and Globalisation : “Henceforth, 
NATO on the one hand and the euro on the other were the 
two major and complementary instruments of imperialist 
policy – under United States rule – in Europe”. (2) 
Although Donald Trump’s blustering statements testify to 
the depth of the crisis in the US itself in the context of a 
worldwide crisis, they do not change the importance for 
world imperialism – therefore for US imperialism – of these 
complementary institutions.  
Trump’s wish to “make the Europeans pay” at the risk of 
deepening the crisis of all the existing institutions is in no way 
similar to the disappearance of those institutions. On the 
contrary, Trump’s policy will accentuate the European Un-
ion’s character as the institution that provides the focus for 
the attacks on the working class of each European country – 
attacks which necessarily will be intensified as each Euro-
pean bourgeoisie is obliged to maintain its competitiveness 
in the face of “America First”. 
The European Union as we know it today was finally estab-
lished in Maastricht in 1992, via the treaty which bears that 
city’s name and provides for the creation of the single cur-
rency. This currency was introduced on 1 January 1999. 
Meanwhile, the Amsterdam Treaty (signed on 2 October 
1997) had supplemented the Maastricht Treaty by including 
a “social chapter”: the social policy of Member State govern-
ments officially came under the supervision of the European 
Commission.  
From the very beginning, the European Union was formed as 
a machine for waging war on the rights and gains of the work-
ing class, on the independence of its organisations, and on 
democracy (more precisely, on every leverage-point relating 
to popular national sovereignty that existed in the various 
national states). 
The so-called European Parliament is nothing more than a fa-
çade. The bodies that hold decision-making powers, such as 
the European Commission, were established without any 
democratic legitimacy. We know that one of the roles of the 
Commission is to produce directives which are then compul-
sorily transposed into the national law of each of the coun-
tries of the European Union.  
The anti-democratic dimension of the whole structure of the 
European Union finds its concentrated expression in the role 
of the European Central Bank (ECB). As one British historian 
wrote in a study of the European institutions, the EU “now 
has a Central Bank, without even the commitment of the [US] 
Federal Reserve to sustain employment, let alone its duty to 

report to [US] Congress, that sets interest rates for the whole 
Eurozone, backed by a Stability Pact that requires national 
governments to meet hard budgetary targets. In other words, 
determination of macro-economic policy at the highest level 
has shifted upwards from national capitals to Frankfurt 
[headquarters of the ECB] and Brussels [headquarters of the 
European Commission]. What this means is that just those 
issues that voters do indeed usually feel strongest about – 
jobs, taxes and social services – fall squarely under the guillo-
tines of the Bank and the Commission.” (3) 
This anti-democratic dimension has been reinforced contin-
uously, via a rapidly-growing number of directives that are 
binding on all Member States, because the EU’s treaty base 
obliges the Member States to transpose those directives into 
national law – directives which affect the aspects most di-
rectly linked to the living standards and working conditions 
of the working peoples of Europe, i.e. to exploitation, unem-
ployment, education, healthcare. These aspects were per-
fected leading up to the proposed European Constitution of 
2005, a proposal which had to be withdrawn as such, be-
cause in countries where it had to be submitted for popular 
approval (referendum) it was rejected. But all of its anti-dem-
ocratic provisions were maintained by classifying the so-
called “Constitution” as a treaty, thus imposing it on the peo-
ples that had rejected it. What is called directly into question 
by this process is not in itself the fact that bourgeois states 
should abandon part of their “sovereignty” in order to con-
front the working population; it is the fact that popular sov-
ereignty, simply expressed by means of elections or referen-
dums, is being flouted. 
The European Union as it exists today is certainly not a har-
monious construction, reflecting the plans of brilliant archi-
tects. It is a constitutional and legal mishmash that juxta-
poses elements relating to what one could call intergovern-
mental co-operation and institutions relating to a suprana-
tional order. However, the main issue does not lie in its legal 
imperfections or its constitutional contradictions. It is to be 
found in the fact summarised as follows by an economist 
who supports the capitalist system: “The Union serves first 
and foremost to promote free markets. The interest groups 
which support it the most are formed by the multinationals, 
not least by American firms.” One cannot fight against capi-
talist exploitation without fighting against the preferred in-
strument of the exploiting classes that is the European Un-
ion. One cannot claim to defend political democracy without 
rejecting the denial of democracy that is the European Un-
ion. 
The European Union has been forged in the vigorous course 
of the class struggle: each of the steps along the path of es-
tablishing it as a structure opposed to the rights of all the 
peoples of Europe and as a mechanism of exploitation has 
come up against the resistance of the workers and peoples. 

All of the developments – especially since 2008 – within the 
context of a profound and long-lasting crisis of the whole of 
the capitalist system have further reinforced the European 
Union’s anti-democratic character. Every one of the provi-
sions added to existing regulations and measures are de-
signed increasingly to exclude the European institutions from 
any control or even any opinion relating to the exercise of 
democracy and the sovereignty of nations.  
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The policy of the TCI 
Obviously, the institutions of the European Union do not con-
stitute an independent entity floating above the reality of the 
various States and the various bourgeoisies. On the contrary, 
they represent the culmination of the greatest of efforts 
taken by the weakened imperialisms – under the leadership 
of the world’s most powerful imperialism – to provide them-
selves with a shared means to counter the crisis that affects 
them all and to attack Europe’s working classes. Without this 
wish on the part of the bourgeoisies, affirmed through their 
national States which have not disappeared, there would be 
no European Union. 
This is why, in this context, the TCI has given its full support 
to the appeal “For breaking with the European Union and the 
Fifth Republic”. This appeal notes first of all that “the move-
ment that began against the destruction of the Labour Code 
confirms – contrary to the official narrative – that the class 
struggle is on the agenda”, and then states that as far as the 
signatories are concerned, “the current movement – beyond 
the forms it takes in the short-term – poses a need: the need 
to break with the dictatorship of finance capital, i.e. of the 
capitalist system based on private ownership of the means of 
production.” This is the starting-point from which the appeal 
poses the question of breaking with the institutions of the 
European Union and the Fifth Republic: 
“They are the source of the measures of deregulation, privat-
isation and the destruction of the collective gains of the work-
ing class, measures which for 30 years have been imple-
mented by one government after another, of the right and 
the left, in submission to those institutions. 
These are measures that affect every one of the gains of hu-
man civilisation: not only the Labour Code, but also the whole 
body of social laws, the Social Security system, the public pay-
as-you-go pension schemes, the public hospitals, the public 
services, the republican school system, etc., measures that af-
fect people year after year and each year add even greater 
numbers to the ranks of the unemployed, the workers in inse-
cure jobs, the wage-earners condemned to fixed-term con-
tracts and enforced part-time work, and the bankrupted 
small farmers.” 
 
The faceless renegade 
In the strict sense of the word, a renegade is someone who 
renounces what he or she believed previously. In our opin-
ion, this is what was done by the lecturer – whose name is 
not revealed – who led a “Marxist study circle” organised on 
25 November 2016 in Paris. Extracts of his/her contribution 
were published in “Letter of La Vérité” No.833. The lecturer 
focused on attacking the policy of the TCI, notably in relation 
to the European Union. We have summarised this policy ear-
lier in this article. The anonymous lecturer was perfectly en-
titled to express his/her disagreements with this policy, 
which would have allowed a real debate (for which our col-
umns are available) to be opened and pursued. 
But instead of introducing such a debate, the anonymous lec-
turer chose to misrepresent the TCI’s policy in such a crude 
way that it appears that the goal was not to convince anyone, 
but to try to forbid any real discussion. Along the way, and in 
order to support his/her falsehoods and slanders, the lec-
turer in fact acted as a renegade by renouncing what has 

been the policy of the Fourth International and its French 
section regarding the European Union since the idea of es-
tablishing the EU first appeared. Of course, a public speaker 
can always be carried away by his/her own speech, become 
intoxicated by his/her own words and go beyond what 
he/she wanted to say. One can sometimes refer to “speaking 
in the moment”, just as one can say that “it was the drink 
talking”. But since the CCI leadership has seen fit to carve 
his/her words, if not in stone, then at least in print, bearing 
the euphemistic title “Letter of La Vérité-TheTruth”, there is 
a need to take them seriously at least to some extent. 
The lecturer said: “Perhaps in the past one has rather over-
used the slogan of breaking with the European Union, as a 
slogan emptied of its content.” Here we have the explicit re-
nunciation. 
But when exactly have the Fourth International and its 
French section “rather overused the slogan of breaking with 
the European Union”? To this question, the lecturer gave no 
reply. However, it would be important to determine when 
and in what form we were supposedly excessive in the strug-
gle against the European Union. 
Was it straight away, when the Maastricht Treaty was signed 
and we called for its non-ratification, saying in the 15 April 
1992 issue of Informations Ouvrieres [Labour News]: 
“Against Maastricht, against a capitalist Europe, a Europe of 
deregulation, privatisation, destruction of public services, ru-
ral desertification and unemployment. For a Europe of the 
workers and peoples (…). For democracy, for the repeal of the 
anti-democratic institutions of the Fifth Republic, for the con-
vening of a sovereign Constituent Assembly in which the peo-
ple will have their say”? Was it on 26 September 2001, when 
we reviewed the Maastricht Treaty in Issue 506 of Infor-
mations Ouvrieres, explaining that “at the heart of the Maas-
tricht Treaty, at the same time there is the dismantling of the 
national frameworks within which the working classes have 
won and consolidated democratic gains as well as social 
rights and gains”? 
Was it when Comrade Lambert addressed the German com-
rades in a “Contribution to the international discussion” (a 
document preparing the Sixth World Congress of the Fourth 
International, dated 5 November 2006), pointing out that the 
political fight to eliminate the European Union and its insti-
tutions should be the focus of our activity?  
He wrote: “It seems that the European sections do not give 
enough prominence in their political interventions to break-
ing with the European Union. For each section, of course, the 
united front strategy is a necessity in order to help the class 
struggle. This does not mean, of course, that every interven-
tion in the class struggle must necessarily be subordinated to 
the need to incorporate breaking with the European Union in 
the direct class struggle for demands, as a precondition for 
political intervention. The united front is the condition that 
makes it possible to achieve unity in action, in the fight for 
precise and justified demands. But the absence of a concrete 
fight against the European Union would lead us to fail to 
identify the political means for breaking the shackles placed 
on the class struggle by the apparatuses and their leftist and 
Pabloite stooges. As far as we are concerned, we cannot on 
any account give up our political independence.  
This is why for our art, adopting the appropriate forms, we 
must in all independence and in all circumstances set out the 
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break with the European Union. Not conducting our policy of 
construction on this orientation would in practice amount to 
dissolving ourselves as sections of the Fourth International.” 
Was it in the role played by the Fourth International in 2005 
in the fight against the proposed European Constitution, a 
fight that resulted in a victory for the “no” vote in the refer-
endum, which in turn led La Vérité-The Truth, the then theo-
retical review of the Fourth International, to devote its cover 
(Issue no.44-45, June 2005) to this topic? The headline it car-
ried was: “The victory of the “no” vote in France on 29 May: 
a turning-point in the world situation”. 
Was it when Andreu Camps wrote in the Au-
gust 2004 issue of La Vérité-The Truth: “No-
body can skirt around the fact that the peo-
ples reject the straitjacket of the European 
Union, of the Maastricht Treaty and the di-
rectives, and therefore reject the govern-
ments that implement the policy flowing 
from the Maastricht Treaty (…). One question 
is essential in this treaty: the transfer of sov-
ereignty by the national institutions to the 
European institutions”?  
Was it more recently, in the article by Marc Lacaze published 
in June 2015 in La Vérité-The Truth No.86, which said that the 
European Union “was an attempt to establish supranational 
institutions that would oblige the governments of each Euro-
pean nation – with their agreement – to give up most of their 
sovereign powers in the name of the higher interest of peace 
and the defence of European civilisation, and to turn that sub-
mission into the major instrument in the struggle to destroy 
any suggestion of the peoples exercising their sovereignty – 
as has just been spectacularly demonstrated by the way in 
which the vote by the Greek people has been treated.”? 
Today, as far as the lecturer is concerned, “the bottom line is 
that as far as they [i.e. the TCI] are concerned, everything is 
conditioned by the break with the European Union and the 
Fifth Republic”. Which leads him/her to say a bit later that 
“no emergency measure can be taken without breaking with 
the European Union! A petty-bourgeois position which is for-
eign to the class struggle and which sets as a condition a re-
turn to the national State”. And again: “Should it be necessary 
for the success of the class struggle to achieve as a precondi-
tion a break with the European Union and a break with the 
Fifth Republic? No, the El Khomri law could be withdrawn 
without breaking with the European Union.” 
The fact is that the El Khomri law has not been withdrawn: it 
has been passed. Is there not a link here with the sacrosanct 
respect of all of the institutional parties for the framework 
set by the European Union? 
Let us recall that the European Union’s spokespersons said 
of the El Khomri law that it was the minimum that the French 
government could undertake in order to comply with the 
rules of the European Union. If the El Khomri law had been 
withdrawn – which would have required the leaders of the 
labour movement to abandon their strategy of a succession 
of one-day actions in favour of committing to implementing 
a general action, the only form of action capable of winning 
the decision – the whole of the European Union would have 
been weakened.  
As regards the Fifth Republic, Hollande and Valls clearly con-
sidered that in the lead-up to the presidential election, it 

would have been directly threatened by the slightest step 
backwards. Breaking with the European Union is not a pre-
condition for this or that demand being met. But every one 
of the working class’s demands is in contradiction with the 
European Union’s programmes. Every partial victory is a 
blow to those programmes and the reactionary institutions 
that make up the European Union. A revolutionary policy – 
therefore, one directed against the bourgeois state – neces-
sarily includes taking action in favour of breaking with the Eu-
ropean Union, since today the latter constitutes a dimension 

that is indispensable to the functioning of 
each of the bourgeois states. In practice, 
abandoning action in favour of breaking with 
the European Union means abandoning any 
progress towards building the workers’ party 
that is indispensable to the workers; at the 
same time, it means abandoning the role of 
providing the indispensable political dimen-
sion to the movement that is developing 
against the anti-labour programmes, to the 
action being taken for demands. 
From the outset, the lecturer declares that 

for us – i.e. the TCI – “the European Union is a supranational 
force that dictates its law to the European Union member 
states” (“May the force be with us!”). An impersonal force, 
therefore, detached from the states which form its member-
ship and imposing a kind of divine law on everyone (4). This 
is a mixture of confusion – intentional or not – and blatant 
lies. We challenge the anonymous lecturer or anyone else to 
produce a single document of the OCRFI or the TCI in which 
the European Union is defined as a “force” that is independ-
ent of the states of which it comprises, and that therefore it 
has no need of the contribution by each of its bourgeoisies 
and their States (5).  
However, let us repeat that the institutions of the European 
Union do indeed have a supranational dimension. First of all, 
because the obligations that flow from those institutions ap-
ply to all of the member states – whatever their government, 
whatever their Parliament – and also because those institu-
tions supply all of the member states with the common 
means for fighting against the working class and its organisa-
tions in order to attack what remains of political democracy 
and to flout the peoples’ right to decide their future. 
As far as the lecturer is concerned, it appears – even if he/she 
repeats: “We oppose the institutions of the European Union” 
– that today there is no need to fight against them. It is pre-
cisely at the time when those institutions are manifesting the 
full scope of their harmfulness, when they are increasingly 
appearing to the peoples and workers of Europe as an obsta-
cle to all of their democratic and social demands, that the 
lecturer decrees that they are nothing more than a second-
ary factor. 
“If there is a supranational force that dictates its law to the 
EU member states, then those states are oppressed nations 
which must be defended”, adds the lecturer. States and na-
tions are different realities. Even when the French bourgeois 
State was indeed controlled by a very real “force” that dic-
tated its wishes without appeal, when the bourgeois State in 
France was the Vichy regime, strictly subordinated to the 
force of German imperialism, to the Nazi regime and its oc-
cupying troops, it remained the State – however weakened – 
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of an imperialist country.  
This did not mean that the French people were not subject 
to oppression that was national in character, but the French 
State (the government of Petain and Laval) continued to 
carry out its imperialist role, notably in most of the colonial 
empire. The fraction of the bourgeoisie that 
had aligned itself with the “Allies” intended 
to play the same role. It constituted an impe-
rialist fraction, not the leadership of a “na-
tional movement” of an oppressed country. 
It was this imperialist character of the French 
bourgeoisie and hence of its State – even 
though reduced to a rump State – which 
meant that, even under the Occupation, the 
situation was not identifiable as that of a co-
lonial or semi-colonial country in which, as 
Trotsky explained, the national bourgeoisie 
remains a semi-ruling and semi-oppressed 
class. This is why the militant activists of the 
Fourth International, whilst participating in actions carried 
out against the Nazi dictatorship and its auxiliary, the Vichy 
State, rejected any Sacred Union with the French imperialist 
bourgeoisie: which explains their refusal to join the National 
Council of the Resistance (CNR) and therefore to accept the 
authority of General de Gaulle’s government in London (and 
before that Algiers), which would have been contrary to de-
fending the political independence of the working class and 
its organisations (6). 
The lecturer goes on: “Are imperialist France, Germany and 
Britain nations supposedly ruled by the European Union? 
Then there is a need to demand a return to the national State, 
to the French franc, and – why not, while we are at it – to 
French colonisation.” Further on, the lecturer declares: “The 
struggle against the European Union is the struggle in each 
country against the imperialist governments through the 
class struggle.”  

