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INTRODUCTION  
 
 
 
Introduction 
 

n this special issue of The Internationale, we publish the 
first political document tabled for discussion at the 
World Conference of the Sections of the Organising 

Committee for the Reconstitution of the Fourth Interna-
tional (OCRFI), which will take place on 1-3 November 2017.  
This issue comes out at a time when humankind is once 
again threatened by the spread of imperialist war around 
the world, the destructive consequences of which are incal-
culable.  
Not having abandoned US imperialism’s pretentions to 
make finance capital exercise its iron grip on the whole 
world, the Trump administration has caused a dangerous 
escalation in the march to war against the workers and peo-
ples of the whole world. As we said in the “Editorial Notes” 
of our last issue, “the first measures issued by the White 
House herald an offensive of unprecedented size and scope 
against the workers and peoples of the whole world. An of-
fensive that fully justifies the focus of the Mumbai Mani-
festo: 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 condition for 
saving humankind from the threat of barbarism.” (1) 
This march towards widespread war, which is illustrated by 
the military escalation of recent weeks in Korea, Syria, Af-
ghanistan, etc., has its roots in the survival of the failed sys-
tem of private ownership of the means of production, a fac-
tor of mass destruction of the productive forces.  
The affirmation, amply demonstrated in our last issue, that 
“‘arms, money and machinery’ are acting more than ever as 
major levers in the transformation of the productive forces 
into destructive forces” has just recently been illustrated 
once again, tragically, in the US administration’s dropping of 
the Mother of All Bombs, in other words the most powerful 
non-nuclear bomb ever used, in Afghanistan. This bomb, 
the GBU-43/B, weighs nine tonnes, costs US$14 million per 
unit and its deployment involves costs of around US$300 
million! One hundred years after the Revolution of October 
1917, the striking relevance today of the struggle for world 
revolution is concentrated in the urgent need to overthrow 
this system in its death-agony. 
This poses all the issues of resolving the crisis of leadership 
of the labour movement, therefore – as far as we are con-
cerned – of the struggle for the reconstitution of the Fourth 
International contributing to the rebuilding of the labour 
movement on a new axis. 
This new global offensive by imperialism is coming up 
against the working class on every continent, as it seeks out 

in the most varied of forms the path of resistance, the path 
of struggle on a united basis together with its organisations. 
This class struggle is provoking the destabilisation of all of 
the existing institutional frameworks on every continent. 
In Azania/South Africa, the framework established in 1994 
under the aegis of imperialism, to which the ANC, the Com-
munist Party and the COSATU leadership were subordi-
nated, is on its last legs. Four years after the Marikana Mas-
sacre, it is no longer able to constitute a bulwark against the 
revolutionary aspirations of the Black masses of Azania.  
In the name of a so-called struggle against corruption, today 
the imperialist forces are trying to find an alternative solu-
tion – notably by promoting the candidacy of Cyril Rama-
phosa, the Butcher of Marikana, in the internal battle within 
the ANC. His candidacy enjoys the support of a broad coali-
tion of ill-assorted forces gathered together under the slo-
gan “Save South Africa”, forces which range from the Com-
munist Party to the bosses and a former institutional party 
of the apartheid era, now renamed the Democratic Alliance. 
(2) But, by breaking with COSATU and forming a new trade 
union confederation in late April 2017, the Black working 
class of Azania is demonstrating that it has not had its last 
word. Everything is concentrated in the capacity of the van-
guard of the Black working class to impose an independent 
policy which is based on the need to put an end to the insti-
tutions established in 1994 and which has as its starting-
point the exclusive interests of the Black majority, in order 
to help it take its destiny in its own hands. 
In Turkey, the labour and rural masses expressed their re-
sistance through the distorted medium of the referendum 
on 16 April 2017, which was aimed at obtaining clear sup-
port for the establishment of a totalitarian regime by Er-
dogan. With the “yes” vote “winning” with just 51.3 per 
cent and a majority “no” vote in the country’s three biggest 
cities (Istanbul, Ankara and Izmir, peaking at 70 per cent in 
working-class neighbourhoods) and the regions with op-
pressed Kurdish populations, the result was far from being a 
ringing endorsement.  
Nonetheless, in this referendum the traditional leaderships 
did not join forces to defeat the regime, which represents 
one of imperialism’s main intermediaries in the whole re-
gion. As our comrades have indicated, this places on the 
agenda the fight for democracy, in which the working class 
must take the lead. 
In France, where the Fifth Republic is one of the pillars of 
the European Union, the “incomplete” Bonapartist institu-
tions established by the 1958 coup d’état have been dealt a 
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fatal blow, whatever the final result of the presidential elec-
tion in May. As emphasised by the Internationalist Com-
munist Tendency (TCI), French section of the Fourth Inter-
national, in a resolution dated 18 April 2017, “whatever the 
result, the election of 23 April and 7 May will mark a down-
turn of the Fifth Republic in its final phase of disintegration. 
The death-agony of the Fifth Republic has been precipitated 
by this contradiction: the crisis of decay of the system of pri-
vate ownership of the means of production strikes the bour-
geoisie with the inability to overcome its own crisis, born of 
the laws of capitalism…unless it can engage in a destructive 
offensive that far exceeds all of the terribly devastating at-
tacks that have been unleashed against the working class 
over the past 25 years. From the capitalists’ point of view, it 
would take a major defeat of the working class, dismantling 
and banning its organisations, in order to begin to see the 
start of an economic recovery, even a partial one. 
But, precisely from the point of view of the relationship be-
tween the contending social classes, President Hollande’s 
five-year term is ending with a paradoxical situation: a ma-
jor blow was delivered with the passing of the El Khomri la-
bour law, but this occurred in conditions where the working 
class fought back and stood tall. Although the working class 
did not win the fight because of the policy of the labour or-
ganisation leaderships, its resistance, its unity around its 
own slogans and its determination have radically changed 
the conditions in which this presidential election is taking 
place. It is certain that beyond 23 April and 7 May, a new 
period is opening up, marked by major decomposition and 
destabilisation, but one in which all the possibilities are wide 
open for rebuilding the labour movement on a new political 
axis, that of its independence.” 
In every part of the world, it is indeed the question of build-
ing the revolutionary party that is posed, therefore of build-
ing the Fourth International.  
In 2015, the Fourth International underwent one of the 
most serious crises in its history since the Pabloite crisis of 
1950-3. Overcoming this crisis requires the freest possible 
discussion on its roots, not only among the ranks of the or-
ganisations that set up the OCRFI in February 2016 in Turin 
(Italy), but far beyond. Because we have nothing to hide in a 
discussion that is indispensable to the militant activists of all 
tendencies of the labour movement who – beyond the 

shades of opinion and disagreements that may exist be-
tween us – consider that our current is contributing towards 
achieving workers’ unity and is helping towards the neces-
sary rebuilding-reorganisation of the international labour 
movement on a new axis: that of independence.  
This is why the Steering Committee of the OCRFI has de-
cided to publish in The Internationale this contribution to 
the World Conference of the Sections of the OCRFI. It in-
vites the organisations of the OCRFI, but also the organisa-
tions, groups and activists of all tendencies who wish to do 
so, to debate it in direct relation to the definition and com-
pletion of the tasks which the situation calls for. We commit 
to publishing all contributions, whether or not they come 
from organisations that stand for the Fourth International, 
from currents, groups and activists that honestly seek to 
take part in this discussion.  
 

The editorial team 
 

____________________ 
(1) The struggle against war, closely linked to the struggle against 
exploitation, which the International Workers Committee Against 
War and Exploitation, For the Workers’ International (IWC, set up 
in Mumbai) had translated into a broad international campaign for 
the immediate release of the 13 labour activists of the Maruti Su-
zuki auto plant in India, who were sentenced to life imprisonment 
on 18 March 2017 for the “crime” of having set up an independent 
trade union and led a strike in 2012 against the conditions of su-
perexploitation imposed by the multinationals with the help of the 
Indian government. 
(2) On this point, let us note the statement in mid-April 2017 by 
supporters of the revisionist “Correspondence Committee” in Aza-
nia/South Africa, who have usurped the name of the Socialist Party 
of Azania (SOPA). Their statement says: “Despite the government’s 
attempt to discredit the action against Zuma as racist, the reality is 
that thousands upon thousands of our fellow citizens marched 
against President Zuma because he represents the worst of what 
can be expected from his leaders”.  
If Zuma is “the worst”, then his main opponent Ramaphosa, who 
gave the order to fire on the Marikana miners, is “less bad”. Fur-
thermore, the statement presents as a “progressive” break the 
supposed “open rebellion from unexpected quarters, namely the 
South African Communist Party (SACP) and the Congress of South 
African Trade Unions (COSATU)”, the two main forces that support 
Ramaphosa.  
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DOCUMENT  

 
PART ONE 

 
Who are we?  
 
 

he notes that follow are devoted to opening the dis-
cussion on the roots of the crisis that tore apart the 
Fourth International in 2015 (1). These notes are not 

intended to be exhaustive. They are aimed at laying the initial 
groundwork for a discussion which needs to be developed 
and which calls for contributions from comrades of the vari-
ous sections. 
But above all, we need to reaffirm who we are. We are the 
continuity of the Fourth International founded by Leon Trot-
sky in 1938 and reproclaimed in 1993 with Comrade Pierre 
Lambert in accordance with 40 years of struggle against the 
organisational disintegration-destruction provoked by the 
Pabloite crisis of 1950-3. 
We are the Fourth International, founded on the age-old ex-
perience of the labour movement; experience spanning sev-
eral decades, during which the working class waged unremit-
ting class struggle that has confirmed the principles of the 
Manifesto of the Communist Party by Marx and Engels.  
Experience which shows that over the course of decades, the 
working class has built its own institutions, its political par-
ties, its trade unions, its social welfare systems, its mutual 
benefit societies, every kind of working-class institution, and 
inserted them into the cracks of bourgeois democracy, cre-
ating so many bastions of proletarian democracy in the gaps 
within bourgeois democracy. And it is the duty of labour ac-
tivists, whatever their leaderships’ policy may be, to defend 
those bastions of proletarian democracy unconditionally in 
all circumstances. 
We are the Fourth International, its continuity, based on 
Marx’s analysis of the laws of capital, of the laws of capital’s 
development and its decline; and based on Lenin’s analysis 
of the significance of the imperialist stage reached by the 
capitalist system, marked by the decline of the productive 
forces and their tendency to be transformed into destructive 
forces, opening up the period of wars and revolutions.  

We are the Fourth International, convinced more than ever 
that the working class is the only class for which the only 
thing it has to lose is its chains; that it alone is capable of 
freeing humankind from the burden and desolation resulting 
from the survival of a capitalist system which has long passed 
the stage when it was capable of developing the productive 
forces. 

We are the Fourth International, heirs of the October 1917 
Revolution which celebrates its 100th anniversary this year, 

and which proved that the working class has the ability to 
take power into its own hands and to begin the process of 
socialising the means of production.  
We are the Fourth International, heirs of Leon Trotsky’s 
struggle against the bureaucratic degeneration of the USSR 
and the Communist International, against the cancer of Sta-
linism which has delivered major blows to the labour move-
ment, heirs of Leon Trotsky’s struggle for workers’ democ-
racy, which is the precondition for the emancipation of the 
workers by the workers themselves, and therefore for the 
building of the revolutionary party; we are the Fourth Inter-
national, heirs of Leon Trotsky’s struggle in defence of the 
USSR against the restorationist bureaucracy. 
We are the Fourth International, because the class struggle 
is the driving-force of history and because this involves the 
uncompromising defence of the organisations which the 
working class has built in order to constitute itself as a class. 
We are the Fourth International, because we understand the 
need to help the working class defend the independence of 
its organisations against attempts to co-opt and integrate 
them into the state and the international institutions of cap-
ital, against all the forms of corporatism that threaten both 
the independence of the labour movement and the very 
foundations of political democracy. 
We are the Fourth International, convinced on the basis of its 
1938 founding programme that the crisis of humankind is re-
duced to the crisis of the revolutionary leadership of the pro-
letariat, and that the main obstacle facing the class struggle 
is the obstacle raised within the labour movement itself by 
the old leaderships which have passed over to the side of the 
bourgeois order. 
We are the Fourth International, heirs of the first four Con-
gresses of the Communist International and the teachings of 
Leon Trotsky on the need to fight for the united front, which 
aims to help the masses achieve their class struggle, hence 
for the unity of the workers and their organisations, from top 
to bottom and from the bottom to the top, the starting-point 
and the precondition of which is the working class itself de-
termining its demands and aspirations. 
We are the Fourth International, because experience has 
taught us that there is no substitute for building a party that 
fights for the working class to take power.  
We are the Fourth International, based on the history and 
the continuity of the reproclaimed French section of the 
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Fourth International under the leadership of Comrade Lam-
bert, who led the French section’s work of embedding itself 
in the working class, exercising reciprocal respect for the in-
dependence of political parties and trade unions. We adopt 
Comrade Lambert’s position on this point as our own: “In the 
course of an older than age-old struggle in defence of its im-
mediate interests (which are inseparable from achieving its 
historic objective: socialism), the working class has built or-
ganisations, parties and trade unions which regroup it in or-
der to face the capitalist class. The existence of these organi-
sations and the protection of their independence have to-
gether always been of major importance to Marxists. (…) 
[T]here is absolutely no difference between a member of the 
Fourth International joining a trade union and a wage-earner 
of whichever other political tendency deciding to do likewise. 
To use the classic formulation of confederated trade union-
ism in France, it is a question of grouping together with other 
wage-earners to ensure the “common defence of their mate-
rial and moral interests (…) independently of the political, 
philosophical or religious opinions” of each one of them. 
Claiming the opposite would come down to saying that the 
trade union organisation belongs to such and such political 
current, to such and such political apparatus, which controls 
it. This concept exists: it is the notion of the trade union as the 
“transmission-belt” of a political party. This notion has cost 
the labour movement dearly. It is not shared by us. We situ-
ate ourselves resolutely within the tradition of the trade un-
ion movement in our country, that of regrouping workers in 
the trade union, whatever their political, philosophical or re-
ligious opinions.” (2) 
This defence of the programme and continuity of the Fourth 
International was taken up from 1950-3 onwards by the ma-
jority of the French section grouped around its Labour Com-
mission (with Comrade Pierre Lambert), asserting the cur-
rent relevance of the programme against Pabloite revision-
ism which – seeking out paths of accommodation – had con-
cluded that Stalinism was capable of “achieving socialism in 
its own particular way” and that there was no choice other 
than to accept its leadership. 
We reaffirmed the current relevance of the programme to-
gether with Comrade Pierre Lambert in the aftermath of the 
disintegration of the USSR in 1991, in the face of and against 

all the forces within the labour movement which were saying 
that henceforward “the impassable horizon was that of the 
market economy”. To which we counter posed, in the 1993 
Reproclamation Conference and the documents that had 
prepared it, the verification in practice of the current rele-
vance of Marxism, and of the need more than ever to imple-
ment the programme of the Fourth International, to struggle 
for the expropriation of capital.  

We ensured that continuity, in line with the 1993 orientation, 
by setting up the OCRFI in February 2016 in Turin. 

This fight to reconstitute the Fourth International flows with 
complete relevance today from the programme, which itself 
defines the Fourth International as standing on the shoulders 
of its predecessors, the First, Second and Third Internation-
als, as its fight for the conquest of power by the proletariat, 
for world revolution. It incorporates a transitional method 
for building the party. Hence, faced with the decision taken 
by the revisionist centre at the root of the split to destroy the 
International Liaison Committee of Workers and Peoples For 
the Workers’ International (ILC) and to transform it into a 
simple “annexe” of the leading circles of the labour organisa-
tions, we, together with all of the forces that participated in 
it, contributed towards the success of the Mumbai Open 
World Conference, which resulted in the International Work-
ers Committee Against War and Exploitation, For the Work-
ers’ International. 
It is on this basis that we present ourselves to the workers 
and youth of the whole world, and call upon them to organ-
ise within the uncompromising struggle to put an end to the 
dictatorship of capital.   

 
___________________________ 
(1) Meeting on 11 and 12 March 2017, the Secretariat of the Organ-
ising Committee for the Reconstitution of the Fourth International 
(OCRFI), which was created at the end of the Turin Conference (6 
and 7 February 2016), discussed this draft document and consid-
ered that it is suitable for opening a discussion to prepare the OCRFI 
Conference of the Sections that will take place in November 2017. 
(2) Pierre Lambert, Itinéraires [Routes], a book of interviews with 
Daniel Gluckstein, Editions du Rocher, Paris, March 2002. Repro-
duced in “The fight to build and defend the trade unions”, La Vérité-
The Truth Issue no.60-61, March 2008. . 
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DOCUMENT  

 
PART TWO 

 
Some elements from the balance-sheet of the OCRFI’s 
activity since its constitution in February 2016 in Turin  
 

 
n 5 and 6 February 2016, in Turin (Italy), after three 
days of debate on the crisis of the Fourth Interna-
tional that had erupted seven months earlier, 46 

delegates from 17 countries of Africa, America, Asia and Eu-
rope (1) set up the Organising Committee for the Reconstitu-
tion of the Fourth International (OCRFI) reproclaimed in 
1993.  
We decided to publish The Internationale, the OCRFI’s re-
view, and to mandate the 16 members elected to the Gen-
eral Council at the Eighth World Congress – a component 
part of the Emergency Conference in Turin – to form the OC-
RFI’s leadership body. The OCRFI’s Steering Committee met 
in August 2016 and March 2017.  
On the basis of the reports presented in Turin, the discussion 
and the documents adopted (all of which were published in 
the first issue of The Internationale in March 2016, in English, 
French, Spanish, German and Portuguese editions) (2), we 
called on all militant activists, groups and organisations to 
join the fight and, by re-establishing free discussion, to over-
come the crisis of the Fourth International. 
Forming part of the continuity of the Barcelona Conference 
in 1991 which set up the ILC, and respecting the initiative 
taken by its organisers, we called for people everywhere to 
contribute to the success of the Mumbai World Conference 
Against War, Exploitation and Precarious Work, a conference 
which a sector of the Indian labour movement had proposed 
to convene, two months earlier. 
In this first political document tabled for the World Confer-
ence of the Sections of the OCRFI, to be held on 1-3 Novem-
ber 2017, it is our responsibility to offer for consideration by 
all the comrades some elements of our activity over the 
course of the 13 months since the foundation of the OCRFI; 
we do not, however, claim to present an exhaustive report 
on our activities here. 
 
1 – The newspaper as a “central factor of organisation”, the 
role of The Internationale and national newspapers. 
 
So, in early March 2016 the first issue of The Internationale, 
the OCRFI’s review, was published in five languages. For the 
forces that constituted the OCRFI, it was a question of mak-
ing available to all of the militant activists of the Fourth Inter-

national (and to all those in the labour movement who con-
sidered the political positions of our current with interest) 
the facts, analyses and proposals which we were making to 
organise the global fight for the reconstitution of the Fourth 
International.  
The distribution of that first issue of The Internationale and 
the discussion of it were a major factor in clarifying the terms 
of the crisis that arose in late June 2015 in the ranks of the 
CCI (which up to that point was the French section of the 
Fourth International) – not only in the countries that had sent 
delegations to Turin in February, but also in countries where 
the total blackout organised by the “Correspondence Com-
mittee” had prevented the militant activists of the sections 
of the Fourth International from learning of the reasons for 
the crisis. 
It is on the basis of this clarification that those militant activ-
ists engaged in the fight for the reconstitution of the Fourth 
International, and, as part of the same movement, in the 
preparations for the Mumbai World Conference.  
Just as we had committed to do, four issues of The Interna-
tionale were published in five languages in 2016, and Issue 
No.5 appeared in February 2017.  
As supporters of Lenin’s concept of the newspaper as a “cen-
tral factor of organisation”, we also used the production of 
those five issues as opportunities for the OCRFI’s organisa-
tions and the editorial committee to develop political posi-
tions, to review theoretical questions, and to offer points of 
view to all of the organisations and militant activists of the 
OCRFI.  
We can point in particular to the articles on China, Turkey, 
Germany, France, the United States and Brazil in Issue No.2 
of The Internationale. In Issue No.3, the articles “Four 
months of intense class struggle in France in a pre-revolu-
tionary situation”, “Popular front versus workers’ united 
front”, and “A priority for US imperialism: The pivot to Asia”. 
In Issue No.4, the dossier on Azania-Zimbabwe, but also the 
articles on the Spanish State, Brazil and the presidential elec-
tions in the United States. In Issue No.5, the articles “Once 
again on the productive forces: What Trump’s election shows 
about the dead-end of the capitalist system”, “More than 
ever, the fight to break with the European Union means the 
fight for a workers’ government and the Socialist United 

O 



8 The Internationale n°6 – May 2017 
 
States of Europe”, and a contribution on the balance-sheet 
of Castroism. 
The Internationale is also a tool for relating the life of the OC-
RFI, through the report on the International Youth Camp 
2016, on the tribute organised in France to Leon Sedov, Trot-
sky and all the victims of Stalinism, or the tribute to the old 
Indian Trotskyist comrade George Gomez; as well as the trib-
ute to Pierre Lambert organised by the TCI, French section of 
the Fourth International.  
In keeping with our traditions of free discussion, we have 
opened the pages of our review to political regroupments 
which are not members of the OCRFI, but which express their 
points of view in our pages as a contribution to the free dis-
cussion that is indispensable for building the revolutionary 
vanguard; whether this is the Draft Manifesto to Rebuild the 
Black Liberation Movement in the United States, or a docu-
ment by the Japan Revolutionary Communist League (Revo-
lutionary Marxist Faction).  
Of course, we will need to increase our efforts to develop the 
contents of The Internationale on a wider collective basis, so 
that its contents respond better to the needs of the fight for 
the reconstitution of the Fourth International. We must also 
seek to make progress in managing its translation and to seek 
to add editions – even partial ones – in new languages. We 
will also need to improve distribution. For now, the five edi-
tions of the review have broken even financially thanks to 
good sales. But in the world situation which we are entering, 
defending Marxism and using our review to bring together 
and organise the forces that are fighting for the reconstitu-
tion of the Fourth International must form the core of the 
tasks of the OCRFI’s organisations, in particular involving a 
more systematic organising of study circles around the re-
view, where the legal conditions allow it. 
Also over the last 13 months, the OCRFI Newsletter has been 
sent out in three languages to the leaderships of the OCRFI 
organisations. The Newsletter is an internal circular that pro-
vides elements of analysis but also news about the OCRFI’s 
activity. 
A quarterly international review and an internal bulletin can-
not meet the need to put out a publication (newspaper, bul-
letin or newsletter) in each country, whether this involves 
publications that are directly run by the sections or ones on 
which we collaborate on an equal basis with labour activists 
from other political currents. 
From this point of view (and, obviously, taking into account 
the fact that not all countries are “equal” in this regard, since 
the legal and social conditions in some countries make it dif-
ficult or even impossible to put out a publication legally), we 
should note a certain amount of progress that can be meas-
ured in the pages of The Internationale: its “Correspondence 
from the International” section is mainly based on the publi-
cation of excerpts from newspapers, bulletins and other ma-
terial that are either issued by the organisations of the OCRFI 
or are the result of the OCRFI organisations’ collaboration 
with others.  
From Issue No.2 through to Issue No.5 of the review, corre-
spondence has been published from Afghanistan, Aza-
nia/South Africa, Belgium, Benin, Brazil, Britain, Burundi, 
Chile, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, India, Italy, Japan, 

Mexico, Pakistan, Portugal, Russia, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey and 
the United States.  
 
2 – The Mumbai World Conference, the continuity of the 
fight to help towards rebuilding the labour movement on a 
new axis. 
 
From the moment it was set up in Turin, the OCRFI commit-
ted all of its forces to helping towards the success of the ini-
tiative launched two months previously by a sector of the In-
dian labour movement, the World Conference Against War, 
Exploitation and Precarious Labour, which was held in Mum-
bai (India) on 18-20 November 2016.  
This was not mere happenstance. The OCRFI was indeed con-
stituted in February 2016 to fight for the reconstitution of the 
Fourth International on the line that had led to its reprocla-
mation in 1993. Now, what did that reproclamation, 
achieved together with Comrade Lambert, mean?  
In Turin, we replied: “Reproclaiming the Fourth International 
meant integrating into that reproclamation the lesson of his-
tory and experience, namely that the processes of delineation 
within the labour movement through the crisis of the old tra-
ditional organisations do not necessarily lead the activists, 
groups, currents and organisations straight away towards 
the Fourth International.  
All sorts of intermediate situations can emerge, and did 
emerge in practice; all sorts of “exceptional circumstances” 
that lead those currents, groups and organisations to take a 
step, more or less, along the path to making a break, that 
lead whole sectors of the working class to seek to commit to 
a specific path. (…) It means seizing that moment to insert 
ourselves, not by imposing the programme of the Fourth In-
ternational as an ultimatum, but by affirming that, while we 
ourselves are regrouped around that programme, we are pre-
pared to act jointly with all those currents, groups and organ-
isations that seek to help the working class to both reinforce 
those existing organisations and to advance along the path 
of what we have called the rebuilding of the labour move-
ment on a new axis.” (3) 
Making the Mumbai Conference a success meant preserving 
the political continuity of the International Liaison Commit-
tee of Workers and Peoples, working on an equal basis with 
all those who – Trotskyists or not – had participated up to 
that point in its coordination and activities and who did not 
accept the putsch organised within its ranks by those who 
had plunged it into a deep coma straight after the Algiers 
World Conference (November 2010).  
This putsch consisted in claiming that the “ILC Coordinating 
Committee” had met on 12 and 13 March in Paris, when in 
reality almost half of its members had been prevented from 
attending. The putsch was condemned in March 2016 by five 
members of the Coordinating Committee (Alan Benjamin, 
Nancy Wohlforth, Nambiath Vasudevan, Rubina Jamil and 
Daniel Gluckstein), in a letter that was widely circulated 
around the world:  “We are convinced that the method that 
governed its formation [i.e. of the ILC] and its existence for 
25 years – respect for workers’ democracy and for diversity in 
the labour movement, the refusal to impose the diktats of 
one group on all the other participants – is more than ever 
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relevant. We are aware that the labour movement has suf-
fered a lot in its history from the ukazes of those who thought 
that they could dictate their orders to the working class. It is 
that rule of the International Liaison Committee of Workers 
and Peoples, in accordance with the principles of workers’ de-
mocracy, which has been violated in the meeting of March 12 
and 13, 2016. (…) We deplore this abusive use of the name of 
the International Liaison Committee of Workers and Peoples 
for the benefit of a particular group. We note that the aim of 
this initiative was not only to exclude several members of the 
Coordinating Committee, but also to give a negative answer 
to the appeal launched by representatives of the Indian la-
bour movement to hold, in Mumbai, in the autumn of 2016, 
a World Conference Against War, Exploitation and Precarious 
Labour.” 
The events which followed proved that those comrades were 
totally correct, and together they decided to prepare a suc-
cessful Mumbai Conference, as a means of preserving what 
had been the content of the ILC for more than 25 years, be-
fore it was transformed into a fig-leaf for the capitulation of 
the “Correspondence Committee” to the apparatuses. 
The World Conference Against War, Exploitation and Precar-
ious Labour, held in Mumbai in November 2016, was a major 
political success. The comrades of all the sections and groups 
affiliated to the OCRFI share this assessment with the dele-
gates from all political tendencies of the labour movement, 
just like all those who have endorsed the Conference Mani-
festo since then. Delegations from 28 countries took part in 
the conference (the delegations from Pakistan, Bangladesh, 
Burundi and Tunisia could not be present due to being de-
nied visas or due to the tension following the situation of 
near-war between India and Pakistan).  
The conference was prepared in more than 40 countries, and 
endorsements of the Manifesto – which today number 
around 700 – were collected in 47 countries, on every conti-
nent. The funding of the Conference was fully covered by 
contributions collected from workers from around the world 
and by the organisations in India that had taken the initiative 
of convening the Conference. We are not issuing a “victory 
statement” here; we are simply noting that the decisions 
taken more than a year ago were fulfilled. 
For the organisations that are fighting for the reconstitution 
of the Fourth International, Mumbai’s success confirms that 
the orientation defined at the Emergency Conference in Tu-
rin was correct. It was a political success for all of the organ-
isations, currents and tendencies of the labour movement 
that – whatever their origins and their positions on a range 
of issues – stood on the ground of class independence and 
workers’ internationalism by participating in and supporting 
the Mumbai Conference. 
It was a political success particularly for the Indian labour ac-
tivists who had taken the initiative for the Conference. That 
success could be measured by the scope and representative-
ness of the overall Indian delegation: it was made up of 
smaller delegations from all over the Subcontinent, from 
over 20 sectors of the working class (mining, metals industry, 
textile industry, teaching, white-collar sector, etc.), a mixture 
of trade union officials, labour activists of long standing and 
young fighters of the class struggle. 

The fact that the travel costs of the Indian delegations (which 
were significant, given the distances that needed to be cov-
ered and the delegates’ low wage levels) were covered by 
the Indian comrades themselves is another indication of the 
degree of commitment shown by various sectors of the In-
dian labour movement. The same applies to the fact that the 
Indian comrades took responsibility for every organisational 
aspect of the Conference, given the objective conditions in 
which it took place: huge tension due to the threat of war 
between India and Pakistan, and a very difficult material sit-
uation due to the Modi government’s decision to “demone-
tise” the currency. The Indian delegation played a major role 
in ensuring that the Mumbai Conference was a world confer-
ence held in India (which of course meant that the Indian del-
egation played a particular role) and not an Indian confer-
ence with international guests. 
Through its scope and representativeness, the Mumbai Con-
ference was therefore genuinely an open world conference 
against war and exploitation, against precarious work, and 
for the Workers’ International. This was expressed notably in 
the fact that the Manifesto was drafted on a joint and dem-
ocratic basis, involving every component part that had pre-
pared the Conference. It was also expressed in the setting-up 
of the International Workers Committee Against War and Ex-
ploitation, For a Workers’ International (IWC), which repre-
sents the diversity of the Conference and its unity on the axis 
of the struggle against war and exploitation.  
This result expresses the implementation of what we had for-
mulated in the Address to the workers, the youth and labour 
militants of the whole world; to all supporters of the Fourth 
International, which was adopted at the Turin Emergency 
Conference: “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 ae-
gis of the International Liaison Committee of Workers and 
Peoples for a Workers’ International (ILC), in workers’ inter-
national action with activists, groups, organisations from all 
sectors of the workers’ movement.  
Regardless of their origins, they have gathered in a common 
struggle on the basis of the Manifesto Against War and Ex-
ploitation adopted at the Barcelona Conference in 1991, un-
der the slogans of “Down with war! Down with exploitation!” 
This Manifesto and this activity carried out for over a quarter 
of a century, within the framework of the ILC, have put the 
question of recognising and defending the class struggle, rec-
ognising and defending the independence of labour organi-
zations at the centre. As far as the Fourth International is con-
cerned, 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.” This 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.” 
From the Fourth International’s point of view, what was 
gained through the Mumbai Conference is that the liquida-
tionist enterprise unleashed openly since June 2015 has 
failed to destroy what had been gained through the ILC on 
the path to rebuilding the labour movement on a new axis,  
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even if it suffered major blows. These blows were evidenced 
in the unequal representation from different continents and 
different countries in Mumbai; an inequality that is also the 
refraction of the unresolved political problems in the activity 
of this or that OCRFI section or group, which we will discuss 
at the Conference of the Sections in November. Mumbai not 
only marked the preservation of broad sectors of what had 
been built; new possibilities were clearly demonstrated. The 
representativeness of the Conference contained not only an 
element of continuity but also one of expansion, linked to 
our activity in relation to world developments in the working 
class’s struggle for its emancipation.  
The world unity of the class struggle is not a slogan, but a 
fact. The strength of the Mumbai Conference lies in the fact 
that it was indeed a world conference where specific aspects 
of the class struggle in the countries oppressed by imperial-
ism and the processes of the class struggle in the imperialist 
countries were interwoven. For example, the size of the del-
egation from Azania/South Africa was directly linked to the 
current struggles posing the question of the Black Republic, 
just as it concerned the reality of the delegation from the US 
and the delegations from various European countries, being 
directly relevant to the struggle against the European Union 
and the reactionary governments of various countries (Bel-
gium, Britain, France, Germany, Italy).  
The participation of a delegation from Brazil – linked to the 
struggle that is developing in that country against imperialist 
aggression and the soft coup d’état – combined with the ef-
fective contribution by delegations from eastern Europe and 
the former Republics of the USSR, just like the role played in 
the Conference by the delegations from Afghanistan and Ko-
rea. The participation of the Romanian delegate underlines 
what has been preserved: he is a mineworkers’ leader who 
was jailed for his role in the 1999 miners’ strike and who was 
defended by an international campaign waged by the ILC, 
and he gave a speech in which he saluted the continuity of 
that struggle maintained by the Mumbai Conference. The 
participation of Chinese delegates, expressing the processes 
that are maturing in the working class, highlights the pro-
gress represented by the Mumbai Conference. 
From this point of view, it was extremely significant that the 
Pakistani comrades, prevented for administrative reasons 
from being physically present at the Mumbai Conference due 
to the state of near-war between their country and India, de-
cided to organise in the following weeks their own confer-
ence against war and exploitation, bringing together hun-
dreds of labour activists and leaders from all over Pakistan 
and explicitly locating its proceedings within the continuity 
of the Mumbai Conference. In a sense, this initiative had 
been called for by the Mumbai Conference itself, which, at 
the initiative of the Indian labour representatives organising 
the Conference, had named Comrade Rubina Jamil as honor-
ary chairperson and issued a formal protest against the fact 
that the activists from Pakistan had been prevented from 
participating in the Mumbai Conference.  
In this concrete way, despite the chauvinistic tones devel-
oped on both sides of the border, the worker delegations 
from Pakistan and India held high the flag of proletarian in-
ternationalism, of friendship between the peoples and the 

working classes, and of their unity against imperialist barba-
rism and those who are trying to relay it in the Subcontinent. 
The gains of the Mumbai Conference must be embodied in 
the struggle waged in each country by the sections of the OC-
RFI to build “genuinely independent parties that gather all 
the currents of the workers’ movement in the forms and con-
ditions specific to each country”, as stated in the Final Ad-
dress of the Turin Conference, which added: “but the content 
of the class struggle is universal; the global market is a real-
ity. And this is why the Workers’ International is a necessity.”  
This means taking action in each country together with all the 
forces that were associated with preparing the Mumbai Con-
ference, sharing equal rights and responsibilities, to imple-
ment the decisions taken at the Conference (particularly the 
roll-out of the campaign for the release of the Maruti Suzuki 
workers) while linking them to the tasks defined by the de-
velopment of the class struggle in each country. 
 
3 – The role of the campaigns of the International Workers 
Committee 
 
Having barely been set up in November 2016 in Mumbai, the 
IWC was asked to take up a number of solidarity campaigns, 
relating to the repression of workers taking strike action, of 
farmers and students.  
Let us refer in particular to: 

 The international appeal for the lifting of the sanctions 
against Zimbabwe. In a message sent to the militant activists 
of Zimbabwe who met on 4-5 March 2017 to lay the founda-
tions for a section of the Fourth International, the OCRFI sec-
retariat said: “It is no accident that labour activists from the 
United States, Britain and France who were present in Mum-
bai responded to the call made by the comrade delegate from 
Zimbabwe in Mumbai, taking the initiative of issuing an in-
ternational appeal ‘for the immediate lifting of all political 
and economic sanctions against Zimbabwe’.  
This appeal clearly established what the responsibility of the 
labour movement should be in the imperialist countries: to 
fight against any attempt by their own imperialist govern-
ment to interfere, intervene, put pressure or more generally 
to take decisions in lieu of the nations oppressed by imperia-
lism. By taking this initiative jointly with the comrades from 
Zimbabwe and the three imperialist countries – and relying 
on the information and reports presented in Mumbai and Jo-
hannesburg by the comrades from Zimbabwe on the impact 
of the imperialist sanctions – we are putting into practice the 
conviction held by the militant activists organised on the ba-
sis of the Programme of the Fourth International, that in the 
epoch of imperialism, ‘the highest stage of capitalism’, de-
fending the sovereignty of nations falls exclusively on the 
shoulders of the international proletariat. (…) Whilst main-
taining its complete political independence, the working class 
will defend each and every step forward on the path of effec-
tive resistance to imperialism made by representatives of an 
oppressed nation.  
This is why, as soon as the government of Zimbabwe decided 
to recognise the legitimacy of the expropriations achieved by 
the masses through their own movement, the Fourth Interna-
tional, acting in full independence, rejected the shameful in-
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ternational campaign against Zimbabwe which was fo-
mented by the British, US and French imperialists and unfor-
tunately was relayed both by leading circles of the labour or-
ganisations of several countries and by various ‘left’ and ‘far-
left’ currents.” 