Of course, but if we want to fight effectively against the en-
emy in our own country, we need to have a clear view of 
what weapons that enemy has today. It is indeed from the 
point of view of the class struggle that the role of the Euro-
pean institutions must be assessed as part of the offensive 
being waged in each country against the workers. It is from 
the point of view of the workers’ international struggle that 
the class struggle against the European Union needs to be 
located; it is the basis for workers’ unity throughout Europe, 
it is the path that leads to the Socialist United States of Eu-
rope. 
The “directives” of the European Union, decreed in the name 
of “free and undistorted competition” and the “reduction of 
public debt”, directives that flow from the treaties, which 
oblige the various member states to transpose them into 
their national policy and their legislation, have resulted in 
disaster. For example, in France they have resulted in a veri-
table collapse of industry.  
Between 2000 and 2015, 900,000 industrial jobs were lost. 
During the same period, there was an uninterrupted wave of 
privatisations. Between 1985 and 2011, the proportion of 
public sector jobs in wage employment fell from 10.5 percent 
to 3.4 percent. In France, the starting-point of the process to 
privatise the SNCF (the national company that runs the whole 

railway system), and therefore the starting-point of the pro-
ject to destroy the recognised job-grades of railworkers, was 
the decision by the European Commission to introduce com-
petition into the railways, at a time when these were a state 
monopoly in France, just like in almost all of the EU member 

states. The latest directive in this area is 
dated 14 December 2016, and specifies: 
“The completion of the single European rail-
way area should be achieved”. The same ap-
plies to postal services, where the privatisa-
tion process has resulted today in France in 
La Poste becoming a “public capital joint-
stock company”. We could give many other 
examples. Let us emphasise that the basis 
for the austerity programmes and the basis 
of the budget cuts is the European “Public Fi-
nances Framework”, established in 2011. 
This means a further tightening of the strait-
jacket of the European Union, since the EU 

member states are now obliged to send to the European 
Commission every April a “Stability and Convergence Pro-
gramme” that presents their medium-term budget strategy, 
together with a “National Reform Programme”. It is within 
this framework that, in the case of France, there have been 
budget cuts amounting to 50 billion euros in three years, in 
line with the French government’s “responsibility pact” and 
structural reforms like the El Khomri law to destroy the La-
bour Code. 

All this, in the most obvious and precise way possible, forms 
part of the class struggle. It is precisely at a time when the 
reactionary character of the European Union in every respect 
is being affirmed with unprecedented clarity, at a time when 
every demand and every battle comes up against the direc-
tives and actions of the European Union, that our lecturer 
judges it useful to “de-class” the activity in favour of breaking 
with the institutions of the European Union. Let us repeat: 
this means giving up the struggle against each of the govern-
ments that are implementing the measures elaborated by 
the various bodies of the European Union. It means giving up 
on concretely setting the objective of a workers’ government 
in the face of those governments and their common offen-
sive; it means giving up on a workers’ government that is 
based on respect for the people’s sovereignty and the imple-
mentation of measures that safeguard working people. 

As we have shown earlier in this article, it also means re-
nouncing the struggle which the Fourth International has 
waged for decades, a struggle that was linked to the analysis 
of decayed imperialism and its consequences for political de-
mocracy and the existence of nations. For the “people” 
whom the lecturer is denouncing, in other words, as far as 
the militant activists of the OCRFI and the TCI are concerned, 
the struggle to break with the European Union, which in 
France is inextricably linked with the struggle against the re-
actionary institutions of the Fifth Republic, is the concrete 
form of the struggle that leads to the expropriation of capital, 
to the Socialist United States of Europe. 

  
Notes: 
(1) Those who are calling for the abandoning of any effective 

Giving up the fight 
to break with the 
European Union 
means giving up 
the struggle 
against each of the  
governments that 
are implementing  
EU directives 
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struggle against the institutions of the European Union are declar-
ing that leaving the EU does not prevent the British bourgeoisie 
from seeking to deliver new blows against the working class. Of 
course, the victory represented by the workers’ majority vote to 
leave the EU does not resolve every problem. The British ruling 
class has been weakened by the “leave” vote, and so it can only at-
tack the working class violently in order to stabilise the political 
conditions of its rule that have been upset by the Brexit vote. The 
problem posed for the working class is how Brexit is expressed so-
cially in every area. Once again, this poses with great intensity the 
question of leadership of the working class’s struggle. 
(2) It would be useful here to briefly recall the main stages in what 
is referred to as the “European project”: On 9 May 1950, the first 
supranational European institution, the European Coal and Steel 
Community (ECSC) was launched. A few years later, the Treaty of 
Rome was signed in 1957, creating the European Economic Com-
munity (EEC). This comprised of Belgium, France, Italy, Luxem-
bourg, the Netherlands and West Germany. In 1972, the EEC en-
larged with the United Kingdom, Ireland and Denmark. In March 
1979, the European Monetary System (EMS) was created, setting 
the limits within which the currencies of the various European 
states could vary in relation to each other, and which introduced a 
monetary unit of account common to the whole of Europe: the Eu-
ropean Currency Unit (ECU). The period begun with the EMS 
would see a big increase in US sales in Europe. From 4.4 billion 
ECU in 1979, the US trade surplus with the EEC reached 22.4 billion 
ECU in 1980. This series of agreements and treaties resulted first 
of all in the signing of the Single European Act (SEA) on 17 Febru-
ary 1986, the stated aim of which was to progress towards a “Eu-
ropean Union” in order to “to continue the work undertaken on the 
basis of the Treaties establishing the European Communities”. 
(3) Perry Anderson, The New Old World (London, Verso 2009), 
p.64. 
(4) One could cite here not a document by the TCI, nor an article 
published in La Tribune des Travailleurs [Workers’ Tribune], but 
this passage from a column published in Informations Ouvrieres Is-
sue no.433 (22 December 2016) signed by Yves Ouditou: “The IMF, 

the European Central Bank and the European Commission decide 
everything”. This assertion is brief and exaggerated, but it is closer 
to reality than the lecturer's own sweeping assertions. 
(5) If someone – the lecturer, for example – has a problem under-
standing that the existence of supranational institutions does not 
cancel out the existence of national states, a simple comparison 
could help him/her. Quite rightly, we have always defined the 
ETUC as an ancillary body of the European Union institutions 
aimed at co-opting the trade union organisations. However, the 
various confederations that comprise it remain trade union organi-
sations. Nevertheless, without their contribution, the ETUC would 
not exist. 
(6) One would have thought that this assessment of the CNR – and 
therefore of the government of national unity headed by General 
de Gaulle – was part of our common heritage. One can wonder 
when one notes that J. Borensztejn, who is known publicly as a CCI 
member, stated on 23 August 2016, on the occasion of the com-
memoration of the 1944 liberation of the Paris Labour Exchange, 
that “this heroic act by our glorious forefathers was carried out in 
the shared conviction of every activist that they were establishing a 
better and fairer world, relying heavily on the demands that had 
been established patiently during the Occupation and which were 
crystallised in the CNR’s programme (…). The CNR’s programme 
and the gains of the Popular Front both stand as models that are 
still living and relevant today”.  
Of course, J. Borensztjen was speaking on behalf of a trade union 
organisation. Nobody would expect him to present the Trotskyist 
analysis of the CNR. But there was nothing that required him to 
echo the analysis of the apparatuses, for whom what was won in 
June 1936 did not result from the general strike but from the gen-
erosity of the Popular Front government (which included the “Rad-
ical” Party), and for whom the “1945 gains” did not result from the 
bourgeoisie’s panic in the face of the revolutionary upsurge by the 
proletariat, but were bestowed by the CNR; in fact by the govern-
ment of national unity headed by General de Gaulle. 

  . 
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Cuba: after the death of Fidel Castro 
 

Towards an initial balance-sheet of “Castroism” (1) 
 
By Jean-Pierre Raffi 
 
Ranging from hagiography through hypo-
critical lamentations to hateful invective, 
the tide of commentary that flowed as soon 
as the death of Fidel Castro was announced 
shared the same disdain, the same  
deep-rooted opposition to revolution. 
 
 

t was indeed a revolution that had toppled the rotten re-
gime of the dictator Fulgencio Batista (2) in Cuba in late 
1958 and early 1959. A regime which – with the backing 

of successive US governments – had turned Cuba into a play-
ground of gambling and prostitution for wealthy Americans, 
and a US colony pillaged by the multinationals (see sidebar). 
However, this democratic and anti-imperialist revolution 
which brought the “26th of July Movement” (M-26-7) (3) to 
power cannot be reduced to the romantic imagery of Castro-
ite guerrilla units entering Havana on 9 January 1959. Havana 
and all of the country’s other cities into which the M-26-7 
made its triumphal entrance had already been paralysed for 
several days by a powerful general strike, an uprising by the 
Cuban working class, which was to make its mark on the rev-
olution that brought down the Batista dictatorship in a mat-
ter of days. The events of that revolution were to confirm the 
theory of “permanent revolution”: only the proletariat could 
now achieve the national democratic tasks abandoned by the 
bourgeoisie, by forging unity between the working class, the 
peasantry and the labouring masses that comprise the na-
tion. And it was indeed against this inception – bringing to-
gether bourgeois democratic demands and the working 
class’s own demands in a single revolutionary uprising – that 
imperialism and the Moscow bureaucracy worked against fu-
riously and continuously. 
 
1959: the masses in revolution bring down the pro-US Ba-
tista dictatorship 
Let us go back three years, to 1956. On 2 December, Castro, 
who had been in exile since the unsuccessful attack on the 
Moncada Barracks, tried to return to Cuba in secret at the 
head of a small troop of 82 exiles, who included Che Guevara 
and some survivors of the Moncada assault. 
As they landed on a beach on the island’s east coast, Batista’s 

soldiers were waiting. It was a total massacre. Only ten or so 
of them escaped alive and managed to find refuge in the Si-
erra Maestra with the help of some peasants. This mountain 
location was to become the operations centre (foco in Span-
ish) for the Castroite guerrillas. 
Throughout 1957, this handful of young fighters carried out 
more and more armed sorties against an army that was be-
coming increasingly demoralised, as it was failing to eradi-
cate this centre of resistance. Reflecting a society of which it 
was supposed to be the “military wing”, in fact Batista’s army 
showed all symptoms of that society’s disintegration and de-
cay. On 9 April 1958, in response to the murder in Santiago 

de Cuba of one of its leaders, Franco Pais, the M-26-7 called 
for a general strike.  

Without any real preparation by the Castroite leadership, 
and boycotted by the apparatus of the Cuban Communist 
Party, which led the Cuban Labour Confede-ration (CTC), the 
strike was a failure. But the regime conti-nued to disinte-
grate. It gradually lost all of its support. 
The US stopped delivering weapons and military supplies, 
and the representation of the Kremlin bureaucracy, which 
had supported the regime up to that point, suddenly an-
nounced that it wanted negotiations to take place between 
the regime and Fidel Castro. 
In Havana, which was paralysed by a new general strike, the 
workers – who this time had overcome the leaderships of 

I While the Mafia controlled the casinos, drugs and prostitution, 
US capital controlled the whole of the island’s economy 

Under the Batista dictatorship, which resulted from a coup d'état 
in 1952 that was promoted and supported by US imperialism, 
Cuba became a den of the US mafia, which controlled the casinos 
and the very profitable trade in drugs and prostitution. 
The multinationals, most of them US-owned, controlled 90 per-
cent of mining production, 90 percent of the power and tele-
phone networks, 80 percent of public services, 50 percent of the 
railways, 40 percent of sugar production and 25 percent of bank 
deposits. In addition, 47 percent of cultivated farmland belonged 
to US landowners. Some 30,000 landowners, barely 20 percent 
of those involved in agriculture, owned 70 percent of agricultural 
land, whilst 78.5 percent of those working the land had to con-
tent themselves with 15 percent of landholdings. The cultivation 
of sugar cane, the main source of agricultural wealth together 
with tobacco-growing, was in the hands of 22 big landowners. 
The Batista family and senior army officers – who were paid to 
maintain order – established a brutal dictatorship, which was 
supported by US imperialism.  
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their organisations – gave a much more proletarian turn to 
the movement that was underway. In various locations, 
workers began to occupy their workplaces and government 
offices… Rural workers did the same with the lands which the 
big landowners had monopolized, and students occupied 
their universities.  
Then the people began to hunt down political police officers, 
Batista’s killers, thugs who guarded the brothels and casinos, 
corrupt officials and informers.  
On 31 December 1958, as the general strike was combining 
with the guerrilla offensive on Havana, Batista – now de-
prived of support from Washington – fled to the Dominican 
Republic, then on to Franco’s Spain. 
One of his right-hand men, General Cantillo, then tried to 
carry out a military coup in an attempt to stop the collapse 
of the regime. For his part, Fidel Castro used Radio Rebelde 
[Rebel Radio] to call on workers in the non-liberated zones to 
join the general strike. Millions of workers, youth and small 
farmers responded to this call. 
And then the whole regime collapsed.  
 
The M-26-7’s programme:  
a democratic and anti-imperialist programme… 
The programme of the M-26-7, which entered Havana in tri-
umph on 9 January 1959, was a democratic and anti-imperi-
alist programme. At that time, Castro described himself as a 
follower of Lincoln, advocating co-operation between capital 
and labour. In March 1959, as published by US News & World 
Report, he stated that he had “no intention of nationalising 
any industries”. During a press conference in April, he stated: 
“I have said in a clear and definitive fashion that we are not 
Communists. The doors are open to private investments”. 
The US government, which until then had supported and 
maintained the fascistic brutality of the Batista regime, came 
close to seeing Castro as an ultimately acceptable alternative 
in the face of the powerful uprising by the masses, which 
threatened the very foundations of the crisis-ridden system 
of private ownership of the means of production – not only 
in Cuba, but also throughout the Americas, the preserve of 
US imperialism. 
But the formidable upsurge by the masses engendered by 
the fall of the hated regime forced Castro and the M-26-7 to 
take measures that went beyond the programme they es-
poused. 
7 January 1959: Promulgation of the Fundamental Law of the 
Republic, which established the basis of the new State.    
13 February 1959: A government which at that stage could 
be described as a workers’ and peasants’ government (4) was 
established. Fidel Castro became Prime Minister. He an-
nounced a schedule of reforms that included healthcare and 
national education, which made Cuba the Latin American 
country with the best healthcare and education systems – 
even to the present day. In the short-term, he nationalised 
transportation and imposed a reduction in rents. 
On 17 May 1959, a first land reform law was enacted. There 
was nothing “socialist” about it. It set the limits for landhold-
ings at a minimum area of 27 hectares (roughly 66 acres) and 
a maximum of 402 hectares (just under 1,000 acres). This was 
about putting an end to the big landowners’ estates; private 
ownership of the land was not abolished. The big landowners 
were compensated by the State for land that was confiscated 

from them. 
But even in this form, land reform was unacceptable to the 
Cuban big landowners and the US companies which until 
then had monopolized almost all of the cultivated agricul-
tural land. 
On 26 July 1959, over a million small farmers and rural work-
ers demonstrated in Havana in support of this reform, which 
to their minds meant the expropriation of all the land belong-
ing to the big estate-owners. 
But in the same period, to widespread amazement, Castro 
imposed as “interim President” one Manuel Urrutia, a con-
servative lawyer and known crony of Batista. This right-wing-
inspired government was also recognised by the United 
States. Urrutia also used his appointment to call for new elec-
tions. Castro opposed this, stating that resorting to new elec-
tions would mean a return to the corrupt political parties and 
electoral fraud of the Batista era. 
Strident opposition developed between the governmental 
branches of Prime Minister and President, resulting in a dan-
gerous situation for the revolution. Instinctively understand-
ing the scope of dangers that threatened them, thousands 
upon thousands of workers, youth and small farmers once 
again gathered in front of the presidential palace, demanding 
the resignation of the head of state and declaring their sup-
port for Castro. Seeing he was isolated, Urrutia resigned. 
Once again, it was the mobilisation of the masses that saved 
the revolution. 
The masses’ confidence in Castro and the M-26-7 – the revo-
lutionary character of which cannot be denied…nor its petty-
bourgeois limitations evaded – was at its highest at this time. 
Its impact was huge; not only in Cuba, but also throughout 
the world. 
For imperialism, on the other hand, the presence of this rev-
olutionary centre just a few miles from its maritime borders 
could not be tolerated. 
August 1960: In retaliation for the increasingly aggressive 
measures taken by the US government, and under pressure 
from the masses, the Cuban government decreed the expro-
priation and nationalisation of all foreign companies operat-
ing on the island. The banks were to follow in September. 
On 15 September 1960, a new milestone was reached on the 
path of socialisation. In addition to the nationalisation of the 
banks, the Cuban government decided to nationalise the to-
bacco industry. Also, on 13 October, all large Cuban firms 
passed under state control, in line with the new law. These 
notably included the sugar companies, which were replaced 
with co-operatives. 
October 1960: For their part, during the course of the US 
presidential campaign, candidates Richard Nixon and John 
Fitzgerald Kennedy entered into a bidding war against Cuba, 
and on 19 October the State Department decided on a gen-
eral embargo of exports to the island. 
3 January 1961: The US government broke off diplomatic re-
lations with Cuba. John Kennedy, at that time President-elect 
in the last days of the Republican Eisenhower’s term, contin-
ued this policy upon assuming office. 
1961: The attempted “Bay of Pigs invasion”  
It was in this context that the so-called “Bay of Pigs invasion” 
burst into the limelight. Led by the CIA, this involved the land-
ing of Cuban exile mercenaries with the aim of overthrowing 
the Castro government. 
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In response to the rather modest measures taken by the Cu-
ban government and to the pressure coming from the United 
Fruit Company, a US corporation trading primarily in bananas 
that was one of the companies which had been nationalised 
in 1960, the US government imposed trade restrictions, then 
an embargo on exports to Cuba in October 1960, and finally 
a complete embargo of the island in February 1962. All com-
mercial transactions between Cuba and the United States 
were banned. 
In August 1960, the CIA contacted the Chicago Mafia and 
proposed a plan for the simultaneous assassination of Fidel 
Castro, Raul Castro and Che Guevara. In exchange, if the op-
eration succeeded and a pro-US government regained con-
trol of Cuba, Washington would agree to their regaining a 
monopoly on gaming, prostitution and drugs. 
On the morning of 15 April 1961, in violation of international 
conventions, eight US B-26 bombers – painted in the colours 
of the Cuban air force with the aim of making it look like an 
internal rebellion rather than an imperialist attack – simulta-
neously pounded the airfields in Havana and Santiago de 
Cuba in the south. Most of Cuba’s military aircraft were de-

stroyed on the ground, in addition to several civilian planes. 
On 16 April, during the funerals of the victims of this criminal 
operation, Fidel Castro declared for the first time: “What the 
imperialists cannot forgive us for is (…) the fact that we made 
a socialist revolution under the very nose of the United 
States.” The next day, 17 April, with the agreement of the 
new US President Kennedy, some 1,400 Cuban émigrés who 
had been trained and armed by the CIA landed on the 
beaches of the Bay of Pigs, while offshore, US warships 
waited to consolidate this bridgehead. 
The aim of the operation was to take control of part of the 
country and to set up a “provisional government”, most likely 

headed by Miró Cardona, former Prime Minister under Ba-
tista. This government would immediately by recognised by 
the US, and it would call for and obtain US military interven-
tion. Faced with such circumstances that threatened their 
very existence, Castro and the government he headed were 
led to commit even further to the path of breaking with im-
perialism. 
They called for the formation of Committees for the Defence 
of the Revolution (CDRs) in every town and city, in every 
neighbourhood, factory and workshop, and in the country-
side; the CDRs were to be armed, as linchpins of revolution-
ary defence of the Cuban people’s sovereignty. 
The Cuban exile mercenaries, who had landed in an agricul-
tural region whose inhabitants had benefited from the redis-
tribution of land carried out by the government, did not find 
the support they expected.  
The CDRs and the regular army of the new republic inter-
vened and practically wiped out the invaders; the few surviv-
ing elements surrendered on 19 April 1961. Once again, the 
worker and peasant masses, together with the youth of 
Cuba, had pushed the Revolution further than was intended, 

inflicting a profound defeat on US imperialism.  
The Stalinist bureaucracy of the USSR then flew to imperial-
ism’s aid, leading to the so-called Cuban Missile Crisis of 
1962. This was a perfect illustration of the meaning of the 
policy of “peaceful coexistence”: a counter-revolutionary 
agreement between US imperialism and the Kremlin bureau-
cracy. 
October 1962: So whom did the Missile Crisis benefit? 
The Cuban Missile Crisis was a sequence of events that ran 
from 14 to 28 October 1962. On 14 October 1962, a U-2 spy 
plane of the US Air Force established that the USSR was in 
the process of installing SS-4 medium-range missiles 

This is when Castro and Guevara launched a violent attack on Trotskyism and the Trotskyists in Cuba 
 

In La Vérité Issue no.522 of August 1961 (5), F. Rodriguez recalled in an article entitled “Cuban Revolution, Stage one”, that in August 
1960, “at the Congress of the PSP [Popular Socialist Party, the name of the Cuban CP at that time], General Secretary Blas Roca devoted 
a significant portion of his report – in the section on the “enemies of the Cuban Revolution” – to the Trotskyists, who were presented as 
provocateurs and Hitler’s spies, and then spies of US imperialism. Blas Roca lumped them together with the “Titoists” and the “anarcho-
syndicalists”, as imperialist agents given the mission of attacking the Revolution from leftist positions (…). The Trotskyist newspaper was 
banned. On 13 August, Guevara told the Chilean newspaper Ultima Hora that this ban was a purely administrative measure, and was 
justified by the fact that “it was not wise to let Trotskyism continue to call for subversion”. He then explained that “Trotskyism was born 
in Guantanamo”, near the famous US base, and that this geographical proximity amply justified the measure. In four months, Guevara 
moved from polemic to slandering the Trotskyists. The only difference with Blas Roca was that he did not affirm, he insinuated, and did 
not mention Hitler”. 
It was no coincidence that these attacks on Trotskyism were launched just after the failed Bay of Pigs invasion, which had stirred up the 
masses and given a new and formidable impetus to the Revolution. 
In the framework of “peaceful co-existence”, which since the Yalta Agreement at the end of the Second World War had politically 
defined the relations between imperialism and the Kremlin bureaucracy, Cuba was forced to remain under Washington’s heel between 
1959 and 1962, just as Poland and Hungary had been forced to remain under Moscow’s heel in 1956. 
At the time, there was nothing more urgent for the Stalinist apparatus in Cuba than trying its utmost to force back the revolution that 
was underway, to drive back the masses and re-establish a bourgeois state apparatus. Consequently, it needed to discredit, slander and 
crush any organisation that stood on the ground of Trotskyism. Anti-Trotskyism meant fighting against the proletarian revolution. The 
specialists in this field were indisputably the Stalinists. 
But at the same time, the petty-bourgeois nature of the M-26-7 leadership was expressed on 26 March 1962, when in a speech Fidel 
Castro delivered a violent diatribe against the Stalinist Escalente, who had responsibility for building the single party system and had 
“converted that [party] apparatus into a nest of privilege, into one which tolerated favouritism, into a system of immunities and favours.” 
Escalente was of course removed from office immediately. But behind him there was the Kremlin and the thousands upon thousands 
of military and civilian “specialists” of every description who had arrived from the USSR. The crisis involving Russian missiles that had 
been installed in Cuba would soon reveal all of the contradictions which this situation concealed. 
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equipped with nuclear warheads in Cuba. Launch-pads, mis-
siles, bomber aircraft, rocket units and Soviet advisers were 
identified. Meanwhile, 25 Soviet vessels said to be transport-
ing nuclear warheads (which could be made operational in 
10 days) were on their way to Cuba. US President John F. Ken-
nedy convened the National Security Council and advocated 
taking direct military action, even though all reliable infor-
mation showed that in fact the USSR only had very few stra-
tegic nuclear missiles at its disposal, and their reliability was 
doubtful (6). 
This triggered a scene worthy of a science-fiction movie. 
Hour by hour, the dramatic narrative of a march towards nu-
clear war was established. The press, radio and TV traced the 
progress of Soviet submarines as they headed towards the 
red line drawn by Kennedy to mark the limit beyond which 
the US Navy would launch nuclear weapons. 
After two weeks of this harrowing soap opera, the Soviet 
leader Khrushchev let it be known on 27 October that he was 
ready to negotiate. On the 28th, he gave the order on Radio 
Moscow to dismantle the missile sites. On the 29th, the USSR 
blew the final whistle and withdrew its ships, also promising 
to remove all of its Cuban installations. 
The “compromise” that was supposedly reached was that in 
return, the US committed in writing not to attack Cuba. 
Clearly, in reality it did nothing of the sort. Using a thousand 
and one tricks, US imperialism continued to operate a mur-
derous embargo against the Cuban people, condemning 
them to a slow death. 
The whole affair was carried out behind the backs of the Cu-
ban people; at no time whatsoever were they consulted, thus 
denying them any sovereignty. And in fact, this was indeed 
the goal of the whole operation: if the Revolution, relent-
lessly pushed forward by the masses, could not be crushed, 
then it was a question of placing Cuba under the iron rule of 
the Kremlin bureaucracy and its Cuban agency. 
On 26 March 1962, with the agreement of Castro and all of 
the Castroite leaders, the Integrated Revolutionary Organisa-
tions (ORI) – which had been created in July 1961 from the 
merger of Fidel Castro’s M-26-7 and the Popular Socialist 
Party (the name of the Cuban CP at that time) – became the 
United Party of the Cuban Socialist Revolution (PURSC), 
which finally became the Communist Party of Cuba (PCC) on 
3 October 1965. Henceforward, this was the only legal polit-
ical party in Cuba. Candidates for elections were eligible to 
appear before a committee whose majority of members 
were PCC members or “fellow travellers”. 
In the article from La Vérité quoted above, “Cuban Revolu-
tion, Stage one”, F. Rodriguez argued with those who 
“thought they could see the beginnings of a proletarian gov-
ernment in the Coordination, Operations, and Inspection 
Boards (JUCEI) that had been established – first in Oriente 
province and then in several other provinces by governmental 
decree – to co-ordinate the activities of the various authori-
ties. (…). It is possible that a proletarian government could be 
born out of these bodies or others like the agricultural co-op-
eratives and the CDRs, if the masses manage to profoundly 
change their nature and impose their own control over them. 
For now, these bodies serve much more as instruments of 
control exercised from above, by the Castroite government, 
to prevent unwanted developments.” 
It is at this point that Che Guevara began to distance himself 

It is at this point that Che Guevara, the darling of the Cuban 
Revolution, began to distance himself from the course of 
events. 
On 24 February 1965, he gave his last international speech in 
Algiers, in tribute to Ahmed Ben Bella, the first President of 
an independent Algeria. He said: “There are no borders in this 
struggle to the death [between the workers and peoples and 
imperialism]. We cannot be indifferent to what happens an-
ywhere in the world, because a victory by any country over 
imperialism is our victory, just as any country's defeat is a de-
feat for all of us.” 
He delivered a full-frontal attack on the Kremlin bureaucracy 
and indirectly on the bureaucracies of the Cuban govern-
ment and PCC, declaring: “The socialist countries have the 
moral duty to put an end to their tacit complicity with the ex-
ploiting countries of the West.” 
Where this attack falls short is that at no time did Che Gue-
vara place his confidence in the capacity of the working class 
to achieve its own emancipation through class struggle. And 
this is why, once again, just like in 1958-9, he was to seek to 
substitute guerrilla warfare for the struggle by the working 
class in which the latter would carry with it the peasantry and 
other exploited layers of society. 
Hence the military adventures carried out in the Congo and 
then Bolivia, where he tried in vain to recreate the foco ex-
perience he had lived through in Cuba. This was a solitary 
road, at the end of which he met his death, murdered on 8 
October 1967 by Bolivian army Rangers supported by the 
CIA, who had been despatched to track him down. 
 
1986 : the significance of the Third Congress of the PCC 
The Third Congress of the PCC was held in 1986 with the 
theme of “rectification of negative tendencies”. The official 
goal was to “fight against society’s problems”. 
In reality, within the disastrous economic situation facing 
Cuba, made worse by the embargo inflicted by US imperial-
ism and the suffocating domination of the Moscow bureau-
cracy, the measures taken at the Congress began a process 
of “opening up to the market”. 
After Cuba joined COMECON (7) in 1972, industrialisation 
was abandoned. Cuba had to remain an agricultural supplier, 
previously for the benefit of the US, now for the Eastern Bloc. 
This process of subjection to the Stalinist bureaucracy at the 
economic level was accompanied by the abandoning of any 
proselytising activity, even though this had long been purely 
decorative. 
On the contrary, Castro increasingly demonstrated a growing 
alignment with the Moscow bureaucracy. In 1968, he gave a 
public speech in support of the invasion of Czechoslovakia. In 
1981, he condemned the fight of the Polish workers and 
youth to free themselves of oppression by the Soviet bureau-
cracy. In 1989, he supported the Tiananmen Square massa-
cre carried out by the Chinese bureaucracy. 
 
The policy of opening up to US capital gathered pace after 
the collapse of the USSR 
The process of completely opening up Cuba’s economy to US 
capital, which had begun cautiously under Castro and then 
became increasingly public, gathered pace after the collapse 
of the USSR; even more so under the government headed by 
Raul Castro, after Fidel Castro withdrew from all his posts 

https://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/1986
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within the Cuban state apparatus and PCC, officially on 
health grounds. 
On this point, an article by Alan Benjamin in La Vérité-The 
Truth in 2015 highlighted that: “The official White House doc-
ument on “Charting a New Course on Cuba” (…) admitted 
that “decades of US isolation of Cuba have failed”. (…) 
In relation to Cuba itself, the White House statement made it 
clear that a key US objective is the destruction of Cuba’s na-
tionalized industries and state services. “The policy changes,” 

the statement explains, “will make it easier for Americans to 
provide business training for private Cuban businesses and 
small farmers and provide other support for the growth of 
Cuba’s nascent private sector. Additional options for promot-
ing the growth of entrepreneurship and the private sector in 
Cuba will be explored.”  
The White House document notes that Cuba under the lead-
ership of Raúl Castro has initiated some “economic reforms” 
that have produced positive results. This is a reference to the 
137,000 public-sector layoffs announced by the Cuban gov-
ernment in September 2010 (along with the easing of re-
strictions to private businesses) and the Law on Foreign In-
vestment adopted by the Cuban National Assembly on March 
29, 2014. The Law on Foreign Investment allows up to 100% 
foreign ownership – with no restrictions on the repatriation 
of profits – in most sectors of Cuba’s economy, as well as siz-
able tax exemptions for new investors. But Washington and 
the transnational corporations are still not biting; more “re-
forms” are needed, they insist. A policy review published by 
investment attorneys Fox Rothschild LLP on the Mondaq busi-
ness website explains: “So long as foreign investors cannot 

hire and fire workers directly and pay them in convertible 
currency, the new investment law is shrouded in too much 
uncertainty.” (August 19, 2014) Carlos Alonso Zaldívar, for-
mer Spanish Ambassador to Cuba, warned that if unchecked 
these free-market “reforms” would have devastating conse-
quences in a country where “six million out of 11.5 million 
Cubans depend on social protection in the form of pensions 
and subsidized services and products, while 68 percent of the 
national budget goes to social spending. Given this reality, 

millions of Cubans rightfully fear that the new market open-
ings will reduce, if not totally end, this social spending. These 
millions will resist the proposed changes.” (Spanish daily 
newspaper El País, January 1, 2015).”  
The death of Fidel Castro opens a new phase of the offensive 
aimed at eliminating every last trace of the 1959 Revolution 
in Cuba. There is no doubt whatsoever that imperialism will 
now try to profit from his death by trying to follow through 
to the end with dismantling the gains of the Revolution – a 
reactionary policy in the service of which Fidel Castro would 
have placed all his prestige (8). 
The fact remains that the mass rallies that took place sur-
rounding his funeral were about more than him as a person; 
they testified to the commitment of the urban and rural 
workers and youth of Cuba to the 1959 Revolution, of which 
Castro was one of the makers. 
 