 The international campaign for the release of the 13 
workers and trade union activists of Maruti Suzuki (India). 
The IWC’s initiative to launch a campaign for the immediate 
release of the 13 Indian workers sentenced to life imprison-
ment by the Gurgaon District Court on 18 March 2017 is one 
illustration of what the orientation of building the Fourth In-
ternational “as part of helping towards rebuilding the labour 
movement on a new axis” – to use Pierre Lambert’s expres-
sion – means in practice.  
Let us recall that at the Mumbai Conference, which heard the 
testimony of two activists of the Maruti Suzuki Workers Un-
ion (MSWU), the rapporteur on all of the proposals put for-
ward by the Conference had proposed, with the agreement 
of the 15 other comrades of the presidium, that the cam-
paign on which the Conference would focus its efforts should 
be the campaign in defence of the Maruti Suzuki workers. 
The first public declarations of support by labour activists and 
organisations in more than 30 countries and the initiatives 
that have been taken (delegations to and rallies outside em-
bassies), on which the IWC regularly reports in its state-
ments, show the extent to which proletarian international-
ism lives on among broad layers of the labour movement. 
They also highlight the hesitancy, to say the least, of some 
traditional leaderships of the international labour movement 
on this subject (on the other hand, we note the initial public 
declarations of support by trade union confederations at the 
national level, notably in France and India). 
This hesitancy is linked to what the Indian authorities were 
saying a few months ago (as quoted by one Indian labour ac-
tivist at the Mumbai Conference): “freeing the Maruti work-
ers would be sending a wrong signal to foreign investors”. 
The MSWU was quite right to emphasise in its statement 
dated 18 March 2017 that: “The entire case is part of a man-
agement conspiracy to finish off the union, an attack on the 
right itself to form a union, and the demands – particularly 
for the abolition of Contract Worker status.” 
Standing shoulder-to shoulder with them, and with all the ac-
tivists and all the organisations that have publicly stated their 
support, we say: a victory in the case of the Maruti 13 will be 
a victory for the whole of the working class both in India and 
internationally, a victory for defending the right to freely set 
up trade union organisations, and a defeat for the multina-
tionals, the capitalists, the institutions and the governments 
that serve them, who have nothing to say other than “lower 
labour costs”. 
But that victory is far from being won: much will depend on 
our capacity to help towards developing the campaign on a 
united front line. 
The campaign undertaken by the IWC is a united front cam-
paign that seeks to turn the cause of the release of the 
Maruti 13 into a cause for the whole labour movement, from 
top to bottom and from the bottom to the top, looking be-
yond the legitimate tendencies and currents that exist. In 
other words, it is about reviving what the labour movement 
was set up for historically. 

4 – Building the OCRFI means helping to build groups and 
organisations of the OCRFI in each country. 
 
This document does not purport to address all of the achieve-
ments – and the political problems and difficulties we have 
faced – in each country since February 2016. But we should 
take stock of the breadth and scope of the achievements that 
have been secured by the OCRFI and its organisations on 
every continent.  
Thus, in the Americas, the existence of a section of the Fourth 
International in the United States that was able to assume its 
responsibilities as soon as the crisis arose (and which is 
fighting to ensure its regular expression in the newspaper 
The Organizer, and to engage even further in a permanent 
dialogue with the advanced elements that are emerging in 
the labour movement and the Black Liberation Movement) 
has proved to be an irreplaceable leverage-point.  
Irreplaceable not only – obviously – in the situation in the 
United States (especially for ensuring, in the periods preced-
ing and following Trump’s election, the continuity of Leon 
Trotsky’s struggle for the labour movement to break with the 
Democratic Party, in favour of a Labor Party and a Black 
party), but also more generally throughout the continent.  
Thus, when US imperialism incited the soft coup d’état 
against Dilma in Brazil, relying both on the institutions inher-
ited from the dictatorship and on the consequences of a re-
fusal to break with imperialism during the 12 years of the 
Lula and Dilma presidencies, it was in the US that a broad 
sector of the American labour movement (in an open letter 
of solidarity to the president of the CUT trade union confed-
eration) stood alongside the workers of the oppressed nation 
and against the  manoeuvres of their own imperialism. This 
was a determining factor for building the Internationalist 
Communist Faction (member of the OCRFI) in Brazil around 
its bulletin Tribuna dos trabalhadores [Workers’ Tribune].  
In the same way, the international campaign against the 
bloody repression of the mobilisation by the Mexican teach-
ers and their independent trade union organisations against 
the Peña Nieto government’s pro-imperialist policy (June 
2016) was able to draw on the help given by broad sectors of 
the US trade union movement, lining up with our help on the 
side of the teachers and the popular masses. These links did 
not appear out of nowhere: just after the Emergency Confer-
ence in Turin, a handful of young Mexican activists (who 
were to go on to form the nucleus of the CORCI-Mexico Com-
mittee) and the comrades of Socialist Organizer initiated a 
binational conference on the border in defence of public ed-
ucation, against the free trade agreements, and on other is-
sues. 
In Asia, the building of OCRFI organisations has come up 
against the development of imperialist wars to break up na-
tions, wars that first and foremost affect the working class 
and rural workers and farmers, and make life difficult for the 
labour movement as it faces attempts – here as everywhere 
else in the world – to integrate it into the state. This is espe-
cially true in the Indian Subcontinent, and, as referred to ear-
lier, this was expressed by the fact that the broad and repre-
sentative labour delegations assembled in both Pakistan and 
Bangladesh were prevented from participating in the Mum-
bai Conference, the very latest of the criminal consequences 
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of the partition of India which the British and US imperialists 
organised in 1947 with the complicity of the Stalinist bureau-
cracy then in power in the URSS.  
Despite this difficult situation, it is essential to emphasise 
that progress has been made during this period. Despite the 
intolerable conditions of war and disintegration, the militant 
activists of the sections in both Pakistan and Afghanistan 
(where the Left Radical of Afghanistan (LRA) has decided to 
affiliate to the OCRFI) have contributed significantly to nour-
ishing the whole of the International with their development 
and their achievements, especially in terms of the struggle 
against imperialist war, but also the fight to preserve and to 
build labour organisations.  
In Pakistan in particular, the preservation of the historic 
trade union confederation of the working class is at the heart 
of the fight for peace and sovereignty, which is inextricably 
linked to the working class’s fight for its demands (and in par-
ticular the struggle against the IMF privatisation programme 
that would lead to the destruction of whole sectors of the 
economy). This orientation was expressed in the rally held on 
16 April 2016 in tribute to the labour leader and revolution-
ary Gulzar Ahmed Chaudhary, and also in the National Con-
ference Against War and Exploitation held in January 2017, 
which brought together delegates from every region of the 
country and directly formed part of the continuity of the 
Mumbai Conference.  
Finally, we should highlight the fact that in India, the Trotsky-
ist militant activists, who played their full part in organising 
the success of the Mumbai Conference, arranged to meet 
just before the Conference to debate their specific tasks, 
seeking to involve The Spark bulletin in the wide dialogue be-
gun by the labour activists of their country; a dialogue which, 
during the Conference itself, focused on the perspective re-
ferred to by several labour leaders of aiming for a “labour 
platform”. 
Let us emphasise that during this period, the countries of 
some sections and organisations of the OCRFI have faced sit-
uations of unprecedented political crisis. On this point, we 
should mention the campaign launched in Turkey by the 
Workers’ Fraternity Party (IKP) for a “no” vote in the referen-
dum through which the regime – obligated to US imperialism 
– is trying to impose an ultra-Bonapartist constitution, while 
at the same time waging a ruthless war on the Kurdish people 
and the working class of Turkey. 
Also facing the spread of imperialist wars of pillage and 
breaking-up of nations, pursued in the most brutal forms of 
the IMF’s Structural Adjustment Programmes, Africa had 
long been left abandoned in the years leading up to the crisis 
of the Fourth International by the very same people who 
were to strike a blow against the FI in the summer of 2015.  
Nevertheless, there were still leverage-points, as demon-
strated by the resistance to liquidationism and revisionism 
that was expressed straight away via the participation in the 
Turin Emergency Conference of militant activists from Benin, 
Burundi and Togo.  
These are countries where delegations were put together for 
the Mumbai Conference (despite the fact that the Burundi 
delegates were denied visas) on the basis of both the fight to 
defend the independence of the labour organisations, and 
the struggle against war and for the nation’s sovereignty. In 

Burundi, this orientation, which for us forms part of the 
struggle of permanent revolution, was expressed in the cam-
paign for the National Conference for Sovereignty and Peace, 
within which the Workers and Democracy Party (PTD) is be-
ing built, using its monthly publication (it has just held its 
Fourth Congress).  
In Africa, the leverage-point provided by the IWC set up in 
Mumbai has allowed significant progress to be made: new 
links created with labour and rural organisations in Mali and 
Senegal within the IWC framework, opportunities that are 
emerging in Tunisia, but also the progress made in the fight 
for the reconstitution of the Fourth International in Aza-
nia/South Africa and Zimbabwe.  
In Azania/South Africa, the fight against liquidationist revi-
sionism at the international level merged with the fight 
against the liquidation of more than 25 years of the continu-
ity of Trotskyism in Azania, when the main leader of the for-
mer Azanian section of the Fourth International and Presi-
dent of the Socialist Party of Azania (SOPA) decided to liqui-
date SOPA into a regroupment that was directly headed by a 
member of the US Chamber of Commerce in South Africa, 
and behind the scenes by one of the factions of the ANC lead-
ership (see Part Three). Also, with the help of The Internatio-
nale, the small nucleus formed during the preparation of the 
Mumbai Conference (which attracted members of the “Fees 
Must Fall” Black student movement) was able – with the help 
of the OCRFI – to call and hold a meeting on 7 January 2017 
that reconstituted the Azanian section of the Fourth Interna-
tional (within the framework of the OCRFI), also publishing 
its bulletin, Black Republic.  
It was no accident that militant activists from Zimbabwe who 
had been seeking links with the Fourth International for 
years (on which the main leader of the former Azanian sec-
tion had never wanted to follow up) were able to be closely 
associated with this initiative, allowing a meeting to be held 
in early March 2017 in Zimbabwe (with the help of OCRFI 
comrades from Azania) with comrades who set up the Zim-
babwe section of the Fourth International. The Reconstitu-
tion Congress of the Fourth International in Azania in June 
2017 will certainly offer the opportunity for new steps for-
ward to be made not only in Azania and Zimbabwe, but also 
in Botswana and Namibia, where links have already been 
made particularly on the basis of the Mumbai Manifesto and 
the international campaign against the repression of the Fees 
Must Fall movement by the ANC-CP government.  
In Europe on 7 March 2017, one month after the Turin Con-
ference, an appeal by 120 activists from 21 European coun-
tries (both member states and non-member states of the Eu-
ropean Union) was issued at the initiative of German labour 
activists. The appeal supported those sectors of the British 
labour movement which, as the appeal pointed out, “despite 
the instructions issued by the Labour Party leadership and the 
leading circles of the European Trade Union Confederation 
(ETUC), have decided to call for a vote to ‘leave’ the European 
Union on 23 June”.  
The response which was received within just a few days 
shows – as we said in Turin – that undoubtedly there is room 
for internationalist initiatives based on slogans of breaking 
with the institutions of capitalism (in this case, breaking with 
the European Union). There was also a positive response in 
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Britain. Subsequently, the German comrades who had taken 
the initiative proposed to continue this campaign via the 
preparation of an internationalist rally on 28 May 2016 in 
Paris, one month before the 23 June referendum in Britain.  
The German comrades closely linked this fight with the prep-
arations for the Mumbai Conference, and with the fight 
against NATO and the policy of imperialist intervention being 
pursued by the main imperialist governments Europe on the 
orders of US imperialism.  
The rally in Paris on 28 May 2016 was a success. It brought 
together 1,500 workers, activists and youth, as well as speak-
ers from several European countries and a big delegation of 
British labour activists of different backgrounds (Labour 
Party, CP, trade unionists). This achievement and its follow-
up, after the victory imposed at the ballots on 23 June by the 
British working class, were a leverage-point for posing in a 
new way the perspective of building a Trotskyist group in 
Britain, integrated into a dialogue with labour activists who 
are fighting today for a Labour Party government that will 
implement Brexit in the workers’ interests (renationalisation, 
winning back the NHS, etc.).  
More generally, it is a question of re-appropriating our axis 
for struggle in Europe: breaking with the European Union, 
applying the transitional method in the struggle for a work-
ers’ government, and fighting for the Socialist United States 
of Europe. (4) 
 
5 – “Open the road to the youth! Turn to the woman 
worker!”: reappropriating the Transitional Programme 
 
The comrades meeting in Turin had clearly expressed the 
wish to break with the policy imposed at the prompting of 
the revisionist centre, which – turning their backs on the Pro-
gramme of the Fourth International – had deliberately aban-
doned the battlefield of building the revolutionary party 
among the most oppressed layers of the working class (espe-
cially working women) and the youth, on the pretext that it 
was necessary to focus exclusively on trade union cadres, 
who were wrongly identified as constituting the whole of the 
working class in their eyes.  
Thus, in late August 2016, an appeal was launched by Com-
rade Rubina Jamil, the Pakistani trade union leader and mili-
tant activist, which proposed making 8 March 2017 – Inter-
national Women’s Day and the 100th anniversary of the 
demonstrations by working women that marked the start of 
the Revolution in Russia – a day of international mobilisation 
by working women against war, exploitation and the twofold 
oppression of women. This appeal, which was circulated to-
gether with an article by Comrade Jean-Jacques Marie, the 
Trotskyist militant activist and historian, highlighted the rel-
evance today of the struggle by the working women of Pet-
rograd. Working women and activists from several countries 
have linked up with the International Workers’ Committee. 
The appeal was widely endorsed during the Mumbai Confer-
ence. Today, we can record as a first result the fact that initi-
atives were taken around International Women’s Day and 
Comrade Rubina’s appeal in Belgium, France, Germany, Hun-
gary, India, Italy, Mexico and Pakistan. 
The work of the Fourth International among the youth has 
been taken up again, in line with the decisions taken at the 

Emergency Conference in Turin in February 2016. In re-
sponse to a proposal by the comrades in the US, the youth 
camp organised by the TCI in August 2016 was held as an in-
ternational camp, attended by 49 young activists from Aza-
nia/South Africa, Belgium, France, Russia and the United 
States. In France, the camp served as a lever for making pro-
gress in building an autonomous organisation of Revolution-
ary Youth (involving several campaigns, notably for the im-
mediate withdrawal of French troops overseas and an end to 
the imperialist military interventions by the Hollande-Valls 
government). This activity was extended to the campaign to 
defend the Fees Must Fall student activists in Azania who 
were repressed by the tripartite government that resulted 
from the 1994 Kempton Park Agreements (a campaign that 
took several initiatives in 2016, and in 2017 fought for the 
release of Bonginkosi Khanyile, jailed for 7 months), and then 
to the youth regroupment within the framework of the 
Mumbai Conference in which comrades from Afghanistan, 
Belgium, France, India, Russia and the US took part. 
 
6 – The centenary of the October 1917 Revolution: a key 
event for strengthening and recruiting to the Fourth Inter-
national. 
 
Among its very many aspects, the passionate discussion at 
the Mumbai World Conference showed – if that were neces-
sary – that 100 years after it took place, the Russian Revolu-
tion of October 1917 continues to live on in the conscience 
of so many militant activists the world over, despite the rav-
ages of Stalinism in the labour movement. For example, the 
350 delegates from 28 countries present in Mumbai heard a 
trade union representative of cleaning workers (a sector that 
organises very many working women who are especially ex-
ploited) say that “the problems we are discussing here are 
not fundamentally different to the ones that were being dis-
cussed in the socialist movement a hundred years ago: should 
they agree with the imperialist war or not? (…) Of course, we 
all know what happened in Russia. But what failed was the 
model, not the concept of the struggle for a new world. And 
this is why we continue to draw inspiration from the Russian 
Revolution”. Obviously, this comrade, who is not a Trotskyist, 
was addressing matters from the point of view of his own ex-
perience (that of activists who are or who have been influ-
enced by the various Indian Communist Parties, either 
aligned with Moscow or aligned with Beijing).  
It was starting from this experience that the comrade drew 
his conclusion on the relevance of what he called “the con-
cept of the struggle for a new world”. Clearly, our starting-
point is different. We, following Trotsky’s lead, have analysed 
the major responsibility of Stalinism’s counter-revolutionary 
apparatus in the offensive to restore capitalism, which re-
sulted in the disintegration of the USSR in 1991. There is no 
doubt that, together with that Indian comrade and many 
others present in Mumbai, the discussion in the coming 
months will allow a deeper appreciation of the relevance to-
day of the Russian Revolution, which therefore includes an 
analysis of Stalinism’s counter-revolutionary role. How far 
will we be able to agree on these questions? Only the discus-
sion will tell. But the fact remains that engaging on a joint 
basis in the struggle against war and exploitation and for a 
Workers’ International is the mark of convergence of opinion 
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on one essential question: capitalism is doomed once and for 
all, and the struggle to socialise the means of production is 
more than ever on the agenda.  
The delegates to the Mumbai Conference heard a contribu-
tion by a female Indian comrade, after she took the podium 
with a French comrade to read Comrade Rubina’s appeal re-
garding 8 March 2017, the 100th anniversary of the outbreak 
of revolution in Russia via the women’s demonstrations in 
Petrograd. She explained: “We can have different assess-
ments of the Russian Revolution and what it became. But the 
fact is that it remains one of the most important events in 
world history”. This is true: there are very widely varying 
points of view on the Russian Revolution within the labour 
movement, on its degeneration, on Stalinism. As far as we 
are concerned, we, together with Leon Trotsky, consider that 
the Soviet Union – and particularly social ownership, which 
was its foundation – remained a gain of the international 
working class and an issue in the world class struggle (up to 
its collapse in 1991) despite its bureaucratic degeneration. 
This is why we have never abandoned the struggle “in de-
fence of the USSR” and, after 1991, why we formulated with 
Comrade Lambert the perspective of “defending and winning 
back the gains of October 1917”. And it is precisely because 
we have this experience that we understand today the signif-
icance of the need to fight for the unconditional defence of 
every labour gain and every labour organisation (despite and 
sometimes against the apparatuses that control those organ-
isations). 
For the militant activists of the OCRFI, through the initiatives 
we are taking in 2017 and through the initiatives in which we 
will take part, it is not about “historical commemorations” of 
an event that supposedly has no relation to today’s reality. 
For us it is about addressing thousands upon thousands of 
workers, labour activists and youth, to assure them that 
there is a solution to the terrible crisis of the decaying capi-
talist system, to the imperialist wars that are ravaging na-
tions, to the spiralling pauperisation of the masses. To assure 
them that there is a solution to the crisis of leadership of the 
labour movement, where, in every labour organisation, can 
be heard the siren-call of those calling on the workers to give 
up their own interests and get bogged down in “social dia-
logue”, since according to them there is no other solution 
than to accompany the plans to privatise and dismantle the 
working class’s gains. That solution, exactly as in 1917, is the 
initiative of the masses, the initiative of millions of anony-
mous oppressed people who, to quote Trotsky, will break 
with “the meagerized life of the oppressed” and will impose 
“the forcible entrance of the masses into the realm of rul-
ership over their own destiny”. (5) It is precisely for this rea-
son that, as far as we are concerned, the relevance of the 
Russian Revolution begins with the Revolution of February 
1917, with the upsurge by the most exploited and oppressed 
layers: the working women, who without anybody’s consent 
or instructions (not even from the working-class parties), 
took their destiny into their own hands. Just like in 1917, the 
solution is the need to make a break: to break with the anti-
democratic institutions of oppression, which in the imperial-
ist epoch is inseparable from breaking with the system of pri-
vate ownership of the means of production, therefore insep-

arable from the question of the seizure of power by the pro-
letariat organised in its own organs of power. Just like in 
1917, the solution is a workers’ government, a government 
that answers to the councils of workers, peasants and sol-
diers, a government that answers to nobody other than the 
masses and their representatives. The solution is to break 
with imperialist war, precisely because the only possibility of 
ensuring peace is to challenge the roots of the imperialist 
wars which today are ravaging whole continents: the system 
of capitalist exploitation.  
The initiatives we are taking in 2017 – the year of the World 
Conference of the Sections of the OCRFI (November 2017) – 
around the 100th anniversary of the Russian Revolution will 
bring us all back to the relevance of the October Revolution, 
the relevance of the world revolution, the relevance of the 
seizure of power by the working class, and therefore the rel-
evance of the struggle for the International, for the workers’ 
party. Let us recall here that we have already allocated our 
energies to various commitments, which will be specified 
during the next meeting of the OCRFI Steering Committee. 
Building on the success of the initiatives taken towards work-
ing women around International Women’s Day on 8 March 
2017, it is our responsibility to affirm the current relevance 
of the revolution by turning resolutely towards the younger 
generations. This therefore means preparing the interna-
tional youth camp due to take place in France from 25 to 28 
August 2017, for which the TCI, French section of the OCRFI, 
has set the target of bringing together 100 French youth, and 
to which young comrades from various countries have al-
ready been invited. Finally, we propose that in each country 
initiatives are organised around the anniversary of the Octo-
ber 1917 Revolution, linked to the preparations for the 
World Conference of the Sections and in forms that are ap-
propriate to each national situation. Study days, Marxist 
study circles, meetings to discuss the relevance today of the 
October Revolution – the forms can vary according to our 
forces and the conditions in each country. But everywhere, 
we set ourselves the target of strengthening our organisa-
tions, of winning over new workers, activists and youth to the 
Programme of the Fourth International, and therefore to the 
organised struggle for the reconstitution of the Fourth Inter-
national.  
___________________________ 
(1) Belgium, Benin, Brazil, Burundi, France, Germany, Greece, Hun-
gary, India, Italy, Korea, Mexico, Pakistan, Portugal, Togo, Turkey 
and the United States. Comrades from four other countries, who 
were prevented from taking part for material reasons (Britain and 
Ivory Coast) or for lack of visas (Bangladesh and Afghanistan), gave 
their support to our conference. The conference was completely 
self-funded by its participants. 
(2) The adopted documents were translated into many more lan-
guages. 
(3) From the report approved in its general line by the Emergency 
Conference in Turin. 
(4) See the article “More than ever, the fight to break with the Eu-
ropean Union means the fight for a workers’ government and the 
Socialist United States of Europe”, in Issue No.5 of The Internatio-
nale. 
(5) The first quote is from the Transitional Programme, the second 
from the Preface to The History of the Russian Revolution. . 
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PART THREE 

 
A rapid development/confirmation 
 
 

ess than two years have passed since the day in late 
June 2015 when the majority of the leadership of the 
CCI decided to “suspend” and then initially expel 23 

members of the CCI national leadership who, in line with the 
statutes of the French section of the Fourth International, ex-
ercised their right to form a tendency; in the following weeks, 
they did the same to hundreds of militant activists who sup-
ported the sanctioned members of the national leadership. 
Those who took the responsibility of splitting the French sec-
tion in this way immediately provoked a crisis in the Fourth 
International.  

Breaking with the tradition of Comrade Lambert, who in a 
crisis situation would propose to publish all stated positions 
in order to make them available to the militant activists, the 
“Correspondence Committee” replaced political discussion 
of the disagreements with the systematic recourse to slan-
ders, insults and deliberate confusion, methods that are for-
eign to the traditions of the Fourth International. As early as 
4 July 2015, a Bulletin of the “Correspondence Committee” 
was published by those who had taken control of the head-
quarters. This was just seven days after the public platform 
of the tendency had been formally registered. More than 500 
Trotskyist militant activists had rallied around this platform, 
which brought together the arguments offered during a dis-
cussion that had been held over several months. The Bulletin 
of the said “Correspondence Committee” solved this prob-
lem by speaking of a “so-called tendency” that supposedly 
was carrying out a “splitting operation among the ranks of 
the French section which therefore threatens the whole of the 
Fourth International”. It stated that steps had been taken to 
“wipe out this operation”, which it described as “destruc-
tive”. Going further, it stated that the publication of the ten-
dency platform and the formation of the tendency formed 
part of the offensive against the French section by “all those 
who, by any means, have decided to do everything in their 
power in order to prevent the working class from coming to-
gether with its organisations, on its own terrain”. In the space 
of a few days, the status of hundreds of militant activists had 
changed from CCI members to individuals determined to “do 
everything in their power in order to prevent the working 
class from coming together with its organisations, on its own 
terrain”! A few months later, in the main resolution adopted 
at the “CCI Congress” held on 6-7 February 2016, the 800 
Trotskyist militant activists in France and the activists and 
groups from 21 countries that took part in the Emergency 

Conference in Turin (where the OCRFI was set up) were de-
nounced as having placed themselves “at the service of im-
perialism and of the reformist and Stalinist leaderships”, and 
accused of having created “a force hostile to the working 
class (…) that has already established itself with the enemies 
of the fight for the class independence of the labour organi-
sations”. (1) 

This use of slanders and insults instead of political argument 
reveals an extreme weakness: the so-called Correspondence 
Committee’s failure to take responsibility for its policy and its 
positions. But in the 20 months that have passed since June 
2015, the daily life and reality of the class struggle have fully 
revealed the social and political content of the split perpe-
trated by those in charge of the “Correspondence Commit-
tee”.  

● October 2015: In Brazil, during the national Congress of the 
CUT trade union confederation (12th CONCUT, 13-16 Octo-
ber 2015), Julio Turra, leader of O Trabalho and member of 
the CUT’s National Executive Committee, made a speech in 
which he aligned with the apparatus to defend the vote for 
the motion on the “Employment Protection Programme” 
(PPE). The PPE was being introduced jointly by the employers 
in the metallurgical industry, the leadership of the CUT’s 
metalworkers federation and Dilma Rousseff’s PT govern-
ment. It consists of co-opting the trade union into a pro-
cess…by which public money is paid to the bosses “in ex-
change” for maintaining jobs in return for cutting wages! (2) 
The speech by Julio Turra was in conflict with the unanimous 
vote three months earlier by the Congress of O Trabalho 
(Brazilian section of the Fourth International) in favour of a 
resolution condemning the PPE. 

The fact that a trade union leader who claims to be a Trot-
skyist publicly defended a programme that has led to the 
trade union confederation being co-opted into organising 
wage-cuts for tens of thousands of metalworkers, is excep-
tionally serious. The militant activists who worked with Com-
rade Lambert know that if he were alive, Comrade Lambert 
would certainly have proposed that this issue should be dis-
cussed in an extraordinary meeting of a leadership body of 
the International. Light-years away from such an approach, 
this exceptionally serious act was officially justified by the 
“Correspondence Committee”. When Brazilian activists and 
organisations of the OCRFI publicly raised the problem that 
occurred at the 12th CONCUT, provoking questions even 

L 
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among the ranks of the organisations of the “Correspond-
ence Committee”, especially in Brazil, Lucien Gauthier stated 
in a report-back meeting on the so-called “Ninth World Con-
gress” (February 2016): “Julio Turra has been denounced as 
a labour lieutenant of the bourgeoisie. Ah, Julio Turra has one 
fault: he is a member of the CUT’s national executive. He is 
part of the most senior body of Brazil’s main trade union con-
federation. And what Comrade Julio Turra is doing, in the 
name of the Brazilian workers, of the CUT trade unionists, is 
helping the processes of the class struggle.” (3) 

Let us overlook the fact that, following the same methods of 
slander referred to earlier, the speaker is very careful not to 
produce the slightest OCRFI document in which Julio Turra is 
supposedly characterised as a “labour lieutenant of the bour-
geoisie”…and for a very good reason – such a document does 
not exist! Let us also leave Lucien Gauthier to take responsi-
bility for saying that being a member of a trade union con-
federation’s executive body is a “fault”.  

As far as we are concerned, we think that the working class 
is only a class through its organisations and its gains. An or-
ganisation means an apparatus and a leadership, and for 
those of us who defend the very existence of the labour or-
ganisations, we do not think that being a member of their 
leadership is a “fault”! On the other hand, it is the right of 
every activist to discuss the orientation implemented by this 
or that sector of the leadership of the labour organisations. 
More generally, let us recall that the term “labour lieutenant 
of the bourgeoisie” is a characterisation by Lenin of the pol-
icy of the traitorous leaderships of the Second International, 
and it is crucial to the struggle of the Fourth International. 

So, what does Lucien Gauthier say about the basic issue? At 
the CUT Congress, he explains, “there was a reactionary 
measure called the PPE, which was a measure for increasing 
flexibility. Our comrades, Julio and other militant activists, 
had succeeded in getting the previous CUT Congress to pass 
a motion condemning PPE schemes. Then, at this CUT Con-
gress, something happened: some factions of the trade union 
apparatus, like the metalworkers federation, were already in-
volved in implementing PPE. The comrades had prepared a 
motion to get the Congress to reaffirm its rejection of PPE 
schemes.  

But Comrade Julio, together with the other comrades, consid-
ered that in that situation, they risked being in the minority 
and that the vote on the PPE would be invalidated, and that 
the CUT would come out in favour of PPE. Therefore, on that 
basis, they reached an agreement: the CUT’s current position 
would be reaffirmed and they would say that the CUT would 
“observe” the implementation of the PPE on a trial basis. And 
Julio Turra and his comrades maintained the fact that the 
CUT is formally and nationally against the PPE and ensured 
that the previous vote was not overturned.” 

Let us point out that the metalworkers’ union agreed to the 
PPE, supposedly in the name of “keeping jobs”, just as the 
national daily newspaper Folha de Sao Paulo was reporting 
that two million job-cuts were being planned… 

And what does the representative of the “Correspondence 
Committee” explain to us after the so-called “Ninth World 
Congress”? That, “in order to avoid being in the minority” at 

the CUT Congress, the faction led by Julio Turra gave up de-
fending the position of the CUT’s previous Congress against 
the PPE (and the position defined two months previously by 
O Trabalho’s Congress), and that it “reached an agreement” 
with the apparatus to cover for and support the introduction 
of the PPE on the pretext that this would be “on a trial basis”. 

● This turning-point that emerged at the CUT Congress, 
barely three months after the split, was to be expressed in 
several other forms in the months that followed. 

In France, where the CCI leaders hold important positions in 
the governing bodies of the trade union confederations, a 
large movement of the class struggle that mobilised millions 
of workers, who in turn carried their organisations with 
them, began in March 2016. For more than four months, the 
workers – linking up with the youth – sought to show a united 
front of their trade union organisations to the government, 
in order to force the government to withdraw the El Khomri 
Law, its counter-reform of the Labour Code (dictated by the 
European Union). The workers turned to their organisations, 
looking to them to launch the only method of struggle that 
would force the government to retreat: the general strike, 
stopping production. Conversely, as the power of the move-
ment forced the leading apparatuses of those organisations 
– closely linked to the Socialist Party and Communist Party, 
which are covering for the government – to rally round the 
slogan “Withdraw the El Khomri  bill”, the apparatuses 
strictly confined themselves calling a series of 24-hour “days 
of action” (no fewer than 14 separate days of action took 
place between March and June) spread over a few weeks, 
resulting in the class movement running out of steam and the 
law being passed. (4) 

Throughout the course of this movement, which in total 
lasted more than six months, the CCI leadership not only 
abandoned any attempt to help the working class to set up 
its own organs of struggle in order to impose strike action 
until the bill was withdrawn; they abandoned any criticism – 
even the mildest form – of the apparatuses’ policy, and re-
fused to make the slightest determination of it. Even worse: 
inside the labour organisations, they systematically targeted 
any activist and any worker, whatever their political views, 
who questioned the tactic of staggered days of action that 
were incapable of forcing the government to retreat. 

We should highlight in particular the U-turn carried out by 
one of the main trade union leaders, also a member of the 
CCI leadership, between January 2016 (when the mobilisa-
tion had not yet got underway) and April, when millions of 
workers were mobilising and wanted to make the govern-
ment bend the knee. 

Patrick Hébert stated in an interview in January: “After the 
success of 9 April 2015, there needs to be a very clear call to 
bring the country to a standstill. We know very well which 
confederations could issue such a call.” (5) 

Let us repeat: at that point, there were no strikes, no demon-
strations, and the El Khomri bill had not yet been made pub-
lic. As far as Patrick Hébert was concerned, in that situation, 
when the masses had not yet started to move, there was 
nothing outrageous about envisaging that the leaders of the 
trade union organisations should make “a very clear call to 
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bring the country to a standstill”, in other words that they 
should call a general strike. 

Three months later, the situation had changed: on 9 March, 
despite their leadership’s misgivings, the workers had 
pushed their organisations to link up with the youth; now, 
the mass of mobilised workers were demanding in vain the 
“withdrawal of the bill”, and were expecting their organisa-
tions to give them the means to achieve this. The question 
on the agenda was clearly strike action until this demand was 
met. 

Moreover, it is a tradition in our movement – as we shall see 
in Part Four of these notes – to formulate this demand under 
similar conditions in the class struggle. But, in April 2016, at 
a time when workers and youth in their millions were, de-
spite everything, responding to the call for days of action in 
the form of strikes and demonstrations, and even though 
they were increasingly aware that these forms of action 
would not be enough to force the government to retreat, 
Patrick Hébert had changed his tune:  

“Of course, there should be a general strike. And the govern-
ment would undoubtedly withdraw its bill. But we know that 
things are not so simple. People could indulge themselves. 
Every day, every hour, and why not every second, one can – 
like religious zealots – chant general strike, general strike!  In-
deed, some people are not holding back. If that is good for 
their morale, then it is already good to see. But, as I see it, 
given the traditions of the class struggle in France, it is very 
likely that at a given moment there will indeed be a general 
strike – those who engage in such “repetition” exercises are 
bound to be right one day! It is a bit like the processions or-
ganised by the Spanish clergy to pray for rain: it always rains 
eventually! (…) And yet, we are still in a period of what looks 
like days of action. Some people, again behaving like religious 
zealots, think that it is enough for the union confederations 
to issue a slogan of general strike and then – hey presto! – 
the disciplined workers comply, with a curtsy and a bow.” (6) 

This kind of language reminds us of the Social-Democratic 
leaders criticised by Lenin and Trotsky for “using the word 
socialism only for holiday speechifying”, the better to do the 
opposite on every other day of the week. Here, Patrick Hé-
bert refers to the fact that “of course, there should be a gen-
eral strike”…to justify the leaders not calling one…and then 
places the blame on the workers, since they would probably 
not respond to a call by the union confederations, Hébert ex-
plains to us. 

This orientation was put forward not just by Patrick Hébert 
in April 2016, but also by the CCI national leadership eight 
months later, when it said in a resolution dated 4 February 
2017: “although we are convinced of the strength of the 
working class and of the solid leverage-points it has at its dis-
posal within its class organisations (shown in the 5 months of 
mobilisation by the workers and the labour organisations 
against the labour law), we do not forget for a minute that 
the swing towards a general strike did not take place. We 
know, having verified this, that it is not enough to blame the 
leaderships to understand why this was the case. We know 
that the political conditions for the upsurge had not ripened 
within the working class, and that the majority of workers 
hesitated, knowing that a general strike posed the question 

of power.” Even worse: in March 2017, his abandoning of any 
class viewpoint led the same Patrick Hébert to write in Infor-
mations Ouvrières dated 9 March 2017, regarding the mobi-
lisation on the new labour law: “The government thought it 
had won. But it was a Pyrrhic victory. The labour law was cer-
tainly passed…and the government lost so badly that Hol-
lande could not run for re-election.” As everyone knows, a 
“Pyrrhic victory” refers to a victory that in fact is a defeat. 
Therefore the government suffered a defeat. Of course the 
Labour Code is in tatters, but the most important thing is that 
Hollande could not run for re-election. Now, we know that as 
far as the capitalist class is concerned, the issue is not about 
knowing who is leading the counter-reforms. If Hollande 
does not run for re-election, another will take his place. For 
the capitalist class, the important thing is the major blow 
struck against the Labour Code. 