 
 
Notes: 
(1) Clearly, this first contribution to a balance-sheet of Castroism 

Before, during and after 1959, the Stalinist party has never stopped being the instrument of the counter-revolution in Cuba 
 
The current Cuban Communist Party, founded in 1965, is the heir to a first Communist Party of Cuba, created in 1920 and then renamed 
the Popular Socialist Party. Its policy is entirely dictated by Moscow. This was illustrated notably under the Batista dictatorship, of which 
it was one of the main supporters right up to the end. 
In July 1961, two years after the Cuban Revolution, the Integrated Revolutionary Organisations (ORI) was created following the merger 
of Fidel Castro’s 26th of July Movement, the (Stalinist) Popular Socialist Party and the Student Revolutionary Directory (DRE). On 26 
March 1962, the ORI became the United Party of the Cuban Socialist Revolution (PURSC), which finally became the Communist Party of 
Cuba (PCC) on 3 October 1965. Beyond the series of name-changes, what was happening was bureaucratisation and Stalinist ossification, 
the stifling of any discussion, which Che Guevara had manifestly and unsuccessfully sought to oppose. The Third Congress of the PCC, 
held in 1986, called for a “revolution within the revolution”. In practice, this marked a turn in an even more restorationist direction, 
which was enhanced further after the collapse of the USSR in 1991. 
At the Sixth Congress of the PCC (16 to 19 April 2011), Raul Castro, who had succeeded his brother at the head of the PCC and the Cuban 
state, devoted himself completely to consolidating this course. The right-wing French weekly news magazine Le Point, which naturally 
lined up on the side of “counter-reform”, highlighted what was at stake in the following terms: “The new Political Bureau of the PCC has 
15 members, compared to 19 previously, of whom three are new. One of the newcomers is Marino Murillo, the rising star of “Raulism”, 
50 years old and in charge of the programme of economic and social reforms, who no doubt will henceforth embody the hopes of sup-
porters of reform. With a vast programme of economic reforms, but a practically unchanged Communist Party leadership, Cuba now has 
its back to the wall. The route is mapped out, and it now remains to be seen if the ponderous Cuban state model will be able to start 
down the road to renewal. 
“It is time to put an end to the mentality of inertia”, Raul Castro insisted as he presented the 313 economic reforms adopted by the Sixth 
Congress of the PCC, which ended after three days of deliberations. (…) “The sometimes dramatic opening up to the market economy 
will hold the  attention of the media, but the success of the reforms programme will depend above all on the far-reaching measures 
adopted by the Congress”, Cuban economist Pavel Vidal insisted recently.The creation of co-operatives and then the creation of a net-
work of SMEs, wider commercial and administrative autonomy for state enterprises, the introduction of new provisions for foreign in-
vestors, slimming down the bureaucracy: the list of drastic reforms to be carried out is a long one. 
“One would have us believe that with control, planning and discipline the problems will be solved. But if they are trying to improve what 
has never worked for decades, then we are headed for disaster”, said Pavel Vidal.(…) “I will demand that what I have ordered or initiated 
in agreement with the senior agencies will be carried out”, was Raul Castro’s indirect reply to him, taking a firmer line by denouncing 
the “inertia and dogmatism” of the Cuban institutions.Patient and meticulous, the tireless organiser of Cuba’s decision-making structures, 
General Raul Castro has emphasised that the changes in the Cuban economy will be made “expeditiously but without haste”. Undeniably, 
the death of Fidel Castro has reshuffled the cards. 
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does not claim to be the final word of an analysis that largely re-
mains to be completed, proceeding notably to an examination of 
the roots of the errors committed at the time by our current regard-
ing the characterisation of what was happening then in Cuba, and 
the tasks which flowed form this for the Fourth International. 
(2) Fulgencio Batista came to power via a coup d'état in 1952, es-
tablishing a brutal dictatorship that would benefit from the support 
of the US government and the Kremlin bureaucracy until his down-
fall in 1959.  
(3) The 26th of July Movement (M-26-7) was created in the summer 
of 1953 by Fidel Castro to regroup the survivors of the bloody defeat 
of the attack on the Moncada Barracks on 26 July 1953. 
(4) The formulation “workers’ and peasants’ government” ap-
peared for the first time in the course of the Russian Revolution in 
1917. The importance of this designation lay above all in the fact 
that it placed at the forefront the idea of a governmental alliance of 
the workers and peasants. 
(5) La Vérité-The Truth was the theoretical review of the Fourth In-
ternational until the crisis of 2015, when it was confiscated by the 
revisionist group which split the International. 
(6) This lie was as big as the one which in more recent years at-
tributed the famous “weapons of mass destruction” to Iraq, put for 
ward as a pretext for the war in Iraq and then later in Syria, reducing 

the Middle East to rubble, chaos and poverty, and subjecting its 
populations to bombings and murderous attacks; and when the 
people attempt to flee, they risk drowning in the Mediterranean 
Sea. 
(7) COMECON (the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance), an or-
ganisation created by Stalin in 1949, supposedly provided mutual 
economic aid between the various countries of Eastern Europe. It 
was dissolved after the collapse of the USSR in 1991. 
(8) We will leave to Andreu Camps his apostolic tribute to Fidel Cas-
tro (in Informations Ouvrieres Issue no.517), in which he claims that 
in recent years Castro was “to some extent a ‘critical conscience’.” 
Let us note, however, that this “pro-Castroite” position, which clas-
sically is espoused by the Pabloite organisations, is not held by An-
dreu Camps alone; it appears that today it is shared by other leaders 
of the group that split the Fourth International two years ago. Thus, 
we read on the website of O Trabalho, the publication of the Brazil-
ian section of that liquidationist revisionist group: “Fidel Castro will 
certainly stand for future generations as the leader who dared to 
defy the most powerful imperialism, confident of the capacity of the 
masses to make a revolution. An example of struggle, despite the 
contradictions that marked his political trajectory.” No comment 
necessary! 
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 From the correspondents of the Fourth International 
 
 
 
 

 
Afghanistan 
 

“Terrorism” is not an isolated  
phenomenon from the crisis of the  
inhuman system of capitalism 
In a letter to the Conference against War, Exploitation and 
Precarious Labor in Lahore-Pakistan, the Left Radical of Af-
ghanistan reviews the situation in the region. 
 

he people of the Pakistan are victims of their govern-
ment's wrong policies, corruption and terrorism but 
the people of Afghanistan in addition, are victims of 

war and warmonger policies of US and its allies including Pa-
kistan government.  
The people of Afghanistan remember that how the 7 Islamic 
fundamentalist parties were established and financed by ISI 
(1) in the 80s and how they killed Afghan intellectuals and 
democrats even inside Peshawar and Qetta in 1980 to 1995.  
It is also confirmed by Pakistani authorities that how Taliban 
were created and supported by late Interior Minister of Paki-
stan in 1992. Besides of anti-women and autocratic character 
of the Taliban regime, it was recognized by Pakistan till its 
collapsed in 2001.  
So, we know that “terrorism” is not an isolated phenomenon 
from the crisis of the inhuman system of capitalism. The ter-
rorists as long as they target the enemies of their bosses are 
recognized as heroes, but while they refuse to fully obey 
their bosses, they are recognized as terrorists! This is the 
logic behind the definition of terrorism with capitalists. At 
first, the government attempted to deny the presence of 
Daesh in Afghan territory. However, Daesh marked their 
devil appearance through beheading 7 civilians in Zabul prov-
ince, cutting into two pieces a newborn baby and as well as 
exploding 10 villagers by mines in Nangarhar provinces. On 
January 6, 2017, around 13 coal mine workers were brutally 
killed by Daesh gunman because they were Shiite and today 
(January 10, 2017) more than 150 families sit on mourning 
for their beloved members of their families who lost their 
lives in 3 suicide attacks in Kabul, Helmand and Kandahar. 
Dear comrades, while hundreds and hundreds millions of 
people have been suffering from hunger in Pakistan, Afghan-
istan, India and around the world, the old imperialist coun-
tries have been spending billions and billions dollars for 
weapons, war, conspiracy against each other and organise 
terrorism. The workers and people of Afghanistan will never 
forget the generosity and warm hospitality of Pakistani work-
ers and people since last three decades. The bloody hands of 
the governments cannot represent the workers and people 
of Pakistan, India and Afghanistan. For sure, the interests of 
the rulers and the workers are different and we have to fight 
jointly against our rulers for a world free of war, exploitation 

and repression.  
-Long live the workers and people of Pakistan! 
-Long live the solidarity between the people and workers of 
Pakistan and Afghanistan! 

Left Radical of Afghanistan (LRA)  
January 10, 2017 

_________________________ 
(1) ISI Inter-services Intelligence, a subsidiary of the Pakistani armed 
forces 
 
 
Germany 

Excerpts from the editorial leader of Freie Plat-
form für Arbeiterpolitik n°8 January 15th 2017r 
This agenda of brutal austerity measures, this system of 
debt reduction and of market diktats is the exacerbated 
continuation of Schröder's Agenda: it can only be repulsive 
for youth and workers. 

ear 2017 is beginning just like the previous one 
ended: with the strike at Amazon. But, in January, 
other strikes and actions to push demands are on the 

agenda. As with the security guards, they focus on a national 
collective agreement or, concerning the - privatised - 
neighbourhood transport public sector, on equal pay and the 
aligning of the collective agreement on the one of non-
privatised public sector. 

On January 17th in Görlitz, the 
Bombardier company metal 
workers will decide whether they 
will down tools or not. The public 
service employees of the Länder 
are on the eve of heated fighting 
for collective agreements. They 
are colliding head-on with the 
directives of the Golden Rule (zero 
debt) implemented by the 
Länder.(...) In Germany, 15% of the 
population are poor, and 20% of 

the workers make less than 10€ per hour.  
The Agenda policies and its aggravated consequences are the 
result of political decisions made by the Grand coalition, as 
well as tax perks for the wealthy (….) Between 2005 and 
2012, Germany paid more than 300 billion €uros in interest, 
which is practically the amount of a year's budget. In 2015, 
the debt amounted to €2 022.56 billion. 
Anybody can understand that the only alternative is either 
to cancel the debt or to pay it down to the last cent. (…) 
Before the September elections to the Bundestag, we will 
have regional elections. Polls show what the SPD leadership 
is in for: an inevitable continuation of the 2016 defeats, with 
a loss of nearly half the votes. 
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In Rhineland, workers have undergone a decrease in real 
wages. This would not have been possible if the trade union 
leaderships had not given their “blessing” - albeit with 
“criticism”. 
(…) The attitude of the SPD leadership in the childcare 
workers wage dispute has not been forgotten. They are 
seething with anger and they also blame the agenda of the 
Kraft* government in the Land of North Rhineland. There 
were 21,000 of them demonstrating in front of the Land 
Parliament building in June 2015, demanding that Kraft 
review her refusal and finance the increased functioning 
costs caused by the re-evaluating of wages. 
For SPD candidates, only those who pledge to break with 
the grand coalition and its policies conforming with Brussels 
directives and with Schröder's agenda will be getting the 
votes of the workers, the trade unionists, the women and 
the young, only those who pledge to end the poverty of mi-
grants by saying no to military interventions throughout the 
world, to the multinationals’ reactionary free trade agree-
ments, to austerity and to the zero debt golden rule. 
 
*Kraft: She is a minister and SPD President of the most peopled Land 
of Germany 
 
 
Azania (South Africa) 
 

The azanian section  
of the 4th International  
has been reconstituted 
 

rotskyism will not disappear from Azania’ – so decided 
the sitting of militants of the OCRFI-South Africa, com-
prising Trotskyists from various political, labour and 

youth/student formations, from South Africa/Azania and 
Zimbabwe in Johannesburg, to deliberate and reconstitute 
the defunct Azanian Section of the Fourth International (AS-
FI). Apologies were received from Namibia and Botswana.” 
This is how issue number 3 (January 
2017) of the bulletin black republic, 
edited by partisans of the OCRFI, re-
ports on the meeting held on 7 Jan-
uary 2017 in Johannesburg. Activists 
from all over the country, in the 
presence of a delegation from Zim-
babwe and a comrade from the OC-
RFI secretariat, unanimously voted 
the reconstitution of the Azanian 
section of the 4th International. An 
organization committee, made up of seven comrades, was 
designated and charged with organizing a congress of the 
section within the next six months. The organization commit-
tee incorporates its work in the framework of the OCRFI and 
the preparation of the world conference of the OCRFI sec-
tions in November2017. The comrades who took part in the 
meeting justified this historical decision. After the split in the 
4th international that took place in the summer of 2015, the 
activists of the azanian section were kept in the dark on the 
positions present in the international: no meeting was held 

to discuss the whys and wherefores of the crisis and its con-
sequences in Azania. As the chair of the session underscored 
in the opening of the meeting, several activists had ad-
dressed the “coordinator” of the section in December 2016: 
“it is regrettable that we received to response to this request. 
It therefore became up to us to convene such a meeting.” 
This meeting for the reconstitution was all the more indis-
pensable as one of the main consequences of the crisis in the 
4 International in Azania is the programmed disappearance 
of the Socialist Party of Azania (the SOPA), constituted in 
March 1998 through a breaking within the AZAPO. A march 
towards the liquidating of the SOPA was accelerated on 29 
November 2016, when a “common communiqué of the three 
presidents of the SOPA, the AZAPO and the BCP” was pub-
lished. This is an operation that, as one comrade emphasized, 
“aims at attempting to destroy decades of combat of Trot-
skyism in South Africa”. 
As the comrade reporting on the situation in Azania pointed 
out, “today in Azania (South Africa) we are seeing a realign-
ment of forces. Those who benefited from the 1994 agree-
ments (between the leaders of the ANC and the communist 
party on the one hand, and the leaders of the apartheid re-
gime on the other – editor’s note) are today seeking to ‘save’ 
the framework of the 1994 agreements. It is thus that the 29 
November common communiqué of the three presidents of 
the SOPA, the AZAPO and the BCP are fully part of the politi-
cal operation called ‘save South Africa’ (1). 
Now, for our part, we declare: let South Africa die, that Aza-
nia may be born! The massacre of black miners in Marikana 
(in august 2012) was a turning point in the situation. And yet 
the last congress of the section was held seven years ago, in 
Durban. There haven’t been any since. When we were told 
that the SOPA was engaging in the process of merging with 
the leadership of the AZAPO, we said: that is not possible, the 
4th International section must meet to discuss this. We re-
quested a meeting of the section. And we publicly declared 
that were are not candidates for the liquidation of the SOPA, 
or of any workers organizations.” 
But in the opinion of many of the comrades, which they ex-
pressed in the meeting, the attempt at destroying the 4th In-
ternational and its azanian section has failed: “The proof is 
that we are here”, stated one comrade.  
“We” are both the representatives of the old generation, 
who were won over to the 4th International when they were 
still members of the AZAPO in the 1980s, and also the repre-
sentatives of the young generations, like these young com-
rades who are present, or the trade union representatives or 
student activists who wish to make the politics of the 4th In-
ternational their own. This is why the regular publishing of 
Black Republic is so important, as is also helping the Zimba-
bwe comrades to constitute their organization in a situation 
where the land reform, imposed by the mobilization of the 
black masses in the 2000s, is a lever for revolutionary mobi-
lization in South Africa. This explains the brutality of the im-
perialist sanctions against Zimbabwe and the importance of 
the campaign recorded at the world conference against war, 
exploitation and precarious labour (Mumbai, November 
2016) for the immediate lifting of the sanctions.  
____________________ 
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(1) “Save South Africa” is a campaign at the initiative of NGOs, 
churches and major companies which, under the cover of espousing 
the politics of rejecting Zuma, is preparing the political “alternation” 
in the service of imperialism. 
 
 
Belgium 

Unité Bulletin n° 35 December 22nd 2016 
 

Inter-professional Agreement (the 
AIP): How long must this game of 
fools go on?  
 

n the issue of retirement pensions, the FGTB has 
declared: “The government has once again proven 
that it despises the workers and cannot be bothered 

about their working conditions. Its only concern is budget. 
Once again, the government has shown that it is lying when 
it claims that only 5% to 10% of workers will retire when they 
are 67. With a budget that has been limited, that is 

impossible Do we need to remind 
them that when retirement age was 
legally pushed back, compensations 
were to be provided for by Minister 
Peeters’ measures on regular work 
and by taking occupational health 
risks into account in the calculation 
of pensions? Two years on, nothing 
concrete and no steps towards the 
achieving this have been taken for 
workers” (Communiqué 

05/12/2016). Concerning wages, it is the same story. The CG 
(FGTB) has asked: “And you, will you be able live with even 
less money? No? And yet, that is what the government 
intends to do. The government has made any negotiation on 
wages impossible in the years to come. (…)” 
So then, why should anyone persist in asserting, as the 
leadership of the FGTB does, that “if the government really 
wishes to prove that it is concerned about the workers, then 
it should find the means that are necessary for resolving this 
issue (of occupational health risks)”? (..) For all the workers 
who are unionized, who have been fighting the policies of the 
federal government for two years, it is crystal clear that 
nothing can be expected from this government. It must step 
down. That is the only solution. Period. 
Concerning the Inter-professional Agreement (AIP) which is 
to define the wage margin, the government is in a rather 
embarrassing position. There is ample evidence that “Wages 
in Belgium are lower than those in neighbouring European 
countries (...)” The Central Council on the Economy (a body 
that the trade unions sit on) is to publish its official report on 
the wage margins (…) But the Michel government does not 
want any wage raise. It is about to revise the 1996 law on 
competitiveness. This new law will give it a free hand to 
activate a pre-empting correcting mechanism (!) (…) 
For workers, the revision of the 1996 law and the new 
flexibility measures remain unacceptable. The FGTB is again 
at a crossroads: either the federation accepts the framework 
imposed by the government, and risks causing an internal 

crisis, or it stands up for its independence and calls workers 
to mobilise to topple this government, servant to the bosses 
and obedient to the European Union.   
 
 
United States 

The Organizer, vol 25, n°12, December 2016 

We Won’t back Down ! 
 

hree weeks after Trump was declared the winner in 
the presidential election, low-wage workers in 320 
cities across the country took to the streets — to-

gether with their unions — to demand at least $15/hour and 
the right to form a union at McDonalds and other fast food 
restaurants. In many cities, including in the South, workers 
went on strike to press their demands. 

Their main slogans: “We demand 
$15 an hour and union rights! — We 
say NO to deportations! — We de-
mand an END to police killing of 
Black people! — We Won’t Back 
Down!” (…) There is also anger 
within the ranks of labor that the 
AFL-CIO and Change to Win sup-
ported Wall Street’s candidate and 
went along with all the Democratic 

Party demands imposed on them (with Sanders’ complicity) 
— including not raising the issue of single payer or opposition 
to TPP, both of which are labor’s adopted positions, at the 
Democratic Party Convention. 

We’re All on the Same Team? 
Barack Obama was the first out of the gate to insist on the 
need for an “orderly transition” stating on November 10: 
“Everybody is sad when their side loses an election. But the 
day after, we have to remember that we’re actually all on 
one team. (…)“ Yes, they’re all on the same team; it’s the 
team of the ruling class, of the 1% who own, control, and run 
the country’s economy and political institutions. The working 
class is not on that team. (…) There is a lot of talk these days 
in progressive labor circles about the need to “take back” the 
Democratic Party from the “establishment Democrats” and 
return it to its “working-class roots.” It’s a total fiction to 
claim that the Democratic Party ever represented the inter-
ests of the working-class majority.  

(…) Bail Out Main Street, NOT Wall Street!  
No. It is not possible for a political party to represent the in-
terests of both the captains of industry and finance (Wall 
Street) and those of the working class majority (Main Street). 
These interests are contradictory. (…) 
The leadership of the labor movement endorsed Obama’s $8 
trillion bailout of Wall Street on the grounds that it was nec-
essary to bail out both Wall Street and Main Street. Of 
course, Main Street got the shaft — which is why Trump won 
the majority of working-class votes in the devastated indus-
trial heartland — while wall street made out like bandits. 
The Key Question Today 
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What the November 2016 election shows with greater 
urgency than ever before is the need for the labor movement 
— and particularly for the leaders of the AFL-CIO and Change 
to Win — to break its ties of subordination to the Democratic 
Party and build a working class party based on the trade 
unions and communities of the oppressed. This 
subordination is the number one obstacle facing working 
people in this country. 
(…) In our view, what’s needed today is a national organizing 
committee — with labor at the helm, in alliance with its Black 
and Latino partners — that promotes a new political strategy 
for labor. Such a committee — modeled after Labor Party 
Advocates — would, of course, promote independent mass 
actions of resistance, but its focus would be to get the ball 
rolling to run genuinely independent labor-community 
candidates for local and state office in 2018.  
 
 
France 
 
Appeal of the National steering committee of 
the POID (1) 6 November 2016 
Confronted with the general crisis, 
how can the march toward 
decomposition be halted and how can 
the course be reversed? 
 

ay after day, the country is slumping into general 
crisis: crisis of the State; political crisis and crisis of 
the decomposition of institutional parties; economic 

crisis and social crisis. (…) Everyone 
is aware of this and yet it continues, 
under the authority of the 
European Union whose 
institutions, obeying financial 
capital, have ceaselessly hacked 
away at social gains and public 
services over the past 25 years. 
(…) And yet, the measures that 
could halt this march towards 
decomposition and reverse the 
course are universally known. But not one of the successive 
governments has taken these measures, as they do not want 
to endanger the profits of the bosses, of multinational 
corporations and of banks (…) The measures are 
straightforward and universally known. Just read the 
resolutions adopted by numerous trade unions. Most 
demand the cancellation of the responsibility pact and of the 
counter-reforms (in France: Touraine, El Khomri, Macron-
Vallaud-Belkacem, the NOTRe Law and others) that spell 
disaster for our hospitals, our schools, our local public 
authorities and public services, and in industry. The majority 
of workers' organisations assert: this must stop. 
(…) For its own part, the Democratic Independent Workers' 
Party (POID) is fighting for a government of the working class 
and democracy, capable of taking the needed urgent 
measures and all the measures that the situation requires. 

But for those measures to be implemented, the replacement 
of one president by another will not suffice. 
(…) And yet, from March to June 2016, our country 
experienced something different. Workers and young people 
by the millions united with their organisations in strikes and 
demonstrations and attempted to impose the withdrawing of 
the El Khomri reform. During this mobilisation, they came up 
against several obstacles, including within the labour 
movement itself, preventing this determination to achieve its 
aims. 
(…) In this context, 6,383 workers, militants, youth of every 
tendency have publicly endorsed the appeal to break with 
the European Union and the Fifth Republic. The 507-strong 
national conference of delegates met on this mandate on 
November 5th. It laid the ground for a “National Movement 
for Breaking with the European Union and the Fifth Republic, 
and for the Constituent Assembly”. Its objective: by 
regrouping activists and workers of every tendency and origin 
towards this shared objective, to help the whole of the 
people to make their way towards democracy and the 
reclaiming their gains.  
_______________ 
(1) POID: Democratic Independent Workers' Party which the 
Internationalist Communist Tendency (ORCFI) activists are building 
in France 
 
 
Britain 

For a labour government  
enforcing Brexit in the interests  
of the working class (excerpts) 
 

ix months ago on June 23rd the British people rejected 
the European Union. “It was a class vote” had to admit 
the Financial Times: 75% of union members voted 

“leave” thus inflicting a major defeat on all those who, on the 
right as well as on the left, subordinated themselves to the 
EU and its destructive policies.  
This democratic decision taken by the people of this country 
was a victory for the nurses, the rail-workers, the millions of 
low-paid workers, for the two million workers and youth on 
zero hour contracts and those who wanted to protect their 
rights. (…) We fought in that campaign against all those who 
are in the service of the City of London, the IMF and the 
World Bank. We achieved this victory in spite of the fact that 
the top leaderships of the main unions and of the Labour 
Party, including Jeremy Corbyn, who had been elected to the 
position of leader on the basis of his long lasting fight against 
the European Union called to vote “remain”. 
(…) The present government is taking things further than 
Cameron. It wants to move fast because it is aware that its 
situation is very fragile because of the blow carried by Brexit. 
One of the reasons it dares to do so is of course that the lead-
erships of the Labour Party and of the trade unions did not 
fight on the position of the majority of workers to quit the 
EU. 
The labour movement has been divided. The question is not 
to return to the past. The question is to move forward. 
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(…) The main and immediate demands of the working class 
are: 
-/ To put an end to casualisation and the zero hour contract 
system and to the low wages. Let's secure work and wages 
through collective bargaining. 
- Open the borders to migrant workers with equal rights  
-/ By leaving the EU, we have finished with the so-called 
budgetary rules. It high time to put a stop to the destruc-
tion/privatisation of the NHS and education. 
-/ It is time to put an end to the scandalous armament ex-
penditure. It is time for Britain to pull out of NATO and stop 
taking part in military aggression and adventures. 
-/ Rail, mail, utilities such as gas and electricity must be 
brought back under public ownership. What government can 
implement such measures?  
A government of the Labour Party supported by the trade 
unions. A government of the Labour Party implementing the 
mandate which was issued by the people of this country on 
the 23rd of June, a government of the Labour Party which 
takes the pledge to implement the demands of the working 
class.  
 
 
Greece 
 

Now, immediately: Greece must 
leave the European Union! 
Ergatika Nea - the monthly newsletter published by OCRFI 
militants in Greece (January 2017) 
 

his January 2017, for seven years, our country has 
been victimised by the implementation of austerity 
memoranda ordered by the EU and the IMF. Seven 

years during which governments of very political flavour have 
implemented the memoranda. 
Seven years of EU dictatorship to 
bring us down to our knees! This is 
why we appeal to all, workers and 
youth, pensioners, jobless, peasants, 
small tradesmen, every layer of the 
population who – with the exception 
of the minority of capitalists who 
grow fat on the crisis – have been 
suffering for seven years and 
undergoing the barbaric measures of the memoranda! Has 
the time not come to say: “Seven years - we have had 
enough! Break now with the EU and the IMF! Greece must 
leave the EU now!” and shouldn't any organisation that 
claims it represents workers make this slogan their own? 
But, even on “the left”, in trade unions, don’t we hear this: “if 
Greece were to leave the EU, it would lead to a catastrophe.” 
This phoney argument is not valid since the catastrophe is 
already upon us. The catastrophe is seven years of 
memoranda. (…) The result is here for everyone to see: 
collective agreements have gone, the unemployment rate 
has topped 25%. According to a report by the Hans Böckler 
Institute, taxes for the poorer people have taken a 337% 
increase between 2010 and 2015 and, on average, the poorer 
have lost 83% of their incomes. Every survey shows that 

murders and suicides have increased twofold (….) (…) For us, 
breaking with the EU means: 
- increasing wages and pensions back to their pre-memo-
randa levels 
- reinstating all the previous collective agreements and la-
bour laws. (…) 
- renationalising all the firms that have been sold out and 
plundered, dissolve the commission for privatisations and 
return the assets to public property; cancel the treaties with 
“investors” 
in conformity with our tradition of hospitality, a correct wel-
coming of all those who have been forced to flee the bar-
baric wars waged by US imperialism and NATO in the Mid-
dle East (…) 
We have all been witness: after Tsipras caved in to the EU and 
IMF’s blackmail, there remains strictly no leeway for a “social 
agenda”. Even the tiniest measure such as adding 350€ to the 
meanest pensions demands wage limitations or heavier taxes 
in other sectors. What we are given is taken back tenfold! 
(…) The pages of Ergatika Nea are open to all the activists 
who seek the way to help meet the most pressing demands 
of the huge majority of the people. Let us help the solution 
make its way in our organisations: break with the EU. 
 
 
India 

The common man is without cash! 
Spark review, to which ORCFI activists contribute in India, 
published its third issue in December 2016. Excerpts from 
the editorial 
 

he Prime Minister of India Narendra Modi spoke on 
televisions all over India on November 8 announcing 
that from midnight of that day Rs 500 and Rs 1000 

currency notes would cease to be 
legal currency. The reasons cited by 
him for the decision are to put a 
check on corruption prevailing in 
India and check fake currency racked 
which terrorists were utilizing for 
creating disturbance in India. 
As per estimates, around 86% of the 
currency in India is in Rs 500 and Rs 
1000 currency notes amounting to 
around Rs 1450000 crore rupees. Today, over one month has 
passed since demonetization has taken place. What is the 
scene on the ground. What is the ground reality. 
The common man is without cash. There is acute shortage of 
currency notes in the country specially smaller denomination 
notes. Restricted amount of Rs 2000 currency notes are 
available but there are no takers for the same as there is 
acute shortage of small denomination notes. 
Denomination of notes in the country has affected the poor 
and workers the most. While the poor and the workers are 
standing in line before banks and ATMs to withdraw money 
even today, no rich person and no politician is seen outside 
banks and ATMs. 
While poor worker is struggling to get one note of Rs 2000 
from the few ATMs that are working, there are reports 
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appearing every day in newspapers of rich people being 
caught with large quantity of newly printed notes of Rs 2000 
denomination. The rich and the well connected have easy 
access through back door channels to convert all their black 
money into white money defeating the very purpose of 
demonetization of currency.  
The working class are those who have most suffered since 
Modi came into power with his anti-worker policies and 
today with demonetization. There is urgent need for all the 
workers of India to unite under one independent trade union 
banner, common to all trade unions, to meet the challenges 
they face in modern times. Fragmentation of trade unions on 
the basis of different political affiliations would not help in 
meeting the challenges as is demonstrated by the the fact 
that the September all India strikes for two consecutive years 
in 2015 and 2016 were massive and successful they have not 
yielded results.   
 