For the working class, the most important thing is the major 
blow struck against its Labour Code. But it should be said that 
the drift by the CCI leadership is such that during the presi-
dential election period they committed de facto support to a 
candidate, Jean-Luc Mélenchon, who is supported by the 
Communis Party and other organisations but whose particu-
lar trait is that he is waging a fierce campaign against political 
parties. He himself has stated his basic aim as being to “fed-
erate the people” by expressing “something that is bigger 
than our parties”. (7) In France, like in Italy and other coun-
tries, the campaign undertaken to destroy the traditional po-
litical parties forms part of a much wider offensive, which – 
in the name of the general interest as opposed to class inter-
ests – aims to put into question the working class’s specific 
right to have its own organisations. And the CCI leadership 
has lined up behind this campaign in spring 2017. 

● Putting the blame on the masses for the lack of a positive 
result in the class struggle, shifting to them the responsibility 
that lies with the policy of the leadership, is an old recipe 
which the Stalinist apparatus, and more recently the 
Pabloites, have made use of unsparingly for decades. Hence-
forward, we need to get used to hearing these formulations 
coming the mouths and pens of those who have abandoned 
Trotskyism.  

This same policy has been expressed in many fields in the last 
twenty months, including in countries where there is no or-
ganisation of the “Correspondence Committee”. Thus, the 
readers of Informations Ouvrières (and especially those in 
the United States to whom the translated articles are sent 
immediately) will learn with astonishment in the articles de-
voted to Trump that “the AFL-CIO Convention was marked by 
a unanimous resolution calling for a healthcare system based 
on deferred salary. In practice, this demand was counter-
posed to the project referred to as Obamacare”. The activists 
in the US who had access to these fine words fell flat on their 
back, because without specifying the date, this text refers to 
an event…at the AFL-CIO Convention…that dates from 2007. 
But the decades-long subordination of the AFL-CIO leader-
ship to the Democratic Party had led that leadership to tram-
ple on the Convention’s unanimous vote and to rally round 
Obamacare. Now, although Obamacare indisputably con-
tains some elements that are favourable to the workers, it 
was adopted first and foremost for the benefit of the power-
ful insurance companies.  
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Thus, the labour activists grouped in the Labor Fightback Net-
work rightly stated in a leaflet that was distributed in New 
York on 14 and 15 January 2017, at the National Strategy 
Conference of the trade union campaign that is fighting for a 
healthcare system based on deferred salary (Single Payer): 
“The ACA (8) was a law written by insurance industry lobby-
ists and representatives of other price-gougers in healthcare. 
Under ACA, hundreds of billions of dollars meant for the care 
of patients are siphoned off as profits for the big healthcare 
insurance companies – money that would be saved by their 
elimination from the system. This money could be used to en-
sure quality and comprehensive coverage for all residents. 
(…) At a time when the national discussion is heating up 
around the question of what the ACA should be replaced 
with, the labor movement needs to go on the offensive with 
the call to replace ACA with Medicare For All. This, in fact, is 
the best way to defend and expand the gains contained in 
ACA.” 

But this does not matter for Informations Ouvrières, which 
gave itself the task of making people believe that the AFL-CIO 
has respected the Convention’s mandate since 2009. In the 
face of and against the facts, Informations Ouvrières (IO) is 
continuing its campaign: in January 2017, IO persisted in writ-
ing that “the demand of the labour movement, reaffirmed at 
the AFL-CIO Convention, for a Single Payer healthcare system, 
i.e. without any private insurers, remains more relevant than 
ever.” (9) 

● Why? Undoubtedly for the same reasons that led that 
same newspaper Informations Ouvrières to publish just af-
ter the US presidential election an article that was immedi-
ately distributed in every language throughout the world, in 
which the very existence of the US labour movement was 
erased: there was no reference whatsoever to the trade un-
ions or the AFL-CIO. Above all, there was not one word on 
the support given by the AFL-CIO leadership to Hilary Clinton, 
the preferred candidate of Wall Street and finance capital. 
North or south, in Europe or elsewhere, the policy of the 
“Correspondence Committee” in all circumstances is to re-
serve the right to cover for the policy of the apparatuses. This 
is equally true in relation to Asia. 

● Thus, during a Marxist Study Circle (CEM) on 25 Novem-
ber 2016, the speaker made this accusation: “Regarding the 
Mumbai Conference, its title reveals the break with the ILC: 
“World Conference Against War, Exploitation and Precarious 
Work”. This last question is an addition that is not unim-
portant in relation to the ILC conferences. Why add “against 
precarious work”, as if this were not an expression like any 
other of capitalist exploitation? (…)  

Yes, it is the price paid to the Indian Maoist Stalinists with 
whom they organised that Conference: they put exploitation 
and precarious work on the same level, when precariousness 
is one of the means for reducing the cost of labour and in-
creasing capitalist exploitation. In reality, separating “precar-
ious work” from the rest means aligning oneself with the 
campaign waged by the ITUC and WFTU (10) (of which cer-
tain trade unions led by the Maoist-Stalinists are members) 
against precariousness and resulting in the demand for “de-
cent work” – all this, obviously, couched in radical language.” 
(11) 

So, fighting against precarious work supposedly means 
“aligning oneself with the campaign waged by the ITUC and 
WFTU” and their “decent work” campaign? In other words, 
aligning oneself with the sectors that are the most closely in-
tegrated into the capitalist institutions and to the state appa-
ratuses of the trade union apparatus internationally? 

It would be good if there were facts that could back up this 
accusation. Because, as the Indian activist Milind Ranade, a 
leader of the KVSS-NTUI union which organises 7,000 Mum-
bai cleaning workers, said in a letter to the editor of La Lettre 
de La Vérité: “My country, like other developing countries, 
has 93% of its workforce employed in such precarious jobs, 
also known as the “informal sector”. (…) It’s time to 
acknowledge the struggle against precarious labour is a ne-
cessity and strengthen forces in solidarity with the workers 
and against the corporations. At a time when the working 
class is under tremendous attack from governments, multi-
national corporations and employers (…) I believe channelling 
your energies and time to fight capitalism would yield more 
fruitful results for the working class people than maligning 
each other.” 

We could equally recall the long campaign waged by the 
French section of the Fourth International in 1989 “for a ban 
on precarious work” that resulted in a demonstration by sev-
eral thousand workers and youth, against the policy of forc-
ing the youth into precariousness being implemented at that 
time by a Socialist Party government in France. Or the World 
Labour Conference Against Deregulation held in Berlin in 
2002.  

● In this area, as in others, the “Correspondence Commit-
tee” at No.87 is turning its back on our history, on what was 
our shared experience not so long ago. It is merrily trampling 
on all the lesson of the activity carried out with Comrade 
Lambert in seeking to organise the most exploited and most 
oppressed layers of the proletariat internationally. 

There is only one reason for this: their fascination for the 
leading circles and for what Lenin called “the aristocracy of 
labour”, to which the leaders of the “Correspondence Com-
mittee” would reduce the whole of the international working 
class. It was this same reason that led the speaker at the CEM 
on 25 November 2016 to polemicize against the campaign 
being waged by the Democratic Independent Workers Party 
(POID) in France for breaking with the European Union.  

For the occasion, the speaker did not hesitate to turn his back 
on 25 years of struggle by our current: “The bottom line is 
that as far as they are concerned, everything is conditioned 
by the break with the European Union and the Fifth Republic. 
(…) We have seen Britain break with the European Union, 
that’s done… the liquidators [the TCI in the eyes of the anon-
ymous speaker on 25 November – The Editor] stamped their 
feet: “A victory for the working class!” And now what? The 
Conservative government is preparing a new anti-union law 
that is even harsher than the last one.Now what? Should it 
be necessary for the success of the class struggle to achieve 
as a precondition 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 
CPE [First Employment Contract] was withdrawn and France 
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neither left the European Union nor broke with the Fifth Re-
public. But the CPE was withdrawn due to the class struggle 
by the youth and the working class. (…) Perhaps in the past 
one rather overused the slogan of breaking with the Euro-
pean Union, as a slogan emptied of its content. And then the 
situation changed: the European Union was a framework for 
deregulation. The development of capital’s crisis that was ex-
pressed again in the US elections, and the European Union’s 
crisis of disintegration are pushing finance capital to make 
new demands: it wants to destroy everything, and the very 
framework of the European Union is no longer suitable for 
this, even though capital will continue to use it.” (A little later, 
the speaker denounced us in these terms: “those who are 
crazy about the European Union…”) 

Let us recall what Comrade Lambert wrote to the German 
comrades in a “Contribution to the international discussion” 
(12): “It seems that the European sections do not give enough 
prominence in their political interventions to breaking 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 intervention 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 in-
tervention.  

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 Eu-
ropean 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 part, adopting 
the appropriate forms, we must in all independence and in all 
circumstances set out the 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.” 

●Ten years ago, this position was shared by every member 
of the leadership of the French section of the Fourth Inter-
national. At least, everybody said they shared it, hand on 
heart. For our part, we continue to regard this letter by 
Comrade Lambert as correct. 

In a way, it was responding in advance to the speaker from 
No.87, who claims that campaigning in favour of breaking 
with the European Union supposedly means making this a 
precondition for joint action in the class struggle: “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 intervention in the class struggle must nec-
essarily be subordinated to the need to incorporate breaking 
with the European Union in the direct class struggle for de-
mands, as a precondition for political intervention.” 

Here is established a precise link between, on the one hand, 
the revolutionaries’ intervention in the class struggle, 
fighting to help the workers define their demands and to help 
the masses make use of their organisations (in particular the 
trade union organisations); and on the other, the political 
struggle in favour of breaking with the European Union: “the 

absence of a concrete fight against the European Union 
would lead us to fail to identify the political means for break-
ing the shackles placed on the class struggle by the apparat-
uses and their leftist and Pabloite stooges.” As far as Com-
rade Lambert was concerned (as was the case ten years ago 
for the whole of the leadership of the French section of the 
Fourth International), the political struggle in favour of 
breaking with the European Union means first and foremost 
helping to “break the shackles” of the apparatuses and their 
auxiliaries, whose subordination to the European Union (in 
the name of a “social Europe” or so-called “European public 
services”, within the framework of the European Trade Un-
ion Confederation (ETUC), the Party of the European Left, the 
Party of European Socialists, the social forums and others) is 
the form taken by their subordination to the system of pri-
vate ownership of the means of production. There is there-
fore a direct link between the political struggle in favour of 
breaking with the European Union and helping towards an 
upsurge in the direct class struggle. 

As for the argument that “the El Khomri law could be with-
drawn without breaking with the European Union”, which 
would justify no longer “overusing” the slogan of breaking 
with the European Union like in the past… we could add: “the 
El Khomri law could be withdrawn without breaking with cap-
italism”. Should we then abandon the struggle for socialism?  

In passing, let us point out another thing: if the El Khomri law 
“could be withdrawn without breaking with the European 
Union”, why was it not? Here, the speaker at the 25 Novem-
ber CEM started down a path that could prove dangerous for 
his argument. If the El Khomri was not withdrawn, will this 
neo-Pabloite dare to claim that this was because the masses 
were not convinced of the possibility of imposing its with-
drawal? Come on, now… 

Every worker who went on strike or demonstrated against it 
was aware that if the El Khomri law was not withdrawn, this 
was to do with the policy of the leaderships, who in the pre-
ceding months had themselves reaffirmed their allegiance to 
the ETUC, which had in particular come out against Brexit. 
Clearly, these things are linked together, as Lambert pointed 
out in 2006, in his letter to the German comrades. As for de-
creeing that we are in a new situation in which the capitalist 
class will give up using the weapons of the European Union… 
One would have to be light-years away from reality to say 
this. Moreover, one will note that the CEM speaker’s own 
comrades are readily writing the exact opposite in Infor-
mations Ouvrières and in the trade union press. (13) 

● Once again, these questions must not be addressed in the 
abstract, but from a concrete point of view based on the 
positions adopted in the class struggle. Thus, among the 
members of the co-ordinating committee of the so-called ILC 
we find the Catalan activist, Jordi Salvador Duch (known as 
JSD).  

This is the man who just a few years ago participated in the 
ILC campaigns in his capacity as an official of the Tarragona 
UGT union, and who since then has begun a political career. 
Having been elected to the Cortes (Parliament) in Madrid 
representing a bourgeois party, the Republican Left of Cata-
lonia (ERC), JSD has publicly declared himself in favour of the 
European Union’s directives: for example, on Sunday 5 June 



20 The Internationale n°6 – May 2017 
 
2016, he marched in the streets of Barcelona at the head of 
a demonstration (called by every political party except the 
Francoist People’s Party, the PP) behind a banner decorated 
with the EU flag that said: “For the application of the Euro-
pean directives on the environment”. Of course, there was 
not a word about this in either the publication of the POSI in 
Spain, or in Informations Ouvrières in France. But the Spanish 
group POSI’s publication, Informacion Obrera, carried an in-
terview (14) with Joan Tarda, leader of the ERC parliamentary 
group in the Madrid Cortes. The two POSI leaders who con-
ducted the interview, accompanied by JSD, asked Tarda: “We 
have heard on the other hand that you were confident that 
the EU could welcome Catalonia as an independent nation…” 
Answer: “We say that the EU will not throw us out. This would 
be a real blow, because this would mean going against the 
DNA of the EU as a concept. The EU, including both the con-
servative and the progressive parties, was prepared to eat a 
lot of humble pie in order to avoid the British leaving. It was 
ready to give up the little it had achieved in the harmonisa-
tion of social and fiscal policies within the EU, ready to agree 
to the City of London becoming a tax haven, and ready for 
workers from other countries to have different social condi-
tions in Britain compared to British workers. It toned down 
what it was saying in order to prevent setting a precedent for 
another country to leave. And they are going to throw us 
out?” Tarda is therefore calling for an “independent” Catalo-
nia within the framework of the European Union, which ac-
cording to him would supposedly be in line with the “EU’s 
DNA”. 

This is in fact the ERC’s position, which led JSD to demon-
strate “for the application of the European directives on the 
environment”. What comment did the POSI leaders who took 
part in the interview have to offer? They wrote: “The EU does 
not respect the peoples’ sovereignty. It appears increasingly 
anti-democratic, with a Parliament that cannot legislate and 
a government that is not elected. Sovereignty means decid-
ing, and there are people who fear that now the noose is be-
ing put around their neck in Brussels rather than Madrid.” 
“There are people who fear” that an “independent” Catalonia 
that is subject to Brussels will have no more sovereignty than 
when it is subject to the Francoist monarchy? But who are 
those people? And what do the POSI leaders think? We will 
never know… As for Tarda, he states his pro-EU policy in a 
very relaxed manner in the columns of Informacion Obrera: 
“Yes, but it is also true that the fate of nations without a 
State, which still exist – because there are many of them in 
Europe (…) our fate is tied to Europe, to the evolution of Eu-
rope (…), to a different Europe. If this has to happen through 
the current EU evolving or if there is the possibility of a ca-
tharsis, that is something else. We are staying… the Scots, the 
Basques, the Galicians, the Catalans, the people of Corsica 
(…).” The ERC’s total subordination to the European Union (a 
subordination that is in complete contradiction with the Cat-
alan people’s right to freely determine its own future) has 
very practical consequences, which Tarda espouses: “What 
are we in the process of doing in Catalonia? Something that 
is full of contradictions, because tactically we have chosen to 
support a government that was making cuts and passing 
some of the PP’s (15) most reactionary laws in Madrid. (…) 
We think that the tactic was the right one, as shown by the 
electoral results and the breaking scenario we find ourselves 

in.” In the Madrid Cortes, the ERC parliamentary group 
(which has included JSD since December 2015) votes in fa-
vour of the most reactionary laws of Rajoy’s Francoist party. 
In the Barcelona Generalitat, within the framework of the co-
alition government, the ERC is implementing cuts, thus pre-
paring a future “independent Catalonia and EU member”. 

One knows the British saying which Engels liked to quote: 
“The proof of the pudding is in the eating”. The proof of the 
totally anti-Trotskyist character of No.87’s “Correspondence 
Committee” is given by this promotion of Jordi Salvador Duch 
as one of the main organisers of the future “Algiers World 
Conference”, at the same time as he votes in Parliament in 
favour of the measures dictated by the European Union and 
finance capital, in alliance with the People’s Party, the party 
of Francoist continuity in Spain. And all this does not provoke 
a single word from the leaders of the “Correspondence Com-
mittee” in terms of distancing themselves. What Interna-
tional Liaison Committee are talking about here? Can an In-
ternational Liaison Committee of Workers and Peoples exist 
when it is led by an MP who votes in favour of the reactionary 
policies of one of the most reactionary governments in the 
whole of Europe? 

● Let us repeat, no continent is being spared this policy of 
providing cover. In Azania/South Africa, the “Correspond-
ence Committee” and its local representative are engaged 
in real double-speak. 

On the one hand, the pages of Informations Ouvrières and La 
Vérité are crammed with “interviews with Lybon Mabasa” 
over whole pages that repeatedly trot out the same tune: the 
Socialist Party of Azania (SOPA), of which Mabasa is Presi-
dent, is supposedly campaigning “for the Black Republic, for 
land for the Black majority, for the nationalisation of the 
mines, for support to the students, etc.” This is the version 
presented to the French readers.  