 

Italy 
 
Tribuna Libera, December 7th 2016 
After the December 4th referendum 
Statement of the Movement for Abrogation (December 5th 
2016)  
 

n December 4th, workers, youth, pensioners, voted 
No in the referendum to modify the Constitution 
proposed by the Renzi government. The reform's 

objective was to step up the 
implementation of the plans 
ordered by the European Union. 
The result signaled a victory of the 
working class. It expressed a deep-
seated movement, backed by 
resistance seeking ways towards 
different policies. As they refused 
to give in to the propaganda and 
the pressure from the European 
Union and the IMF, from Obama 
and the national and international media, Italian workers 
clearly said: “Enough! We have had enough of the Renzi 
agenda!”, “Enough of these policies dictated by the European 
Union!”. This, on the electoral ground, reflected the rejection 
they had expressed during the marches and the strikes 
against the Jobs Act, the reform of education, against budget 
cuts in health-care, pensions and public services. 
Faced with this result, Renzi had to step down. A political and 
institutional crisis ensued, caused by the contradiction 
between what the people want and the policies dictated by 
the European Union. Right after the referendum, an editorial 
of La Stampa acknowledged: “This is the same popular revolt 
which caused Brexit... To relaunch Italy, a new government is 
not sufficient; the people in revolt and their demands must be 
heeded”. Gentiloni, a minister of the Renzi government, was 
appointed as new head of government. He appointed 
practically all the ministers of the Renzi government in his 
cabinet and, in his speech before the Parliament, stated: “The 
government must first pursue the outstanding work of 

reforms, innovations and modernization which was achieved 
during the time of the Renzi government”. 
What contempt for the will of the people! But despising the 
people will not solve the problems. That is what the same 
editorial of La Stampa underlines: “The longer it takes for 
answers to come, the more the popular revolt will grow, with 
unpredictable consequences.”  
Indeed, the No vote in the referendum has expressed clear 
rejection and a search for a political solution, which raises the 
question of repealing all the laws that have destroyed rights 
and gains. For instance, teachers and parents have already 
worded the demand for the repeal of the education reform. 
This is undoubtedly the reason why the “new” government 
appointed a former trade unionist of the CGIL as minister of 
education. 
On the one hand, the government seeks to involve trade 
unions into the implementation of its policies; on the other 
hand, workers are determined to use their unions to have 
their will abided by, as was expressed during the referendum. 
More than ever, the independence of trade unions is a core 
issue. It is in this situation that the Movement for the 
Abrogation will meet in a general assembly on January 11th, 
to take concrete initiatives to help the movement that is 
seeking a solution.  
 
 
Pakistan 
 

Conference against war,  
exploitation and precarious labour 
in Lahore 
After the conference held on January 12th on the initiative 
of the APTUF, a broad committee was formed to develop 
peace promoting initiatives. 
 

he All Pakistan Trade Union Federation (APTUF) took 
the initiative to call a national conference against 
war, exploitation and precarious labour. The trade 

union federation took this responsibility because it is up to 
the labour movement to wage a genuine fight for democracy 
and for peace. Numerous political and labour organisations 
were invited as well as public figures, lawyers, journalists. 
The situation in which the conference was held is far from 
normal. In spite of that fact, 700 delegates members of the 
APTUF, women, youth from all over Pakistan attended the 
confe-rence. In our country marked by suicide attacks, dan-
gerous roads, tensions between the provinces, it was highly 
important to be able to be together. The speakers came from 
every province, from every sector of activity. We are calling 
for peace concerning relationships between states and we 
particularly address the governments of India and Pakistan 
and ask them to enter negotiations to solve all the conflicts 
in a pacific way.We call for peace between the different eth-
nic, linguistic or religious groups existing in Pakistan and we 
ask that all the minorities and all the religions be respected 
and that everyone be permitted to worship according to 
their persuasion. 
We are doing this in a moment when extremism is daily 
growing. We all know that how imperialism started war in 
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Iraq and in Afghanistan and smashed the infrastructure of 
both countries. 100 thousands of innocent men, women and 
children lost their lives and both countries are totally 
smashed. The way which Imperialism attacked on both coun-
tries, they are the snatchers, they want to control the min-
eral resources and capture Iraqi oil. But the role of Islamic 
country during that war was not positive. The greedy imperi-
alists started their interference in our country and with fun-
damentalists and sectarian group they have created a civil 
war situation. Imperialism was the creator of Taliban and 
started giving huge funds to their organizations and Jihadees 
groups. 
The conference saluted the initiative taken by our Indian 
comrades who organised the Mumbai Conference. It must be 
noted that because of the war on the Pakistan-India border, 
and of the tensions between the two governments, we could 
not obtain visas to attend it. 
The comrades also spoke of the very bad working conditions 
of workers working as contract or sub contract and bonded 
labor in various sectors in Pakistan. Speakers strongly criti-
cized government privatization policy of WAPDA (water dis-
tribution services and utilities), banks and railways. 
The conference decided to organise a series of activities on 
the same theme together with journalist organisations, 
lawyers, teachers associations, trade unions to put pressure 
on government to take immediate measure to maintain law 
and order situation, and make policy to bring peace in the 
country. A committee was formed to organize series of 
activities unitedly against war, exploitation and precarious 
labour.  
 
 

Russia 
 

A letter from Russia 
he Russian revolution of 1917th was not simply a 
national revolution, but was fully part of the world 
revolution. Such a feeling also had the young 

generation of Soviet workers, students or else who became 
adult during the decade of 1920s. From this point of view, the 
collapse of Soviet Union at the end of the previous century 
was a great defeat of socialism, of world socialist revolution. 
The consequences of the collapse of Soviet Union were 
catastrophic for the world labour movement, for the systems 
of social security all over the world.  
So after the collapse of Soviet Union, capitalism very rapidly 
lost its so-called “human face”. And what do we have in ex 

USSR, in Russia? We have a system of backward colonial type 
capitalism, which was predicted by Leon Trotsky in “The 
revolution betrayed” in 1936.  
The question of the differences between the contemporary 
regime of Putin in Russia and the previous regime of 
president Boris Yeltsin is often asked? Of course there are 
some personal differences between these two figures. 
Yeltsin, thirty years ago, was the big boss of the Communist 
Party. Putin, at that time, was a young KGB agent. But 
politically, we can see that present time Putin regime is the 
direct continuation of the Boris Eltsin regime that took power 
just after the collapse of Soviet Union. The destruction of 
system of social guarantees in Russia was proclaimed during 
Yeltsin time, but after Putin came into power, he started 
gradually, step by step, to destroy the system of social 
guarantees, the pension system, the healthcare system, and 
education system, and so on.  
The so-called communist parliamentary opposition led by 
Genadi Ziuganov defends the thesis that the Soviet Union 
was destroyed from inside by “a fifth column”. Of course. But 
the question is: who was this “fifth column”? Were they 
transported to Soviet Union from the moon? No. These 
traitors were all top party bosses, who, as politicians, born 
and brought up inside the party apparatus.  
We must learn the history of the rotten compromises 
between imperialism and the soviet party bureaucracy. It is a 
long history. Since the time of the Spanish revolution, since 
the time of the Committee for non-interference in the 
Spanish revolution, which was officially approved by Stalin in 
1936. We also must know that these rotten compromises 
were direct consequences of the theory of “socialism in one 
single country”, and the degeneration of the workers State in 
Soviet Union.  
It is quite clear that the system of the privileges of 
bureaucracy in Soviet Union was finally established only after 
that several generations of old Bolsheviks, who participated 
in October revolution, were physically exterminated during 
the years of the so-called “great terror”, in 1937 and 1938. It 
is a fact that 90% of the delegates of the 17th Congress of the 
Soviet Communist Party, which would be called in 1934, were 
shot and physically exterminated by Stalin's secret policy 
during the years 1937 and 1938.  
So we should think and re-think and learn the lessons of 
October revolution. It will be very helpful for us to step 
forward. 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T 



38 The Internationale n°5 – February 2017 
 
 
 OUR HISTORY 
 
 
 

The “April Theses” (April 7, 1917) 
 

“The hour of Bolshevism will strike.  
Our line will prove right.  
All the oppressed will come to us,  
because the war will bring them to us...” 
 
By J-P. Raffi 
 
On April 3rd, 1917, when Lenin set foot in Russia 
again, war had been wreaking havoc in Europe 
for more than three years, spreading war and 
misery on both sides of the front line. 
The revolution had broken out in Russia, where  
hundreds of thousands of men, women and 
young people had stood up against the war that 
was not their war, but the war of bankers, 
big corporations, stock exchanges and 
imperialist governments. 

 
 

“provisional revolutionary government” had been 
established following the collapse of the Czarist 
regime, a government that might be labelled an 

early version of a “Popular Front” government. At the same 
time Soviets (councils of workers, peasants and soldiers) 
were being formed all over the country, as the masses were 
determined to have their own representation and organ of 
power. When Lenin arrived, his party, the RSDLP, was totally 
beholden to the government and turning its back on the 
masses and their revolutionary aspirations: land, peace, 
freedom… In his History of the Russian Revolution, Trotsky 
described the backdrop to Lenin's arrival in Petrograd on 
April 3rd, 1917, and the bewilderment the speech he then 
made caused not only in the ranks of the Mensheviks but also 
in those of his own Bolshevik comrades. 

Trotsky wrote: 
Kamenev, a member of the emigrant editorial staff of the 
central organ, Stalin, a member of the Central Committee, 
and Muranov, a deputy in the Duma who had also returned 
from Siberia, (where they had been exiled by the Czarist 

regime – editor's note), removed the old editors of Pravda, 
(the RSDLP journal) who had occupied a too “left” position, 
and on the 15th of March, relying on their somewhat 
problematical rights, took the paper into their own hands. 
In the programme announcement of the new editorship, it 
was declared that the Bolsheviks would decisively support the 
Provisional government “in so far as it struggles against 
reaction or counter-revolution.” The new editors expressed 
themselves no less categorically upon the question of war:  
While the German army obeys its emperor, the Russian 
soldier must stand firmly at his post answering bullet with 
bullet and shell with shell.” “Our slogan is not the 
meaningless ‘down with war.’ Our slogan is pressure upon 
the Provisional Government with the aim of compelling it... 
to make an attempt to induce all the warring countries to 
open immediate negotiations... and until then every man 
remains at his fighting post!” Both the idea and its 
formulation are those of the defensists. This programme of 
pressure upon an imperialist government with the aim of 
“inducing” it to adopt a peace-loving form of activity, was the 
programme of Kautsky in Germany, Jean Longuet in France, 
MacDonald in England. It was anything but the programme 
of Lenin, who was calling for the overthrow of imperialist 
rule. (…) 
The description of the official meeting which took place in 
the so-called “Czar’s Room” of the Finland station, 
constitutes a very lively page in the many-volumed and rather 
faded memoirs of Sukhanov. “Lenin walked, or rather ran, 
into the ’Czar’s Room’ in a round hat, his face chilled, and a 
luxurious bouquet in his arms. Hurrying to the middle of the 
room, he stopped still in front of Cheidze as though he had 
run into a completely, unexpected obstacle. And here 
Cheidze, not abandoning his previous melancholy look, 
pronounced the following ‘speech of greeting,’ carefully, 
preserving not only the spirit and voice of a moral instructor: 
“Comrade Lenin, in the name of the Petrograd Soviet and the 
whole revolution. We welcome you to Russia... but we 
consider that the chief task of the revolutionary democracy 
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at present is to defend our revolution against every kind of 
attack both from within and from without... We hope that 
you will join us in striving towards this goal.” Cheidze ceased. 
I was dismayed with the unexpectedness of it. But Lenin, it 
seemed, knew well how to deal with all that. He stood there 
looking as though what was happening did not concern him 
in the least, glanced from one side to the other, looked over 
the surrounding public, and even examined the ceiling to the 
’Czar’s Room’ while rearranging his bouquet (which 
harmonised rather badly with his whole figure), and finally, 
having turned completely away from the delegates of the 
Executive Committee, ‘answered’ thus: ‘Dear comrades, 
soldiers, sailors and workers, I am happy to greet in you the 
victorious Russian revolution, to greet you as the advance 
guard of the international proletarian army... The hour is not 
far when, at the summons of our comrade Karl Liebknecht, 
the people will turn their weapons against their capitalist 
exploiters... The Russian revolution achieved by you has 
opened a new, epoch, Long live the world wide socialist 
revolution!’” 
Sukhanov is right – the bouquet harmonised badly with the 
figure of Lenin, and doubtless hindered and embarrassed him 
with its inappropriateness to the austere background of 
events. In general, as it happens, Lenin did not like flowers in 
a bouquet. But doubtless he was far more embarrassed by 
that official and hypocritical Sunday school greeting in the 
parade room of a station. Cheidze was better than his speech 
of greeting. He was a little timid of Lenin. But they 
undoubtedly had told him that it was necessary to pull up on 
the “sectarian” from the very beginning. To supplement 
Cheidze’s speech, which had demonstrated the pitiable level 
of the leadership, a young naval commander, speaking in the 
name of the sailors, was brilliant enough to express the hope 
that Lenin might become a member of the Provisional 
Government. Thus the February revolution, garrulous and 
flabby and still rather stupid, greeted the man who had 
arrived with a resolute determination to set it straight both 
in thought and in will. Those first impressions, multiplying 
tenfold the alarm which he had brought with him, produced 
a feeling of protest in Lenin which it was difficult to restrain. 
How much more satisfactory to roll up his sleeves! Appealing 
from Cheidze to the sailors and workers, from the defence of 
the Fatherland to international revolution, from the 
Provisional Government to Liebknecht, Lenin merely gave a 
short rehearsal there at the station of his whole future policy. 
And nevertheless that clumsy revolution instantly and 
heartily took its leader into its bosom. The soldiers demanded 
that Lenin climb up on one of the armoured cars, and he had 
to obey. The oncoming night made the procession especially 
impressive. The lights on the other armoured cars being 
dimmed, the night was stabbed by the sharp beam from the 
projector of the machine on which Lenin rode. It sliced out 
from the darkness of the street sections of excited workers, 
soldiers, sailors – the same ones who had achieved the great 
revolution and then let the power slip through their fingers. 
The band ceased playing every so often, in order to let Lenin 
repeat or vary his speech before new listeners. “That 
triumphal march was brilliant,” says Sukhanov, “and even 
somewhat symbolic.” 
In the palace of Kshesinskaia, Bolshevik headquarters in the 
satin nest of a court ballerina – that combination must have 

amused Lenin’s always lively irony – greetings began again. 
This was too much. Lenin endured the flood of eulogistic 
speeches like an impatient pedestrian waiting in a doorway 
for the rain to stop. He felt the sincere joyfulness at his arrival, 
but was bothered by its verboseness. The very tone of the 
official greetings seemed to him imitative, affected – in a 
word borrowed from the petty bourgeois democracy, 
declamatory, sentimental and false. He saw that the 
revolution, before having even defined its problems and 
tasks, had already created its tiresome etiquette. He smiled a 
good-natured reproach, looked at his watch, and from time 
to time doubtless gave an unrestrained yawn. The echo of the 
last greeting had not died away, when this unusual guest let 
loose upon that audience a cataract of passionate thought 
which at times sounded almost like a lashing.  
(…) The fundamental impression made by Lenin’s speech even 
among those nearest to him was one of fright. All the 
accepted formulas, which with innumerable repetition had 
acquired in the course of a month a seemingly unshakeable 
permanence, were exploded one after another before the 
eyes of that audience. The short Leninist reply at the station, 
tossed out over the head of the startled Cheidze, was here 
developed into a two hour speech addressed directly to the 
Petrograd cadres of Bolshevism. 
(…) Lenin’s considerations went deeper. Not the elements 
that were hovering in that banquet hall, but human thoughts 
– and they were not embarrassed by the elements, but were 
trying to understand in order to control them. But never mind 
– the impression is clearly conveyed. 
“On the journey here with my comrades,” said Lenin, 
according to Sukhanov’s report – “I was expecting they would 
take us directly from the station to Peter and Paul. We are far 
from that, it seems. But let us not give up the hope that it will 
happen, that we shall not escape it.” For the others at that 
time the development of the revolution was identical, with a 
strengthening of the democracy; for Lenin the nearest 
prospect led straight to the Peter and Paul prison-fortress. It 
seemed a sinister joke. But Lenin was not joking, nor was the 
revolution joking. 
“He swept aside legislative agrarian reform,” complains 
Sukhanov, “along with all the rest of the policies of the Soviet. 
He spoke for an organised seizure of the land by the peasants, 
not anticipating... any governmental power at all.” “‘We 
don’t need any parliamentary republic. We don’t need any 
bourgeois democracy. We don’t need any government except 
the Soviet of workers’, soldiers’, and farmhands’ 
deputies!’”At the same time Lenin sharply separated himself 
from Soviet majority, tossing them over into the camp of the 
enemy. That alone was enough in those days to make his 
listeners dizzy!” 
“Only the Zimmerwald Left stands guard over the proletarian 
interests and the world revolution” – thus Sukhanov reports, 
with indignation, the thoughts of Lenin, “The rest are the 
same old opportunist speaking pretty words but in reality 
betraying the cause of socialism and the work masses.” 
Raskolnikov supplements Sukhanov: “He decisively assailed 
the tactics pursued before his arrival by the ruling party 
groups and by individual comrades. The most responsible 
workers were here. But for them too the words of Ilych were 
a veritable revelation. They laid down a Rubicon between the 
tactics of yesterday and today,” (…) 
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The next day Lenin presented to the party a short written 
exposition of his views, which under the name of Theses of 
April 4th has become one of the most important documents 
of the revolution. The theses expressed simple thoughts in 
simple words comprehensible to all: The republic which has 
issued from the February revolution is not our republic, and 
the war which it is now raging is not our war. The task of the 
Bolsheviks is to overthrow the imperialist government. But 
this government rests upon the support of the Social 
Revolutionaries and Mensheviks, who in turn are supported 
by the trustfulness of the masses of the people. We are in the 
minority. In these circumstances there can be no talk of 
violence from our side. We must teach the masses not to trust 
the Compromisers and defensists. “We must patiently 
explain.” The success of this policy, dictated by the whole 
existing situation, is assured, and it will bring us to the 
dictatorship of the proletariat, and so beyond the boundaries 
of the bourgeois régime. We will break absolutely with 
capital, publish its secret treaties, and summon the workers 
of the whole world to cast loose from the bourgeoisie and put 
an end to the war. We are beginning the international 
revolution. Only its success will confirm our success, and 
guarantee a transition to the socialist régime. (…) 
From the plane of pseudo-objectivism, behind which the 
political capitulators were hiding, Lenin shifted the whole 
question to the subjective plane. The proletariat did not seize 
the power in February because the Bolshevik Party was not 
equal to its objective task, and could not prevent the 
Compromises from expropriating the popular masses 
politically for the benefit of the bourgeoisie. (…) 
Nevertheless, with all its boldness of revolutionary grasp, its 
inflexible determination to break even with his former long 
time colleagues and comrades-in-arms, if they proved unable 
to march with the revolution, the speech of Lenin – every part 
balanced against the rest – was filled with deep realism and 
an infallible feeling for the masses.  
Exactly for this reason, it seemed to the democrats a fantastic 
skimming of the surface. The Bolsheviks are a tiny minority in 
the Soviet, and Lenin dreams of seizing the power; isn’t that 
pure adventurism? There was not a shadow of adventurism 
in Lenin’s statement of the problem. He did not for a moment 
close his eyes to the existence of “honest” defensist moods in 
the broad masses. He did not intend either to lose himself in 
the masses or to act behind their backs. “We are not 
charlatans” – he throws this in the eyes of future objections 
and accusations – “we must base ourselves only upon the 
consciousness of the masses. Even if it is necessary to remain 
in a minority – so be it. It is a good thing to give up for a time 
the position of leadership; we must not be afraid to remain in 
the minority.” Do not fear to remain in a minority – even a 
minority of one, like Liebknecht’s one against a hundred and 
ten – such was the leitmotif of his speech (…) 
“The real government is the Soviet of workers’ deputies ... In 
the Soviet our party is the minority ... What can we do? All we 
can do is to explain patiently, insistently, systematically the 
error of their tactics. So long as we are in the minority, we will 
carry on the work of criticism, in order to free the masses 
from deceit. We do not want the masses to believe us just on 
our say so; we are not charlatans. We want the masses to be 
freed by experience from their mistakes.” Don’t be afraid to 
remain in the minority! Not for ever, but for a time. The hour 

of Bolshevism will strike. “Our line will prove right ... All the 
oppressed will come to us, because the war will bring them 
to us. They have no other way out.”In the next few days, 
Lenin repeated and developed the same arguments in the 
many meetings he held with cadres, activists of his parties, 
delegates to the Soviets. On April 7th, Lenin presented in his 
own name a compendium of his views in what came to be 
known as the “April Theses”, which he introduced in the 
following way: 
“I did not arrive in Petrograd until the night of April 3rd, and 
therefore at the meeting on April 4th, I could, of course, 
deliver the report on the tasks of the revolutionary 
proletariat only on my own behalf, and with reservations as 
to insufficient preparation. 
The only thing I could do to make things easier for myself—
and for honest opponents—was to prepare the theses in 
writing. I read them out, and gave the text to Comrade 
Tsereteli. I read them twice very slowly: first at a meeting of 
Bolsheviks and then at a meeting of both Bolsheviks and 
Mensheviks. 
I publish these personal theses of mine with only the briefest 
explanatory notes, which were developed in far greater 
detail in the report.  
 

April Theses (April 7th, 1917) 
 

❶ 
In our attitude towards the war, which under the new 
[provisional] government of Lvov and Co. unquestionably 
remains on Russia’s part a predatory imperialist war owing 
to the capitalist nature of that government, not the slightest 
concession to “revolutionary defencism” is permissible. 
The class-conscious proletariat can give its consent to a 
revolutionary war, which would really justify revolutionary 
defencism, only on condition: (a) that the power pass to the 
proletariat and the poorest sections of the peasants aligned 
with the proletariat; (b) that all annexations be renounced in 
deed and not in word; (c) that a complete break be effected 
in actual fact with all capitalist interests. 
In view of the undoubted honesty of those broad sections of 
the mass believers in revolutionary defencism who accept 
the war only as a necessity, and not as a means of conquest, 
in view of the fact that they are being deceived by the 
bourgeoisie, it is necessary with particular thoroughness, 
persistence and patience to explain their error to them, to 
explain the inseparable connection existing between capital 
and the imperialist war, and to prove that without 
overthrowing capital it is impossible to end the war by a truly 
democratic peace, a peace not imposed by violence. 
The most widespread campaign for this view must be 
organised in the army at the front. 
Fraternisation.  

❷ 
The specific feature of the present situation in Russia is that 
the country is passing from the first stage of the revolution—
which, owing to the insufficient class-consciousness and 
organisation of the proletariat, placed power in the hands of 
the bourgeoisie—to its second stage, which must place 
power in the hands of the proletariat and the poorest 
sections of the peasants. This transition is characterised, on 
the one hand, by a maximum of legally recognised rights 



The Internationale n°5 – February 2017 41 
 
(Russia is now the freest of all the belligerent countries in the 
world); on the other, by the absence of violence towards the 
masses, and, finally, by their unreasoning trust in the 
government of capitalists, those worst enemies of peace and 
socialism. This peculiar situation demands of us an ability to 
adapt ourselves to the special conditions of Party work 
among unprecedentedly large masses of proletarians who 
have just awakened to political life.  

❸ 
No support for the Provisional Government; the utter falsity 
of all its promises should be made clear, particularly of those 
relating to the renunciation of annexations. Exposure in 
place of the impermissible, illusion-breeding “demand” that 
this government, a government of capitalists, should cease 
to be an imperialist government.  

❹ 
Recognition of the fact that in most of the Soviets of 
Workers’ Deputies our Party is in a minority, so far a small 
minority, as against a bloc of all the petty-bourgeois 
opportunist elements, from the Popular Socialists and the 
Socialist-Revolutionaries down to the Organising Committee 
(Chkheidze, Tsereteli, etc.), Steklov, etc., etc., who have 
yielded to the influence of the bourgeoisie and spread that 
influence among the proletariat. 
The masses must be made to see that the Soviets of Workers’ 
Deputies are the only possible form of revolutionary 
government, and that therefore our task is, as long as this 
government yields to the influence of the bourgeoisie, to 
present a patient, systematic, and persistent explanation of 
the errors of their tactics, an explanation especially adapted 
to the practical needs of the masses. 
As long as we are in the minority we carry on the work of 
criticising and exposing errors and at the same time we 
preach the necessity of transferring the entire state power to 
the Soviets of Workers’ Deputies, so that the people may 
overcome their mistakes by experience.  

❺ 
Not a parliamentary republic—to return to a parliamentary 
republic from the Soviets of Workers’ Deputies would be a 
retrograde step—but a republic of Soviets of Workers’, 
Agricultural Labourers’ and Peasants’ Deputies throughout 
the country, from top to bottom. 
Abolition of the police, the army and the bureaucracy.[1] 
The salaries of all officials, all of whom are elective and 
displaceable at any time, not to exceed the average wage of 
a competent worker.  

❻ 
The weight of emphasis in the agrarian programme to be 
shifted to the Soviets of Agricultural Labourers’ Deputies.  
Confiscation of all landed estates.  
Nationalisation of all lands in the country, the land to be 
disposed of by the local Soviets of Agricultural Labourers’ and 
Peasants’ Deputies. The organisation of separate Soviets of 
Deputies of Poor Peasants. The setting up of a model farm on 
each of the large estates (ranging in size from 100 to 300 
dessiatines, according to local and other conditions, and to 
the decisions of the local bodies) under the control of the 
Soviets of Agricultural Labourers’ Deputies and for the public 
account.  

❼ 
The immediate union of all banks in the country into a single 
national bank, and the institution of control over it by the 
Soviet of Workers’ Deputies.  

❽ 
It is not our immediate task to “introduce” socialism, but only 
to bring social production and the distribution of products at 
once under the control of the Soviets of Workers’ Deputies.  

❾ 
Party tasks:  
(1) Immediate convocation of a Party congress;  
(2) Alteration of the Party Programme, mainly:  
(a) On the question of imperialism and the imperialist war,  
(b) On our attitude towards the state and our demand for a 
“commune state”[2];  
(c) Amendment of our out-of-date minimum programme;  
(3) Change of the Party’s name.[3] 

❿ 
A new International.  
We must take the initiative in creating a revolutionary 
International, an International against the social-chauvinists 
and against the “Centre”.[4]  
In order that the reader may understand why I had especially 
to emphasise as a rare exception the “case” of honest 
opponents, I invite him to compare the above theses with the 
following objection by Mr. Goldenberg: Lenin, he said, “has 
planted the banner of civil war in the midst of revolutionary 
democracy” (quoted in No. 5 of Mr. Plekhanov’s Yedinstvo). 
[5] Isn’t it a gem?  
I write, announce and elaborately explain: “In view of the 
undoubted honesty of those broad sections of the mass 
believers in revolutionary defencism ... in view of the fact 
that they are being deceived by the bourgeoisie, it is 
necessary with particular thoroughness, persistence and 
patience to explain their error to them....”  
Yet the bourgeois gentlemen who call themselves Social-
Democrats, who do not belong either to the broad sections 
or to the mass believers in defencism, with serene brow 
present my views thus: “The banner[!] of civil war” (of which 
there is not a word in the theses and not a word in my 
speech!) has been planted(!) “in the midst [!!] of 
revolutionary democracy...”. What does this mean? In what 
way does this differ from riot-inciting agitation, from 
Russkaya Volya? [6]  
I write, announce and elaborately explain: “The Soviets of 
Workers’ Deputies are the only possible form of 
revolutionary government, and therefore our task is to 
present a patient, systematic, and persistent explanation of 
the errors of their tactics, an explanation especially adapted 
to the practical needs of the masses.” Yet opponents of a 
certain brand present my views as a call to “civil war in the 
midst of revolutionary democracy”! I attacked the 
Provisional Government for not having appointed an early 
date or any date at all, for the convocation of the Constituent 
Assembly, and for confining itself to promises. I argued that 
without the Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies the 
convocation of the Constituent Assembly is not guaranteed 
and its success is impossible. And the view is attributed to me 
that I am opposed to the speedy convocation of the 
Constituent Assembly!!! I would call this “raving”, had not 
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decades of political struggle taught me to regard honesty in 
opponents as a rare exception.  
Mr. Plekhanov in his paper called my speech “raving”. Very 
good, Mr. Plekhanov! But look how awkward, uncouth and 
slow-witted you are in your polemics. If I delivered a raving 
speech for two hours, how is it that an audience of hundreds 
tolerated this “raving”? Inconsistent, highly inconsistent!  
It is, of course, much easier to shout, abuse, and howl than 
to attempt to relate, to explain, to recall what Marx and 
Engels said in 1871, 1872 and 1875 about the experience of 
the Paris Commune and about the kind of state the 
proletariat needs.  
Ex-Marxist Mr. Plekhanov evidently does not care to recall 
Marxism.  
I quoted the words of Rosa Luxemburg, who on August 4th, 
1914 [7], called German Social-Democracy a “stinking 
corpse”. And the Plekhanovs, Goldenbergs and Co. feel 
“offended”. On whose behalf? On behalf of the German 
chauvinists, because they were called chauvinists!  
They have got themselves in a mess, these poor Russian 
social-chauvinists—socialists in word and chauvinists in 
deed.  

Published on April 7th,  
1917 in Pravda No. 26 

Notes: 

[1] i.e. the standing army to be replaced by the arming of the 
whole people. (Trotsky's note) 
[2] i.e., a state of which the Paris Commune was the prototype. 
(Trotsky's note) 
[3] Instead of “Social-Democracy”, whose official leaders 
throughout the world have betrayed socialism and deserted to the 
bourgeoisie (the “defencists” and the vacillating “Kautskyites”), we 
must call ourselves the Communist Party. (Trotsky's note) 
[4] The “Centre” in the international Social-Democratic movement 
is the trend which vacillates between the chauvinists (“defencists”) 
and internationalists, i.e., Kautsky and Co. in Germany, Longuet 
and Co. in France, Chkheidze and Co. in Russia, Turati and Co. in 
Italy, MacDonald and Co. in Britain, etc. (Trotsky's note) 
[5] Yedinstvo (Unity). A daily newspaper edited by Plekhanov. It 
was published from March to November 1917, and then from 
December 1917 to January 1918. 
[6] Russkaya Volya (Russian Will): a daily newspaper funded by big 
banks. Lenin regarded it as one of the most despicable bourgeois 
newspapers. 
[7] When they voted in favour of war credits on August 4th, 1914, 
German Social-Democrats passed over to the side of the 
bourgeoisie. The Social-Democratic Left voted against within the 
parliamentary caucus but abided to party discipline thereby 
temporarily submitting to the apparatus.  
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Japan 
 

Break through the darkness  
of the 21st century! 

 
The anti-Stalinist communist movement in Japan and its revolutionary fight 
 
Japan Revolutionary Communist League (Revolutionary 
Marxist Faction) 
 
The Internationale, the magazine of the OCRFI, 
presents in this issue the document sent by the 
comrades of the Japan Revolutionary Com-
munist League (Revolutionary Marxist Faction). 
Even though the editorial board of The Interna-
tionale may not share every opinion expressed 
in this document, we have decided 
to submit it to the consideration of readers 
as a contribution to the international 
discussion on the tasks of the vanguard. 
 
 

his year marks the 100th anniversary of the Russian 
Revolution. But the world today, 25 years after the 
collapse of the USSR, is full of miseries of the working 

class and the toiling masses yet to be liberated from the 
chains of capital. 
We the JRCL are fighting for a radical overturn of this dark 
21st-century world, with responsibility as the vanguard of 
the world proletariat. On this occasion given by the editor, 
we are outlining our views, our fights and our aims. 
 