For whoever knows the activity of the “SOPA President” 
(who, incidentally, is increasingly isolated) in South Af-
rica/Azania, the reality is quite different. The reality is that 
the SOPA is in the process of being liquidated by its own Pres-
ident, with the complicity of the “Correspondence Commit-
tee” working out of No.87, rue du Faubourg-Saint-Denis in 
Paris. Liquidating the SOPA means liquidating a gain that has 
been built over several years: constituted in 1998 with the 
help of Trotskyist militant activists through a split inside 
AZAPO, the SOPA, a transitional form towards a revolution-
ary party of the Black working class, closely linked the strug-
gle of the proletariat and the struggle for the national eman-
cipation of the Black majority in Azania.  

Not a single leading body of the SOPA has met since at least 
9 July 2014, when the general secretary, concerned at the 
party’s dysfunction and paralysis, wrote to the President and 
other members of the SOPA leadership to ask for a congress 
to be convened as soon as possible. The general secretary’s 
letter dated 9 July 2014 said notably: “The Party has become 
non-functioning (…); we therefore need to decide if we con-
tinue down the same path or if we, as leaders and founders 
of this party, meet to correct the situation”. This letter never 
received a reply, and neither the general secretary, nor the 
SOPA Vice-President, nor the existing President of the youth 
organisation, SAYRO, have been invited to any leadership 
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meeting since July 2014. Of course, the absence of any meet-
ing by a leading body (of the SOPA or the former Azanian sec-
tion) is linked to the content of the policy of dissolving-liqui-
dating the SOPA which would have been opposed by the ma-
jority of militant activists in any one of the SOPA’s leading 
bodies. 

This policy is what Lybon Mabasa and his “partners” – the 
Presidents of AZAPO and the Black Consciousness Party (BCP) 
– call the “process of unifying the Black Consciousness Move-
ment”. For the last two years, there has been an ongoing pro-
cess of unprincipled fusion between the SOPA leadership and 
the AZAPO leadership, and more precisely AZAPO’s Presi-
dent, Professor Itumeleng Mosala, who was also the repre-
sentative of the US Chamber of Commerce in South Africa! 
(16) 

Following the Kempton Park Agreement in 1994, the AZAPO 
leadership abandoned the progressive legacy of Steve Biko 
and became a group that broadly supported the reactionary 
policy of the ANC and CP government. This support was 
never questioned, and was expressed in the participation of 
AZAPO leaders in the government, and more recently, until 
AZAPO disappeared from Parliament, by a vote in favour of 
the government’s budget in June 2013 (a few months after 
the Marikana massacre!) by AZAPO’s last surviving MP, 
Dikobo.  

Within the framework of the “fusion process” – which one 
can judge is in fact is the dissolution of the SOPA into AZAPO 
under Mosala’s leadership – there is obviously no question 
of “fighting for the Black Republic, for land for the Black ma-
jority, for the nationalisation of the mines, for support to the 
students, etc.” 

Thus, on 29 November 2016, a joint press statement was re-
leased by the three Presidents of AZAPO, SOPA and the BCP, 
within the framework of the “unification process”: 

“The Presidents of the Black Consciousness Movement, Com-
rades Dr. Nchaupe Aubrey Mokoape of the BCP, comrade Ly-
bon Mabasa of SOPA, and Professor Itumeleng Mosala of 
AZAPO, meeting at a special and urgent meeting at the Oliver 
Tambo International Airport to consider the crisis that is fac-
ing the country in the light of the Presidential debacle that 
the ANC is confronted with, note: 

The cancer of corruption and ineptitude in leadership, profes-
sionalism and governance has placed the country, nation and 
people of South Africa in a historic and precarious position. 

The real and natural movement of the people, the black con-
sciousness movement, having been deliberately destroyed by 
the ruling party and its white allies, is ready to re-emerge 
strongly, as has been demonstrated by the recent student 
revolution and earlier service delivery uprisings. 

The civil society organisations of our country are rising up to 
reassert the right of people to defend the revolution that so 
many died for and thus save South Africa. 

We, therefore, resolve to declare to our people and their or-
ganisations that the Presidents of the Black Consciousness 
Movement 

Call on all of them to rise up to save our country; 

Call on the students to intensify and escalate their demands 
on Fees Must Fall and Decolonised and quality Education; 

Call on parents and faith communities in our countries to sup-
port the struggle for integrity leadership and governance; the 
student struggles and the demands of workers in our country; 

Call on all South Africans, BCM cadres, and fraternal political 
organisations to repossess the legacy of struggle; 

Call on all our people to prepare to take power in the national 
elections of 2019 in order to save the Azanian revolution.  

Released by: 
Comrade Dr. Nchaupe Mokoape 
Comrade Lybon Mabasa 
Comrade Prof. Itumeleng Mosala” 

This statement, which was never discussed in any governing 
body of the SOPA, is a real political programme, and an elec-
toral manifesto for the legislative elections in 2019.  

The subordination of the ANC and its allies in the SACP and 
COSATU to the interests of the white minority and of global 
imperialism through the CODESA and Kempton Park Agree-
ments? Not a word on this in the statement. 

The struggle for the Black Republic, for Black majority rule? 
Not a word. 

Land for the Black majority, in a country where 70 percent of 
cultivated land is in the hands of white farmers? Not a word. 

The struggle of the Black working class and the Marikana 
massacre ordered by the leaders of the ANC and NUM? Not 
a word! 

Nationalisation of the mines without compensation? Not a 
word! 

And for a very good reason. How could these questions, 
which since 1998 have been at the heart of the SOPA’s strug-
gle, be posed at a time when the SOPA President is subordi-
nating himself to the AZAPO leadership, which for 20 years 
has co-operated with the ANC government and applied its 
policy, and has even participated in the government? 

The way the statement ends is quite simply astonishing: it 
calls on “all our people to prepare to take power in the na-
tional elections of 2019 in order to save the Azanian revolu-
tion.” “Take power in 2019”? In elections within the frame-
work of the anti-democratic institutions resulting from 
Kempton Park? Which miner, which landless farmer, which 
student fighting for Fees Must Fall could believe this? 

One thing is certain: by reconstituting the Azanian section of 
the Fourth International within the OCRFI framework on 7 
January 2017, Trotskyist militant activists and cadres have 
decided that the political gain of the SOPA will not be liqui-
dated. 

In conclusion, we could refer to many other questions. The 
organisations of the OCRFI could bear witness to the devas-
tating consequences in each of their countries of the swing 
towards liquidationist revisionism being operated by the 
clique that has taken control of the International Secretariat 
of the Fourth International, of the International Liaison Com-
mittee of Workers and Peoples, and of the offices at n°87, 
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rue du Faubourg-Saint-Denis, Paris, without any legitimate 
basis. That list would be long, and we will have the oppor-
tunity to review it at the OCRFI World Conference of the Sec-
tions. The facts referred to here are enough to indicate the 
content of the split, which has been clearly revealed in the 
concrete actions of those officials in the recent period. We 
now need to take answer the question: how did things crys-
tallise, what are the social roots of this crisis?  

________________________ 

(1) La Vérité Issue No.89, March 2016. 
(2) That speech was immediately posted online by the CUT appa-
ratus and can be viewed by anyone who wishes to do so. See 
www.youtube.com/watch?v=ouxyXq_ukBw. 
(3) La Lettre de La Vérité [The Letter of La Vérité] No.799, 22 Fe-
bruary 2016. 
(4) On this subject, see the article “Four months of intense class 
struggle in France in a situation of pre-revolutionary crisis” in Issue 
No.3 of The Internationale. 
(5) Informations Ouvrières No.384, 14 January 2016. 
(6) Informations Ouvrières No.396, 7 April 2016. 
(7) He even went as far as to state: “Before, one referred only to the 
class interest. For me today, it is the human general interest that is 
the prime consideration” (French daily newspaper Le Parisien, 23 
March 2017). 
(8) The official name of the legislation that is popularly referred to 
as “Obamacare” is the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act 
(PPACA), commonly shortened to the Affordable Care Act (ACA). 

(9) Informations Ouvrières No.436, 19 January 2016. 
(10) ITUC: International Trade Union Confederation; WFTU: World 
Federation of Trade Unions. 
(11) The text was reproduced in La Lettre de La Vérité No.833 (15 
December 2016). 
(12) A document preparing the Sixth World Congress of the Fourth 
International, dated 5 November 2006. 
(13) On this point, see François Forgue’s article entitled “More than 
ever, the fight to break with the European Union means the fight 
for a workers’ government and the Socialist United States of Eu-
rope”, in The Internationale Issue No.5. 
(14) Informacion Obrera Issue no.307, 9 September 2016. 
(15) PP: People’s Party, formed by the heirs of Francoism.  
(16) Who is Mosala? Publicly on the political stage, he is President 
of AZAPO (from which SOPA split in 1998). But Professor Mosala 
wears several hats. He is notably chair of the Energy Forum of the 
American Chamber of Commerce in South Africa, therefore a repre-
sentative of the commercial interests of the US capitalists.  
To quote just one example of what this means, let us recall what 
Mosala said in the Sowetan newspaper (31 January 2013) about the 
16 per cent price increase by the South African energy company 
Eskom. He “said maintenance and human resources made up the 
bulk of Eskom’s operational costs. ‘ 
The average salary per employee during the first year of increases 
will be R613,000 rising to R821,000 in five years. This appears high.’ 
(…) ‘South Africa has to attract foreign direct investment and we 
believe that the increases Eskom has applied for will make this goal 
harder to achieve.’ 
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DOCUMENT  

 
PART FOUR 

 
A crisis that goes back a long way 
 

he notes that follow do not have the aim of analysing 
the world situation. We refer the comrades to 
(re)read various documents, in particular the 

“Editorial  Notes” published in Issue 5 of The Internationale, 
and the article “Once again on the productive forces: What 
Trump’s election shows about the dead-end of the capitalist 
system” from the same issue. Nor do these notes aim to 
define the orientation and the campaigns of the Fourth 
International for the coming period. All these points will be 
developed and discussed as part of the preparations for the 
OCRFI World Conference of the Sections and in the 
Conference itself.  
But we must first of all, in keeping with the Marxist method, 
account for what has happened thus far: the crisis that hit the 
International in 2015 is the biggest crisis since 1950-3, and in 
many respects – as we will see in these notes – it shares some 
of characteristics of that earlier crisis in a different context. 
This crisis obliges us, we who have fought to protect the 
Fourth International and who are fighting to reconstitute it, 
to open an uncompromising discussion on its roots and its 
significance. The aim of these notes is to begin that 
discussion.  
 
1 – The crisis that blew apart the Fourth International in 
2015 goes back a long way. On numerous occasions, 
Comrade Lambert enlarged upon the idea that there could 
be “bureaucratisation” of the Fourth International. He said 
that this could mean that the Fourth International had come 
under the control of the bureaucratic apparatuses, bringing 
about its destruction as a tool in the struggle for proletarian 
revolution. Nobody could understand the crisis that blew 
apart the Fourth International without researching its social 
basis. What it comes down to is indeed that a sector of the 
apparatuses – and through it, the state – sought to take 
control of the Fourth International, starting with taking 
control of its French section. If the Fourth International did 
not come under the control of the bureaucratic apparatuses 
in 2015, this is because a major sector of the French section 
and its leadership, together with a major sector of the Fourth 
International and its leaderships, resisted that destruction. 
But this attempt to take control was indeed at the root of the 
2015 crisis. 
Not that France is at the forefront of the class struggle glob-
ally. But in the history of the Fourth International – and more 
particularly in the history of the current which resisted 

Pabloite revisionism and which is referred to by our oppo-
nents as “Lambertist” – the French section has played a his-
torically important role. In the past it has already been the 
target of attempts by the state and the governing Socialist 
Party to seize control. 
Regarding the 2015 crisis, the offensive was fully deployed 
following the election of Hollande in 2012, and concurrently 
with the election of Cambadelis as First Secretary of the So-
cialist Party; but it had started long before that. 
 
2 – We do not ask anyone to simply take our word for it. 
Marxism is based on facts. We will therefore publish texts 
and documents that will allow the militant activists to 
assimilate the events as they occurred. We are ready to 
discuss and to take into account any objection that is based 
on fact. Despite the voluminous character of this document, 
it does not claim to be exhaustive. Many events will not be 
addressed here; either because they played a marginal role 
in the development of the crisis, or because at the time of 
writing we lack the documentation that would allow us to 
address them correctly, or because they should be examined 
in their own right and we will have the opportunity to come 
back to them in complementary texts between now and the 
Conference of the Sections in November 2017.  

We focus here especially on various developments that relate 
to the crisis at the level of the International; because we need 
first of all to examine in detail the way in which the 
crystallisation occurred within the French section before 
focussing on the way in which this process extended to the 
whole International. Despite its substantial length, this 
document does not therefore try to clear up every aspect of 
the crisis, but to provide enough fact-based elements to 
allow the reader to understand the sequence of events and, 
based on the facts laid out here, to form his/her own opinion 
regarding the roots of the 2015 crisis and the motives of the 
resistance that defeated it.  

Let us be clear: the destructive offensive partially succeeded 
in blowing apart the Fourth International; but it failed to 
make the FI disappear. The setting-up of the TCI first of all, 
and then the OCRFI, mark the defeat of the attempt to turn 
the Fourth International and its French section into an 
appendage of the counter-revolutionary apparatuses.  

In terms of the transitional method, this result was confirmed 
by the success of the Mumbai Conference and the creation 

T 
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of the International Workers Committee Against War and 
Exploitation, For the Workers’ International. 
 
3 – The fate of the French section and that of the 
International are inextricably linked. This is why, before 
getting into the substance of the processes as they occurred 
in France, we need to make a detour through a theoretical 
question which has always been crucial to the Fourth 
International: the role of the USSR and its defence (up to its 
disintegration). In a lecture given at No.87, Rue du Faubourg-
Saint-Denis, Paris on 25 November 2016 – a lecture 
counterintuitively referred to as a “Marxist study circle”, the 
text of which was reproduced in the very poorly-named 
“Letter of La Vérité” (No.833, 15 December 2016) – the 
speaker polemicized against our current. In doing so, he 
quoted the following passage from the Manifesto adopted by 
the Mumbai Conference: “Twenty-five years ago, the 
disintegration of the USSR was seized upon by all the forces 
of imperialism as the signal for an unprecedented offensive 
aimed at calling into question all the collective rights and 
guarantees of workers throughout the entire world”. The 
speaker then polemicized: “So the USSR was a factor of 
protection against imperialism’s global offensive? Not a word 
about the responsibility of the Kremlin bureaucracy, not a 
word about the Chinese bureaucracy… For the great fighters 
against the apparatuses, this silence speaks volumes. It gives 
the real content of the Mumbai Conference.” 
Renouncing all of the gains of Trotskyism, the speaker from 
the revisionist centre claims here that the USSR and the 

Stalinist bureaucracy form an integral whole. For him, the 
break-up of the USSR – based, however deformed 
bureaucratically, on the social relations resulting from 
October 1917, which the bureaucracy continuously 
undermined – and then its disappearance had no 
consequences from the point of view of the world class 
struggle. 
This analysis avoids having to declare a position on the 
offensive waged by the capitalist class for the last 25 years 
against the workers, working classes and peoples of the 
whole world by drawing on the disappearance of the USSR. It 
avoids having to declare a position on the increased pressure 
put on the labour organisations, due to the fact that in the 
leading circles of those organisations, the sectors that 
emerged from the Stalinism’s crisis of decay openly and 
definitively rallied around the market economy, with some of 
those sectors taking the lead in applying all of the 
mechanisms of corporatist integration. 
Moreover, this “analysis” offers the advantage of saying that 
the situation has barely changed over 25 or 30 years. And 
that ultimately, if it did not change during that period, 
perhaps it had not changed for a much longer period? In fact, 
the very nature of imperialism as the highest stage of 
capitalism is put into question here. Such an “analysis” 
provides a convenient “theoretical envelope” for the policy 
of lining up with the apparatuses, notably with the most 
decayed sectors. It is a complete break with the theoretical 
and programmatic continuity of the Fourth International. 

1 

Finally, the CCI speaker at the “Marxist study circle” said 
much more than he realised. Because beneath that “theoret-
ical envelope” lies a social basis, a basis on which had crystal-
lised the current that sought and failed to divert the Fourth 
International from its historic aim; and that crystallisation did 
not happen on ideological grounds, but on very material 
grounds. 
 
4 – The question of the relationship between the USSR and 
the Stalinist bureaucracy, and of the nature of each of these, 
has been of major importance throughout the history of the 
Trotskyist movement. One only has to read Trotsky’s 
masterly book Revolution Betrayed to measure the 
importance he attached to distinguishing between the 
bureaucratically degenerated character of the workers’ state 
(the USSR) and the bourgeois nature of the Stalinist 
bureaucracy, imperialism’s transmission-belt within the 
workers’ state. Trotsky continuously explained that the 
Stalinist bureaucracy contributed internationally to 
maintaining the imperialist order against the movement of 
the working class, whilst domestically undermining the very 
foundations of social property; it exercised a bureaucratic 
(political) dictatorship over the proletariat which 
nevertheless continued – in a deformed manner – to exercise 
its own social and economic dictatorship. Hence, Trotsky 
derived the need for a struggle for political revolution with 
                                                 
1 We have seen earlier that the author of this statement himself re-
alises that he is calling into question the continuity of the analyses 
of the Fourth International (“Perhaps in the past one has rather 

the aim of overthrowing the parasitic bureaucracy without 
overturning the social relations of production, which would 
be regenerated thanks to the re-establishment of soviets-
based democracy. As we know, this question was at the heart 
of the crisis that hit the US section of the Fourth 
International, the Socialist Workers Party (SWP), on the eve 
of the Second World War. Trotsky had to fight against what 
he called the “petty-bourgeois opposition” within the SWP 
who, using the counter-revolutionary policy of the Stalinist 
bureaucracy as an argument, rejected any policy of defending 
the USSR. To which Trotsky counterposed the need to defend 
the social foundations established by October 1917 against 
the bureaucracy. He devoted several polemical articles 
(gathered into a single volume, In Defence of Marxism) to 
distinguishing between the social nature of the bureaucracy 
and the social nature of the workers’ state, and to fighting 
against those who, conflating one with the other, used this as 
an argument for capitulating to imperialism.  
The revisionist centre’s speaker at the “Marxist study circle”, 
carried away by his polemic against us and blithely conflating 
the collapse of the USSR with the collapse of the bureau-
cracy, was following in the footsteps of Burnham and Shacht-
man, who led the petty-bourgeois opposition in the SWP. 
With every major crisis of the Fourth International, this ques-
tion has been crucial. It was crucial in 1938-40 in the SWP’s 
crisis. It was at the heart of the Pabloite crisis in 1950-3:  
Mandel and Pablo had in effect decreed that defending the  

overused the slogan of breaking with the European Union”). Speak-
ing of the CCI’s perspectives, he said that “it is about helping to-
wards the class struggle and not about posing the issue of breaking 
with the EU”. This has the merit of being clear. 
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USSR involved defending the bureaucracy, and that there 
was a need to become embedded in the USSR “camp”, thus 
blithely conflating the social foundations of the USSR with 
the counter-revolutionary Kremlin bureaucracy. This posi-
tion was, on the face of it, diametrically opposed to the posi-
tion of the petty-bourgeois opposition in the SWP, but ulti-
mately they shared the common basis of identifying the so-
cial foundations of the Soviet Union with the bureaucracy, 
and both resulted in the abandoning of any independent pol-
icy of building the revolutionary party of the Fourth Interna-
tional. The revisionist centre’s speaker in November 2015 
therefore shares a kinship with the petty-bourgeois opposi-
tion in the SWP in 1938-40 and the Pabloite positions of 
1950-3. As we will see, this is not a question of a circumstan-
tial argument; because 25 years earlier, that same person 
had in a certain way already expressed this position, which 
led to a hard battle within the International.  
 
5 – The 2015 crisis of the Fourth International has its roots 
in the turning-point in the world situation in 1989, which 
saw the sudden surge by the German masses bring down 
the Berlin Wall that divided the working classes of Europe, 
thus delivering a major blow to the Stalinist bureaucracy’s 
rule over half the continent; also, contradictorily, in the 
break-up of the USSR in 1991. This turning-point of 1989-91, 
with its contradictory effects, was to have major conse-
quences for the whole of the labour movement. In turn, 
these consequences were to have their effect on the config-
uration of forces within the Fourth International itself. In or-
der, therefore, to understand the crisis of 2015, we must go 
back to 1989-91 and then 1993.  

Let us remember that the reproclamation of the Fourth In-
ternational took place at a conference held in 1993, on the 
basis of a discussion opened in 1985 within what was then 
called the Fourth International (International Centre of Re-
construction) (FI-ICR). Several events occurred between 
those two dates. The main one was the upsurge by the 
masses which in 1989 resulted in the fall of the Berlin Wall. 
The German working class imposed the achieving of its unity 
against the counter-revolutionary bureaucracy and against 
all the imperialist governments, which all over the world 
were terrified by the perspective of the German working 
class itself reconstituting the unity of the German working 
class. 

In a contradictory fashion, the fall of the Wall precipitated the 
collapse of the bureaucracy, imperialism’s transmission-belt 
within the workers’ state. But the break-up of the USSR from 
1991 onwards did not have as a consequence – contrary to 
the perspective on which the Fourth International was 
oriented and for which it was fighting – the political 
revolution through which the working class, sweeping away 
the bureaucracy, would regenerate the soviets and re-
establish the real content of the October 1917 Revolution 
(which does not mean that there were no developments in 
this direction, nor that all commitment to social property was 
quickly erased from the consciousness and struggle of the 
masses – quite the opposite). The proletarian masses of the 
Republics of the former USSR demonstrated in their class 
struggle their commitment – in many different circumstances 
and including today – to the segments and gains resulting 

from social property, thus showing that even today, “the 
gains of October 1917 live on in the consciousness of the 
masses”, to quote Trotsky’s formulation. Despite this 
resistance, the break-up of the USSR fed processes of mafia-
style decay in the Soviet economy and of privatisation of an 
economy which up to that point had been socialised, without 
however allowing a new development of the productive 
forces (nor the development of a national bourgeoisie in the 
classic sense of the term). 

The restoration of private ownership of the means of 
production in the former USSR, and more widely in all of the 
countries of Europe where it had been expropriated in the 
aftermath of the Second World War, occurred on the basis of 
a pillage economy, a casino economy, a mafia-style economy 
which very quickly infected the world economy. 
We should remember the shockwave caused by the collapse 
of the USSR. Social property – which of course had been 
confiscated politically by the bureaucracy, itself a parasitic 
layer undermining the foundations of social property and 
subordinated to the capitalist class internationally – had up 
to that point remained the foundation-stone upon which 
rested the existence of the USSR as a country where 
capitalism had been expropriated. In a certain way, it 
constituted a leverage-point for the existence of the working 
class, its organisations and its gains at the world level, despite 
the bureaucracy’s counter-revolutionary policy. 
In keeping with Trotsky’s analyses and slogans, particularly 
those set out in In Defence of Marxism, the militant activists 
faithful to the Programme of the Fourth International have 
always considered that the USSR (its social basis founded on 
the expropriation of capital) formed a major component part 
of a bigger whole, one made up of the institutions and 
“bastions of proletarian democracy” built by the working 
class through its age-old class struggle. These comprised not 
only the USSR, but also the working-class organisations, trade 
unions and political parties (independently of their 
bureaucratic leaderships), together with the whole range of 
the working class’s rights and guarantees: collective rights, 
limitations on the working day, collective bargaining 
agreements, social security systems, pension systems, and 
everything else that constituted the working class as a class 
at the world level. In these conditions, it was inevitable that 
the moment the USSR disintegrated, a global offensive began 
against the working class, its rights, guarantees and gains; an 
offensive of unprecedented reactionary breadth and scope. 
Within the labour movement, this offensive was 
accompanied by a political, ideological, practical and material 
offensive which argued that the perspective of socialism 
should be abandoned once and for all: the “impassable 
horizon” was that of the market economy, which the 
Pabloites and Stalinists then rechristened the “social market 
economy”. Apart from the militant activists who remained 
faithful to the programme of Lenin and Trotsky, having 
rejected the unprincipled reunification of 1963, few currents 
at that time argued for the relevance of the struggle for 
socialism and revolution. 
 
6 – It was during this contradictory period, at the turning-
point between the final days of the former USSR and the 
period which followed, that the discussion begun a few 
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years previously on reproclaiming the Fourth International 
was concluded. 

Its content was the clear understanding that the labour 
movement internationally was going to enter a hitherto 
unknown phase of decay and rebuilding. It was based on the 
understanding that the class struggle would inevitably feed 
the processes through which the working class would seek to 
reconstitute itself as a class and to reconstitute its 
organisations. Consequently, the militant activists fighting for 
the Fourth International had to be able to link up with all of 
the movements that were underway. This was the famous 
development of the “transitional method” in building the 
party and the International, an extension of the orientation 
implemented by Trotsky during the phase that preceded the 
proclamation of the Fourth International in 1938. It was 
about linking up with currents which of course had moved 
away from Trotskyism at the ideological and programmatic 
level, but which were seeking the practical path of 
independent action by the working class, of preserving its 
organisations and its gains.  

It was this course which, through various conferences – 
notably the Caracas Conference in 1987, the International 
Tribunal in Lima (Peru) in 1989, and finally the Barcelona 
Conference in 1991 – saw the fight for the reproclamation of 
the Fourth International combine with the struggle along the 
line of the transitional method, resulting in the formation in 
1991 of the International Liaison Committee of Workers and 
Peoples (ILC), fighting against war and exploitation and for 
the Workers’ International. 

This understanding gave rise to a whole series of initiatives 
that embodied it, in the last decade of the 20th century. In 
particular, the ILC campaigns led us in the early 1990s to 
tackle the wish of capitalism’s international institutions to co-
opt the labour organisations. Let us insist on this aspect. In 
order to re-establish a semblance of “world order”, 
imperialism had to adjust to a new situation where the 
responsibility for maintaining order fell directly on its 
shoulders (unlike the preceding period, when it could share 
the tasks with Stalinism’s international apparatus, as part of 
a counter-revolutionary co-operation). From this new 
situation, the need arose for imperialism in every form to 
enhance the mechanisms for drawing the labour 
organisations closer to integration into the state. With the 
disappearance of the USSR, the march towards corporatism 
– which Trotsky had analysed in the 1930s as being the 
dominant tendency, at the political level, of the imperialist 
stage reached by the system of private ownership of the 
means of production – was intensified in every form and on 
every continent. Straight away, the issue of defending the 
independence of the labour organisations in every way 
inevitably played an even greater role at the heart of the 
activity by the militant activists of the Fourth International 
and the ILC campaigns. 

In 1994, an international delegation under the auspices of 
the ILC visited the IMF’s headquarters in Washington, where 
it presented the demands and deepest aspirations of the 

                                                 
2 Informations Ouvrières, 11 December 1991. 

workers and peoples in their opposition to the IMF policy of 
helping in the “upsurge” of the NGOs. 

The Washington delegation in 1994 was located on the 
ground of labour independence, against the IMF’s convening 
a “Millennium Summit” Copenhagen in 1995 that brought 
together a thousand or so NGOs, including – for the first time 
– trade union organisations (such as the French CGT union 
confederation) that were officially registered as NGOs, 
counter to their class character. 

To that Millennium Summit we counter posed the 
international workers’ conference in Banska Bystrica 
(Slovakia) on 11-12 March 1995. Within this same 
movement, we launched a Europe-wide campaign against 
the Maastricht Treaty, the straitjacket aimed at destroying 
labour rights gained in the class struggle within the 
framework of the nation-states of Europe. This campaign 
included a large international meeting in London in 1997. 

During the same period, annual meetings were organised at 
the ILC’s initiative in Geneva (Switzerland) to coincide with 
the annual meeting of the International Labour Bureau, 
focusing on defence of the ILO Conventions and the rights 
and guarantees won through struggle by the labour 
organisations, and opposition to NGO-fication, “fundamental 
standards” and Clinton’s famous “recommendations”. 

In 2000, the San Francisco Open World Conference took 
place, involving a broad sector of the US labour movement 
linking up with the ILC within a united front framework to 
resist its subordination to capitalism’s plans. Then in 2002, 
there was the Berlin International Conference, bringing 
together a very wide range of militant activists in the 
continuity of the San Francisco Conference, focussing very 
much on the fight against the institutions which at the 
international level aimed to integrate the trade union 
organisations, especially the European Trade Union 
Confederation (ETUC). 

It was during the decade that followed the break-up of the 
USSR that, in keeping with what we had analysed in 1991-3, 
even greater pressure was put on the labour organisations to 
lead them towards accompanying their governments in the 
form of co-legislation. It was during this time that new terms 
appeared: “social dialogue”, “social consultation”, 
“roundtables”, “forward-looking career and skills 
management (GPEC)”, “co-management” and all sorts of 
other inventions of this type. There was considerable 
pressure on the labour movement, the leaderships of which 
sought to contain the movement of the working class by 
every possible means. 
 
7 – December 1991: In the USSR, the Gorbachev 
government collapsed and the Republics of Ukraine and 
Belarus, up to that point a part of the Soviet Union, declared 
their independence. The front page of Informations 
Ouvrières featured an editorial signed by Lucien Gauthier, 
entitled: “USSR: The end?” 2 This headline and the 
orientation of the editorial caused a heated debate in the 
French section at the time. Together with Comrade Lambert,  
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a few of us considered it unacceptable to conflate the break-
up of the state form of the USSR with the final elimination of 
its social foundation. Although widely eroded, social property 
– or the segments of it that survived – placed on the agenda 
the fight to defend it, as a precondition for winning it back. 
The editorial in question began as follows: “The presidents of 
the republics of Russia, Ukraine and Belarus have therefore 
decided to decree the end of the USSR and its replacement 
with a federation of their three states. What is happening in 
the USSR and what will happen? “The USSR is breaking up, 
and its surprising and spectacular disintegration is plunging 
the world into unease and anxiety”, stresses the newspaper 
Midi Libre, neatly summing up all of the headlines in the 
national and international press. Thus, the “Union” no longer 
exists. But the “Union” in question here is not a union of 
sovereign peoples, it is the bureaucratic straitjacket imposed 
on the peoples since Stalin. Every faction of the bureaucracy 
saw dislocation from the “Union”, from “the centre”, as a 
threat. On 21 August, by means of a putsch, one of the 
bureaucratic cliques tried in vain to preserve the “Union” by 
restoring order.” This position, which at the very least could 
be described as equivocal, came down to identifying the 
collapse of the USSR with the collapse of the bureaucratic 
dictatorship. A typically Pabloite position, which moreover, in 
the dozen years that followed, would influence the whole 
activity of the Fourth International toward Eastern Europe 
and the leadership of the International itself. The equation 
“fall of the bureaucracy = fall of the USSR” inevitably had 
major consequences on out whole activity. Twelve years 
later, a question entitled “Political revolution and social 
revolution in the former Soviet Union” was on the agenda for 
a meeting of the General Council of the Fourth International. 
The International Secretariat decided to publish preparatory 
notes and to make public the expression of disagreements.3 
We reproduce Note 6 in full, as follows: 

“The Fourth International is not totally immune from 
pressures brought to bear by those forces working to break 
up the gains of the working class, including the segments 
resulting from the gains of October. That pressure has been 
particularly brought to bear over the question of the former 
USSR. 

We must go back to the editorial published by Informations 
Ouvrières on 11 December 1991, under the front-page 
headline: “USSR: The end?” Undoubtedly, that article was an 
expression of a certain combination of events. But in a way, 
the orientation expressed in it pervaded all our activity in that 
part of the world during the period that followed. That 
editorial concluded that in fact we had seen the “end of the 
USSR”, without the existence of the USSR being at any point 
examined in relation to its socio-economic base (social 
ownership), any more than, conversely, its supposed end was 
analysed in relation to the elimination of social ownership 
itself. The equation posed was: break-up of the bureaucracy 
equals destruction of the USSR. But for Trotskyists, the USSR 
has never been reducible to its (state) superstructure. For us, 
the USSR (and therefore the defence of the USSR) has always 

                                                 
3 The preparatory notes, numbered 1 to 24, were published in La 
Vérité-The Truth Issue No.35 (December 2003), under the title “Po-
litical revolution and social revolution in the former Soviet Union”. 

included first and foremost the gains of October (even if these 
were confiscated by the bureaucracy) which constituted the 
socio-economic base of the USSR. To say that the break-up of 
the USSR as a state (linked to the break-up of the bureaucratic 
apparatus itself) is ipso facto the equivalent of the end of the 
USSR boils down to placing an equals mark between the USSR 
and the bureaucracy. This is the classic Pabloite position. Let 
us remember that in 1951, Michel Pablo wrote, in Where are 
we going? “The objective social reality, for our movement, is 
composed essentially of the capitalist system and the 
Stalinist world. Moreover, whether one likes it or not, these 
two elements constitute objective reality full stop, for the 
overwhelming majority of the forces opposed to capitalism 
are currently led or influenced by the Soviet bureaucracy (…). 
The transformation [of capitalist society into socialism] will 
probably take a whole historic period of some centuries, 
which in the meantime will be filled with transitional forms 
and systems between capitalism and socialism, necessarily 
far from the “pure” forms and the norms.” From this position 
flowed, “in the name of defending the USSR”, the defence of 
the bureaucracy and the policy of Stalinism; then, after the 
Wall came down, a policy which denied any possibility of 
defending segments of social ownership, since the fall of the 
bureaucracy equalled the end of socialism. Clearly, our article 
quoted above and our difficulties in building in Eastern 
Europe show that we have not been spared this particular 
pressure.” 

A footnote to Note 6 gave this clarification: “A rereading of 
all the texts that we have published in La Vérité-The Truth 
from 1990 to date on the subject of the USSR and more 
generally on Eastern Europe clearly shows the coexistence of 
contradictory orientations on the central question: social 
ownership and its surviving segments or not, defend these or 
not? The same remark can be made on our series of various 
initiatives during the same period: two conferences in 
Hungary, one conference in Russia, ILC bulletins in Russian, a 
series of agreements with different groups (Solidarnost, 
Murom, RKP, KAS-KOR…). To take just one example: a 
European conference held in Hungary in 1989 does not say a 
word in its final resolution on the question of social 
ownership. Is there not a link between these fluctuations on 
the theoretical question of the USSR and the statement made 
at the last General Council by some comrades, according to 
which, as far as they were concerned, the question of 
Pabloism no longer applied after 1989?” 

The editorial-writer of November 1991 decreeing “the end of 
the USSR” and the speaker at the “Marxist study circle” of 
November 2016 were one and the same person. We should 
note his persistence, in a perfect continuity, in identifying the 
Stalinist bureaucracy with the USSR that was born out of the 
October Revolution. Of course, for a short while he 
backtracked in 2003-4, not opposing the proposal that the 
Sixth World Congress of the Fourth International should 
include “October will once more rise from its ashes” in its 
slogans. But fundamentally, he continued along the same 
orientation. Obviously, it would be contrary to the facts and 
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to the Marxist method to claim that the positions expressed 
in 1991 were crystallised in the same way as they were 24 
years later. But the elements had certainly started to emerge 
in embryo. There is a certain logic in seeing the person who 
previously conflated social property with the bureaucracy 
(imperialism’s transmission-belt intent on its destruction), 
today appearing among the organisers of the destructive 
clique which included in its flag identification between the 
aspirations of the working class and the policy of the 
apparatuses. Just as there is logic in seeing the author of the 
preparatory notes “Political revolution and social revolution 
in the former Soviet Union” who polemicized against that 
neo-Pabloite position in 2003, today featuring as one of the 
organisers of the OCRFI.  
 