Clashes of state egoism: the world has entered a new era 
Today’s world is in a drastic change and turbulence.  
Donald Trump, who shouts ‘Make America great again’, is to 
take office as US President. He says that he will give top pri-
ority to America’s national interests in every policy and, for 
this aim, will make the US military ‘the world’s strongest’. In-
stead of the conventional idea of US imperialists that Amer-
ica leads the ‘international community’ for universal ‘free-
dom and democracy’, he is making ‘America First’ into a new 
principle of the state. 
A ‘great America’ that he pictures will pursue a one-to-one 
‘deal’ with other countries to win results exclusively benefi-
cial to America’s interests. Clad in the armour of the ‘world’s 
strongest’ nuclear capability, and brandishing an iron club, it 
will press and threaten the rest of the world to achieve that 

purpose, even by resorting to unilateral military actions. All 
that will be pursued for ‘making America great again’. 
He is showing a hostile posture towards Xi Jinping-led China 
over the ‘one China’ principle and the dominance of the 
South China Sea (which China regards as its ‘crucial inter-
ests’); towards Putin’s Russia, he is changing the Obama-led 
hard-line policy, as seen in his toleration of the Russian occu-
pation of Crimea.  
Such historic policy shifts towards China and Russia will pro-
voke China to take a hard line, triggering a head-on clash be-
tween the two powers. It could change the present basic 
structure of the world characterized by the confrontation be-
tween US imperialism and China allied with Russia. 
Trump complains that America has been victimized by other 
economies due to ‘free trade agreements’. Under the banner 
‘Against globalism’, he moves to the ‘withdrawal from the 
Trans-Pacific Partnership’ and a higher tariff wall. While di-
recting manufacturing monopolies to cancel their relocations 
abroad of factories, he has announced a huge investment in 
infrastructure constructions and other public works. Such an 
economic and industrial policy means a rejection of not only 
Obama’s but also the conventional Republican policy since 
Ronald Reagan, i.e. a ‘small government’ and ‘free trade’. 
(Naturally, it will push up the US financial deficit.) 
By saying ‘America can’t be the policeman of the world’, the 
US president-to-be is pressing the governments of Japan, 
South Korea and NATO member states to pay more for sta-
tioned US troops and increase their own military budgets.  
Having found Trump taking a hostile stance to China, the Xi 
Jinping government seized a US military unmanned submers-
ible by mobilizing its naval forces off the Philippines. With 
this provocative action, Xi warned that, if the new US admin-
istration takes a hostile policy, China would resort to a mili-
tary counteraction.  
Facing Trump’s America, the Chinese government is acceler-
ating its efforts to catch up with the military capability of US 
imperialism in line with its strategic plan to promote China 
into a ‘superpower of the 21st century’ for the ‘revival of the 
great Chinese nation’. It is bent on building up its nuclear ca-
pability, centring on naval forces and including space forces, 
with the help of military technologies introduced from Rus-
sia. Putin’s Russia, on the other hand, is watching Trump’s 

T 
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moves, the ebb of the European Union and its internal disa-
greements over economic sanctions on Russia. Taking ad-
vantage of this situation, Putin has started his approach to 
Trump designed for the lifting of sanctions, which have dam-
aged the Russian economy, and aimed to push back NATO’s 
eastward expansion. Putin, styling himself today’s Ivan the 
Terrible, is ambitious to regain the Russian sphere of influ-
ence, which he thinks was stolen by Western imperialist 
powers, and revive Russia as ‘a great power’. Look at the Syr-
ian situation! As Putin sees that Trump regards it ‘useless’ for 
America to overpay for the Middle East and tolerates Russia’s 
intervention, he is committing every evil to save the Bashar 
Assad regime, its only partner in the region. How many bar-
barities are being continued on Aleppo and other towns and 
villages!  
After the Brexit decision, Europe is shaken with nationalist 
currents widespread under the banners ‘No immigrants’ and 
‘Leave the EU’. These currents are even watching a chance to 
seize or enter the government in France, the Netherlands, 
Germany and other countries. The European Union is on the 
brink of disintegration.  
The Japanese government led by Shinzo Abe is facing a di-
lemma amid the international turbulence. The only way for 
him to counter the rise of China is to strengthen Japan’s new 
military alliance with US imperialism; but Japan will have to 
pay an enormous sum of money as long as it obeys Trump’s 
orders. For all his dilemma, as an America’s running dog 
wearing the collar of the Security Treaty, he is pleading with 
the new ‘master’ not to remove the collar by promising to 
pay more money.  
Today’s world has entered an orderless phase, where US im-
perialists and other rulers blatantly pursue their egoistic na-
tional interests against each other. It is on the verge of a crisis 
that could trigger a Third World War. 
 
What underlies the drastic change 
The advent to power of Trump, emphasizing ‘America first’ 
for ‘making America great again’, indicates that the declining 
imperialist power of America is gasping on its deathbed. 
After the collapse of the USSR in 1991, US imperialism, hav-
ing become the ‘sole superpower’, unleashed its arrogance 
and brutality on the rest of the world. For this very reason, it 
had to suffer a defeat in its war of aggression in Afghanistan 
and Iraq before the surging anti-US resistance of Muslim peo-
ple. The ‘Islamic State’ born in Iraq and Syria, as well as mil-
lions of refugees flooding into Europe, is nothing but results 
produced by imperialist America’s evildoings in its genocidal 
wars on Muslim people in the name of ‘war on terror’.  
What marked the decline of the ‘sole superpower’ was the 
September 11 attacks by Muslim radicals on the Pentagon 
and the World Trade Center in 2001. The JRCL immediately 
announced that this was ‘the beginning of the end of Yan-
keedom’. As early as 15 years ago, we foresaw the historic 
decline of US imperialism and called on the world working 
class to rise in a fight for ‘a radical overturn of the dark 21st-
century world’. We promoted mass struggles against the im-
perialist wars of aggression in Afghanistan and Iraq in solidar-
ity with Muslim people fighting against American invaders. 
US imperialism has already been rotten to the foundation, 
suffering a terminal illness of capitalism. Multinationals as 
globalized monopoly capital have been developing their evil 

business beyond borders to find cheaper labour-power com-
modities. While relocating their factories abroad, manufac-
turing monopolies have sacked workers at home or replaced 
them with immigrant workers whom they employed cheaply. 
As a result, numerous workers have lost their jobs and are 
forced to work for less pay. This is not all. Financial assets 
swelled tremendously, four times as large as the real econ-
omy. They were expanded through money games thanks to 
‘monetary relaxation measures’ adopted by the government 
to save the bourgeoisie from the financial crisis. Such casino-
like capitalism, boundlessly pursuing the increase of financial 
assets, has produced a widened gap between rich and poor, 
between propertied and unpropertied. 
What underlies Trump’s victory, the rampancy of mini-
Trumps, and the trend of the EU towards its disintegration is 
a class division that has been expanded by such casino-like 
capitalism and the globalization of capital. This division be-
tween rich and poor is like a ‘classical’ one in the 19th cen-
tury. 
Capitalism is suffering its terminal illness. However, the rul-
ing classes in capitalist countries are allowed to survive by 
victimizing the toiling masses because of the present weak-
ness of the class struggle. Trump and mini-Trumps are cam-
paigning under the banners, ‘No immigrants’ and ‘Against 
golobalism’, and fanning the angers of poverty-stricken peo-
ple with the aim of seizing the government. 
Revolutionary vanguards of the working class are still weak. 
That is the reason why the working class are trapped in ‘de-
ideologization’ and have yet to find a way to break this hu-
miliating situation. Their anger is being organized in the di-
rection of nationalist campaigns or primitive civil protests. 
Even some of Trotskyists in Europe seem to have ‘de-ideolo-
gized’ themselves and dissolved into citizen-based cam-
paigns. 
In order to break through this situation, it is imperative to 
revive the working class unity across borders, and on this ba-
sis organize an international struggle. The JRCL is resolved to 
stand in its forefront. The banner of the struggle must be 
‘anti-imperialism, anti-Stalinism’. 
 
The Abe-led Japanese government’s neo-fascist offensive 
and the struggles of militant workers and students against 
it 
Amid the world turbulence, the Japanese imperialist leader, 
Shinzo Abe, is renewing his determination to strengthen the 
military alliance with US imperialism and build the Japanese 
state into a military power in order to contain China’s rise. 
His government is now isolated from the rest of Asia. Its 
South Korean partner, Park Geun Hye, was toppled down 
from the presidency before the surging protests. The trian-
gular military alliance between the US, Japan and South Ko-
rea is shaken to the roots. Obama’s attempt to win ASEAN 
members over to an anti-Chinese network has also failed as 
the Duterte-led Philippines has been cajoled by the Chinese 
government. The Japanese government is the only one that 
is intending to follow Trump’s imperialist America intent on 
building up the ‘world’s strongest military’. 
Hurried by the US administration, Abe is bent on constructing 
a new US Marine base at Henoko, Okinawa, with the use of 
violent pressure on the long-standing anti-base struggle of 
workers, students and local people. Japan is the only nuclear-
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bombed country; yet in December, the Abe government 
voted against the UN resolution for a Nuclear Arms Ban 
Treaty, following America.  
Abe’s strategic aim is to revise the current Constitution of Ja-
pan, which stipulates the ‘renunciation of war’ and ‘no 
maintenance of war potential’. The monetary relaxation pol-
icy dubbed ‘Abenomics’ has gone bankrupt. In order to con-
ceal this failure, Abe is advertising a policy called ‘work style 
reform’.  
By copying opposition parties’ policies, the government is 
listing up measures, such as ‘equal pay for equal work’ and 
‘regulation on long working hours’. These measures are 
premised on the suppression of wage hikes and worse forms 
of employment, and are linked with cuts in welfare budgets. 
They are intended to fulfill the capitalist desire to increase 
productivity and exploit wageworkers to the last. 
Labour aristocrats controlling the leadership of the Japanese 
Trade Union Confederation (Rengo), however, have willingly 
participated in the government-led council for the ‘work 
style reform’ at Abe’s invitation. They are assisting the gov-
ernment in this ‘reform’ that goes counter to the working 
class. They are even stressing the need to ‘discuss’ constitu-
tional revision hand in hand with Shinzo Abe. Abandoning the 
least façade of union leaders, they are actively helping the 
government and the bourgeoisie in various issues, including 
the restart of nuclear plant operations, promotion of the mu-
nitions industry, increase in productivity and suppression of 
wage hikes. 
The Japanese Communist Party is also showing the worst de-
generation as a social-democratically converted Stalinist 
party. Its leaders have even abandoned the party’s policy for 
‘gradual dissolution of the Self-Defence Forces as an uncon-
stitutional entity’, thinking that that this policy hinders them 
from promoting ‘cooperation with conservative voters’ and 
coalition with other parliamentary oppositions. They have 
gone so far as to advance a new proposal to ‘reform’ the Self-
Defence Forces into one ‘exclusively for defence’. 
Such terrible degeneration of the leaderships of the existing 
opposition movement is holding back the working masses 
from awakening to their class-consciousness. Atomistic indi-
vidualism has permeated among them. That is why the Abe-
led government’s neo-fascist offensives are being allowed. 
The situation resembles the one on the eve of the Second 
World War. Even the freedom of the press is restricted. 
Teachers’ unions are faced with repression, falsely blamed 
for their ‘ideologically prejudiced education’. Other trade un-
ions and students’ self-governing associations are also faced 
with attacks designed to destroy them. 
Despite the adverse situation, we the JRCL are leading mass 
struggles, including antiwar struggles against the US base 
construction in Okinawa and revision of the Constitution, as 
well as workers’ struggles against reactionary labour laws, by 
overcoming the parliamentarianist deformation of struggle 
by the existing leaderships, such as the Japanese Communist 
Party (JCP) immersed in seeking a parliamentary ‘coalition of 
opposition parties’.  
In the middle of these struggles, we are calling on the masses 
to build an anti-fascist united front based on the working 
class unity, thereby toppling down the neo-fascist govern-
ment. As to the student front, the JCP-led student movement 
has almost vanished. Only Zengakuren, led by the JRCL, is 

promoting the movements of students’ associations and cul-
tural circles in campuses across the country despite suppres-
sion by the government and reactionary university authori-
ties.  
In the face of various difficulties (including today’s tendency 
for students to be lost in ‘virtual realities’ of cyberspace), stu-
dent comrades are striving in unity to rally active students 
under the banner of the ‘revolutionary student movement’, 
while unfolding criticisms against ‘ideology-free’ civic cam-
paigns that appear and disappear like froth. (In 2016, on the 
50th anniversary of the first French nuclear test in Polynesia, 
Zengakuren delegates were invited to Tahiti and joined in 
marches.) 
In the labour front, worker comrades are fighting to organize 
mass struggles at their workplaces despite suppression by 
Rengo labour aristocrats, and against parliamentarianist dis-
tortion by JCP-led union officials. They are also striving to or-
ganize trade unions at workplaces where there are no un-
ions. Today workers are under the influence of nationalist ag-
itations by the ruling class and the ‘labour-management co-
operation’ ideology of labour aristocrats, so that they tend to 
lose the spirit of revolting in unity against capitalist offen-
sives, and yield to individualism.  
By encouraging them to overcome such a tendency, worker 
comrades are striving for the self-organization of the working 
class. Based on these assiduous struggles, the JRCL now 
stands in the forefront of the class struggle in Japan as the 
truly revolutionary vanguard party of the working class. 
 
Advance under the banner: Anti-Imperialism,  
Anti-Stalinism 
Today’s capitalism is suffering terminal illness; however, be-
cause of the relative weakness of the working class struggle, 
it is allowed to survive. The historical cause for this humiliat-
ing reality lies in that the Gorbachev-headed CPSU leadership 
destroyed the Stalinist USSR in the name of ‘de-ideologiza-
tion’ and thus finally buried the revolutionary Russia. In order 
for the world working class to carve out their own future, it 
is imperative to face up to Stalinism anew, awaken to its anti-
Marxist nature, and rise in an anti-Stalinist revolutionary 
communist movement. 
The Japanese anti-Stalinist communist movement was cre-
ated by Kan’ichi Kuroda. In 1956, when the Hungarian upris-
ing broke out and was suppressed by the bureaucratic state 
of the USSR, Kuroda committed his communist Subjectivity 
to facing it up. By assimilating the outcries of Hungarian 
workers murdered by the USSR army, he stood up to create 
an anti-Stalinist communist movement, with no other com-
munists in the world doing the same, and since then consist-
ently led our organization. Since the passing of our founder 
ten years ago, we have been fighting to advance the revolu-
tionary communist movement in Japan by inheriting what he 
created and developed. In opposition to massive bourgeois 
advertisements after the collapse of the USSR, such as ‘the 
end of communism’ and ‘the failure of Marxism’, we have 
been exposing the falsehood of Stalinism, which had styled 
itself ‘socialism’, and made clear that, for the working class, 
Marx’s Marxism is the spirit of their struggle, the philosophy 
of their praxis and the beacon to their self-liberation. Gorba-
chev branded communism as ‘an immature utopia’ and oblit-
erated the Russian Revolution.  
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We exposed his crime and called on the world working class 
to overcome the root cause of the degeneration and collapse 
of the USSR, i.e. Stalinism. We are struggling to revive Marx’s 
Marxism, thereby encouraging the working class to awaken 
to class-consciousness and strengthen their class unity. 
In the Manifesto, Marx and Engels declared: ‘Let the ruling 
classes tremble at a communistic revolution. Working people 
of all countries, Unite!’ This declaration marked the essential 
change in history ‘from the modern to the contemporary 
age’. This essential change was materialized in reality by the 
1917 revolution by the Russian working class under the lead-
ership of Lenin and Trotsky. But Stalin and his dominated 
party fabricated the false ideology, ‘socialism in one country’, 
and on this basis distorted Soviet Russia. He also distorted 
and betrayed class struggles in the world. This Stalinist USSR, 
styling itself as ‘the homeland of the working class’, collapsed 
25 years ago, after it perpetrated countless crimes. The 
working class, however, have yet to awaken to the falsehood 
of Stalinism; they still equate it with ‘socialism’. Although 
they are suffering from ‘wars and poverty’ imposed by the 
governments and the bourgeoisie, they are drifting around 

without compass in the ‘de-ideologized’ situation, while per-
suaded that ‘communism is over’.  
That is why we say: revolutionary Left all over the world must 
lead the working class to their self-liberation on the basis of 
the world revolution strategy of ‘anti-imperialism, anti-Sta-
linism’.  
We call on the working class and toiling masses all over the 
world who desire to eradicate wars, poverty and oppression 
to appreciate the historic significance of the Russian revolu-
tion and revive its spirit in today’s world. Rally under the rev-
olutionary banner: anti-imperialism, anti-Stalinism! Let us 
fight to make the 21st century the second century of prole-
tarian world revolution! 

(January 1st, 2017) 
 

 
* Kuroda’s writings in English version include: Gorbachev’s Night-
mare, What Is Revolutionary Marxism?, Stalinist Socialism, Praxiol-
ogy (the above are also available in Russian version), Kuroda’s 
Thought on Revolution, On Organizing Praxis, Studies on Marxism 
in Postwar Japan and Dialectic of Society. All can be ordered from 
Akane Books: http://www.akanebooks.com/english 
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