8 – We know that the French section, under the guidance of 
Comrade Lambert, had for decades carried out patient work 
to become embedded in the working class. This embedding 
work was accompanied by the development of a political and 
theoretical position based on the programme of the Fourth 
International, clarifying in particular the relationship 
between the labour organisation and its apparatus. In the 
Congress texts (in particular of the Seventeenth and 
Eighteenth Congresses), the distinction was thus clearly 
established: although the labour organisation needs an 
apparatus to exist, and although the delegates that make up 
the intermediate layer of the apparatus are permanently 
caught in a contradictory movement between their loyalty to 
the class which had mandated them and their link of 
subordination to the leading circles of the labour 
organisations, the fact remains that the upper levels of the 
apparatus necessarily tend to subordinate the organisation 
to the bourgeois state (which does not mean that resistance 
and contradictions do not exist even at that level – to which 
we will come back later).  
For decades, under Lambert’s leadership, the French section 
was built within this framework of the dialectical relationship 
between being embedded in the working class and its 
organisations and the need to protect their independence 
from the leading circles of the apparatuses. At the 
organisational level, the solution to this dual – and partly 
contradictory – need was to be sought in the implementation 
of an independent policy of building the vanguard 
organisation as part of an independent political intervention 
in the class struggle. It was from this that Lambert identified 
the significance of the role of the newspaper as a collective 
organiser of intervention in the class struggle, of building the 
party and of political dialogue with various currents of the 
labour movement, and – through articles and political 
initiatives taken by the vanguard – as a guarantor of 
preserving its independence from the apparatuses’ leading 
circles in all circumstances.  
Later, Lambert was to formulate this in the following terms: 
“In order to fight for the united front, independence needs to 
be maintained. This means that the role of selling 
Informations Ouvrières is absolutely crucial, since without it 
we would inevitably slide from making compromises towards 

                                                 
4 Minutes of the Labour Commission, 12 October 2004. 
5 See La Sécu, elle est à nous [Social Security belongs to us] a col-
lective work dated November-December 1995 (SELIO, Paris). 

being compromised, in other words towards a policy of 
putting ineffective pressure on the apparatuses”.4 

In France, the first major clash between the working class 
and the widespread offensive launched by imperialism after 
the destruction of the USSR came in 1995: the Juppé Plan 
aimed to strike a major blow against the Social Security sys-
tem, which henceforth was to be subject to the “Maas-
tricht criteria” adopted with the Maastricht Treaty in 
1992.5 Millions of workers and youth marched in the streets 
and imposed unity on their organisations for the withdrawal 
of the Juppé Plan. The leading circles of the trade union con-
federations, especially the reformist FO confederation, were 
pushed to the brink of calling a general strike. But the lead-
erships resisted that pressure and finally succeeded in con-
taining the movement. 
So over the course of several weeks, millions of workers were 
taking strike action and demonstrating, in particular 
paralysing the whole public transportation system in Paris 
and the big cities. For week after week, Informations 
Ouvrières systematically and methodically campaigned for 
unity for the withdrawal of the Juppé Plan, setting out the 
internal problems of the labour movement for the benefit of 
labour public opinion; for example the selection of slogans or 
the leaderships’ tactics in refusing to go down the path of the 
general strike. After one 24-hour strike in the civil service, 
Informations Ouvrières asked the question: “Is there a reason 
why the united civil service strike on 10 October was not 
extended into an inter-professional general strike to save the 
Social Security system? (…) Is the government supposedly too 
strong, or the workers too weak or disunited, for a retreat to 
be inflicted on it? No. Quite the opposite. The strike on 10 
October saw millions upon millions of men and women, 
employees in the public services and state-owned enterprises, 
unite on the basis of their demands. (…) Is there a single 
reason why this protest movement had to be salami-sliced 
and divided up? Is it not time to say (…), against the 
instructions from on high: unite in an inter-professional 
general strike?” 6  
The following week, condemning the government minister’s 
attempt to co-opt the trade union organisations into a 
consensus, Informations Ouvrières continued its line. “In 
both the public and private sectors, today the workers are 
ready to make a stand in an inter-professional general strike 
to save the Social Security system”.7 In mid-November, 
Informations Ouvrières published a speech made by the 
anarcho-syndicalist activist Alexandre Hébert during a 
National Confederal Committee meeting of the Force 
Ouvrière (FO) union confederation. In his speech, Hébert 
condemned the joint statement issued by the FO and CGT 
union confederations together with the FSU and FEN 
autonomous trade unions, and did not hesitate to use this 
criticism to challenge the officials of his own confederation: 
“Putting the FSU and FEN autonomous trade unions and the 
labour confederations on the same level – what does that 
mean? (…) And then, this statement begins with an 
acceptance: the right to ‘universal social cover’ within the 

6 Informations Ouvrières No.203, 25-31 October 1995. 
7 Informations Ouvrières No.204, 1-7 November 1995. 
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framework of a Social Security system based on ‘national 
solidarity’. (…) We were talking about worker solidarity (…). 
There is a phrase in this agreement which I cannot avoid 
quoting: “In these conditions, it is up to the social partners to 
seek out at every level, in the areas which fall under their 
authority, the ways and means that are likely to increase 
competitiveness in enterprises in order to strengthen 
economic growth, but also to develop the employment side 
of that growth”. Comrades, the bosses have the means to 
increase competitiveness: they are transferring deferred 
salary payments into taxation, they are withholding wages, 
they are freezing civil servants’ wages…and on top of that, 
they are organising flexible working (…). We are actually in 
favour of strike action on the 14th, we are not in favour of 
reforming Social Security… (…) We are in favour of a strike to 
defend the Social Security system based on deferred salary, 
we are hostile to any funding by taxation, whatever the 
pretext”. 8 

The position of the Workers Party – which at that time was 
the transitional form of which the militant activists of the 
French section were part – was clear. Its National Bureau 
published a statement at the end of November that said: “To-
day, only one response will make the government back down: 
a general strike on a united basis. Whoever might try to coun-
terpose separate and disjointed action to this would bear a 
heavy responsibility towards the workers.” 9 As one can see, 
at the time, Informations Ouvrières was developing an inde-
pendent policy, one that was prepared in all circumstances 
to support positive steps towards unity, but without being 
subordinated to the leading circles of the apparatuses. This 
has nothing to do with the orientation of the newspaper 
which bears the same name 20 years later. Informations Ou-
vrières of 1995 is La Tribune des Travailleurs [Workers’ Tri-
bune] of 2017. 
 
9 – The Juppé Plan was passed, except for some aspects on 
which the government was obliged to retreat. But the gov-
ernment had suffered a mortal blow. In 1997, President Chi-
rac dissolved the National Assembly and called an early leg-
islative election, which he lost. The baton was taken up by a 
“pluralist left” government, led by Lionel Jospin (who had 
abandoned Trotskyism some 15 years earlier). This govern-
ment, which included every variety of “the left”, including 
Communist Party ministers, was to continue the work of the 
previous government by transposing the European direc-
tives; in particular, the ones that privatised the energy sys-
tems, gas and electricity.  

But it was to do so in a different context. The consequence 
of the presence of ministers from the Communist Party and 
a certain number of Socialist Party leaders with links to the 
trade union movement was that the pressure ramped up 
within the labour organisations to accompany the govern-
ment’s policy. And this was to precipitate the sudden emer-
gence of disagreements inside the Trotskyist organisation. In 
late 1996, just before the Jospin government took office, the 
40th Congress of the French section took place. The frame-
work had been set by the preparatory resolution for 40th 

                                                 
8 Informations Ouvrières No.206, 15-21 November 1995. 
9 Informations Ouvrières No.207, 22-29 November 1995. 

Congress of the CCI, which was adopted unanimously by the 
national leadership meeting on 8-9 November 1996. Drawing 
the lessons from the most recent developments in the class 
struggle, and taking care not to conflate the fight for the 
united front in general with united trade union action, the 
resolution focused especially on “re-assessing (…) the condi-
tions for implementing the Fourth International’s strategic 
orientation of fighting for the united front (of which united 
trade union action is a component part)”. In this regard, the 
resolution had five aspects: “ 

(a) The general tendency linked to the decay of senile imperi-
alism is the march towards corporatism; (…) (b) The very na-
ture of the decayed apparatus of Stalinism logically is leading 
a faction of the leading wing to go down the path (…) of cor-
poratism. Yesterday, the CP apparatus and the leading appa-
ratus of the CGT were mercenaries in the pay of Stalinism’s 
international apparatus; today, they seek new masters. 
Those masters can only be Washington, the IMF’s pro-
grammes and the NGOs. However, along that path, one wing 
of the apparatus is opposed to the CGT – which federates 
trade unions whose role in the class struggle is based on in-
dependence – engaging on the course of corporatist uni-
formity (…). (c) The Force Ouvrière apparatus is a reformist 
apparatus which, by its very nature, does not intend to over-
throw the bourgeois state. But the reformist apparatus, cre-
ated within the framework of bourgeois democracy, is at the 
head of a confederation and individual trade unions that can 
only survive as trade unions formed within the class struggle, 
as independent trade unions. Uniformity – corporatism – 
would mean their disappearance as trade unions and at the 
same time the disappearance of the reformist apparatus as 
such. (…) Indeed, recent months have seen the reformist ap-
paratus resist the offensive for corporatist integration, for 
reasons specific to protecting its own organisation; (d) This 
resistance is obviously not independent from the general 
movement of the masses, and at the same time feeds that 
movement (…); (e) This pressure by the masses as they seek 
out the paths of resistance is also being brought to bear on 
the labour organisations. And it is being felt in a contradictory 
way: on the one hand, it is consolidating and comforting the 
tendencies which even at the level of the apparatuses are 
seeking to resist corporatist integration; on the other, it is 
more emphatically placing the constitution of corporatist uni-
formity on the agenda (…) in order to block the upsurge by 
the masses”. 

The unanimous 40th Congress resolution (10)10 put the 
emphasis on the importance of “independent intervention by 
the French section of the Fourth International”. Referring to 
the various occasions when the Trotskyist militant activists 
fought against the attempts at corporatist integration on a 
common basis with reformist militant activists, it pointed out: 
“As trade union activists, we are fighting for united trade 
union action on targeted specific demands against the 
integration of the trade unions. As political militant activists, 
for us that fight, which falls within the framework of the 
reciprocal independence of political parties and trade unions, 
forms part of the political fight for the united front”. On this 

10 The 40th Congress resolution was reproduced in La Vérité-The 
Truth Issue No.19, January 1997. 
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point, the resolution specified that: “the united front cannot 
be reduced to united trade union action”; its “starting-point 
(…), its precondition” is “the political and organisational 
independence of the Trotskyist current” as it carries out “the 
tasks of direct political intervention in the class struggle”; 
“the precondition of the united front is an understanding (…) 
of the character of ‘reaction all down the line’ inherent in 
senile imperialism and every component part of the capitalist 
class, whatever their contradictions and their conflicts”, 
which places on the agenda the fight for “the abolition of 
private ownership of the means of production”; and that “the 
precondition for the united front is understanding that all of 
the counter-revolutionary apparatuses of the Second 
International and decayed Stalinism are engaged on the path 
of the Sacred Union”.11 

But the agreement reached in the 40th Congress was 
suddenly faced with the new situation in spring 1997 that 
resulted from the formation of the “pluralist left” 
government headed by Jospin. Following the defeat inflicted 
by the masses on the Juppé government, the “pluralist left” 
government – a kind of Popular Front government, 
cohabiting with a President of the Republic from the right 
(Chirac) – had a mandate from the bourgeoisie’s point of view 
to implement the demands of the European Union that 
flowed from the Maastricht Treaty; in particular, the 
measures to privatise and destroy. The pressure within the 
trade union movement was enormous. This was reflected 
within the Trotskyist organisation, for example regarding the 
fight against the labour organisations’ policy of 
accompanying the government, or its political corollary: the 
fight for the repeal of the Maastricht Treaty. In June 1997, the 
disagreements emerged within the CCI national leadership, 
resulting in the convening of an extraordinary national 
conference of the CCI in late August. 

The report that was tabled for discussion at the national 
conference was published in La Vérité-The Truth12, together 
with excerpts from the discussion itself and the response by 
the rapporteur. The latter explained that this would be done 
because the decision to hold the conference needed to be 
considered in relation to “the discussion that took place 
within the national leadership, during which different points 
of view were expressed regarding the assessment of the 
situation and the way to intervene in it”. What were those 
“different points of view” about? The introductory report 
clearly set out the issues: “The facts show that the counter-
reforms policy is based on the objective of integrating all of 
the free and independent working-class organisations, and 
more specifically the trade unions. The ultimate aim is to 
destroy the working class’s gains: its social gains, rights and 
guarantees. To be associated in one form or another with the 
counter-reforms policy means engaging in a process that 
leads to abandoning the independence of the working-class 
organisations”. The rapporteur cited the first initiatives by 
the Jospin government aimed at co-opting the trade unions. 
Using this assessment as his starting-point, he hammered 

                                                 
11 The union sacrée or Sacred Union was a political truce between 
all parties in France during the First World War in the name of pat-
riotism. 
12 Issue No.20, September 1997. 

home the following idea: the integration of the labour 
organisations is a current process that flows from the very 
nature of imperialism on its path of decay and from the stage 
reached in the mass destruction of the productive forces, as 
well as from the very nature of the counter-revolutionary 
apparatuses. But, he added, this process remains incomplete 
due to the resistance of the working class. This analysis of “a 
process that is underway but incomplete” runs through the 
written report from start to finish, and is repeated on several 
occasions. The report also reviewed the conclusions of the 
International Confederation of Free Trade Unions (ICFTU) 
congress at the international level13, then the significance of 
the policy the ETUC as “an institution of the European Union”. 
Which led to this question: “What becomes of the fight to 
protect the independence of the working-class organisations 
if one downplays the integrationist implications contained in 
every counter-reform that the European Union is seeking to 
impose by using its institutional arm, the ETUC?” He added: 
“Everyone is clearly facing this dilemma: either adapt to the 
programme of counter-reforms which the Chirac-Jospin 
government is implementing, or stand firm on defending 
independence, whatever the difficulties (…). The choice is: 
either the march towards integration, in other words being 
integrated into the counter-reforms policy, or defending the 
workers’ specific interests, defending their gains, 
achievements and reforms every inch of the way, thus 
opening up the path to the fight to win back the gains that 
have been lost”. 14 

It might appear surprising that this choice – integration 
versus defending labour gains inch by inch – was posed in this 
way as an internal debate in the French section. In his 
response to the discussion, the rapporteur explained this in 
the following terms: “The crucial question in the current 
political situation, in France and throughout the world, is that 
of the independence of the working-class organisations, and 
especially of the trade unions. There is agreement on this 
question, and that is the main thing. But I must confess I do 
not understand the practical conclusions which some 
comrades draw from this, as we have heard.”  

In other words, at the end of a national conference that was 
supposed to overcome the disagreements raised within the 
national leadership in June, the rapporteur considered that 
there were still disagreements beyond agreement on the 
general principle. He clarified this: “To summarise: at the 
theoretical level, we agree that there is a threat of 
integration. ‘We cannot accept integration, but there are 
practical considerations’, I have heard.” “But in practice…”: 
on this point, the rapporteur (who was none other than 
Comrade Lambert) defended the headlines and articles in 
Informations Ouvrières which some speakers had 
questioned. These articles denounced the policy of the “left-
wing” government, in particular the policy of Education 
Minister Ségolène Royal, who manipulated the facts to state 
that she was opening 800 new classes, when the reality was 
the closure of thousands of classes. The rapporteur 

13 At the time, the ICFTU was already preparing for a merger with 
the World Confederation of Labour (WCL) that would result in the 
International Trade Union Confederation (ITUC) in 2006. 
14 La Vérité-The Truth Issue No.20, September 1997. 



The Internationale n°6 – May 2017 31 
 
responded especially to speakers who had said: “Of course, 
the facts are being manipulated, but why focus on the 
manipulation?”, or “In my area, three classes have been 
reopened. Should I condemn the manipulation?” Lambert 
asked: how does the opening of three classes change the 
assessment of the government's policy overall? One can 
sense in this discussion the pressure that was being felt to 
give a thumbs-up to the Jospin government’s policy, and, 
within the trade union organisations, to avoid a situation 
where things would head towards a confrontation with the 
government. For the first time on this scale, the pressure 
being exerted by the leading circles of the Socialist Party and 
Communist Party on the trade union confederations was 
being reflected within the Trotskyist organisation. In fact, 
during the five years of the Jospin government (1997-2002), 
there was growing pressure on the trade union organisations 
to have them accompany the government’s policy.  
And that pressure was continuously felt in the French section. 
During the same period, the reactionary offensive was waged 
on another level. Pretending to “discover” the Trotskyist past 
of Jospin, Prime Minister and future candidate for the 
presidency of the Republic, the bourgeoisie and the 
apparatuses encouraged a public offensive against the 
Trotskyist organisation. In the space of 18 months, no fewer 
than 17 new books were devoted to our organisation; these 
were a mixture of slanders and various attacks, but some 
made no secret of their aim of bringing about the destruction 
of the Trotskyist organisation. 15 For example, one of these 
books explained that in 2000, Lambert would be 80 years old, 
that his end was near and therefore the conditions were 
conducive to the destruction of the Trotskyist organisation.  
 
10 – The 41st Congress took place just after the San 
Francisco Open World Conference, which according to the 
Congress resolution “constitutes an event of historic 
significance” in which one could “identify a method: as long 
as a process remains incomplete, we, militant activists of the 
Fourth International, have the responsibility through our 
explanations, our organisational work, our propaganda, our 
initiatives, our campaigns and our political intervention in the 
class struggle, to help workers and activists to protect the 
independence of the working-class organisations.” 

The Congress continued to develop the position on “a 
process that is underway but incomplete” by pointing out the 
contradiction that grips reformism: “In the epoch of senile 
imperialism, ‘reformism’ as a political current is only 
acceptable to imperialism provided that it ceases to be 
reformist, in other words that it follows through to the end 
with class collaboration, which in the current epoch requires 
it to follow through to the end with corporatist integration 

                                                 
15 Some examples: Un étrange Monsieur Blondel [A strange Mr 
Blondel] by the forger Christophe Bourseiller, devoted to a violent 
campaign of slanders against “Lambertism” (the French section 
then published a brochure that exposed the lies); Secrets de 
Jeunesse [Secrets of youth], in which Edwy Plenel mixed his 
confessions with some carefully distilled slanders against Pierre 
Lambert personally; Les Trotskystes [The Trotskyists] by Christophe 
Nick; Les Taupes rouges [The red moles] (sub-title: Les Trotskystes 
de Lambert au cœur de la République [Lambert’s Trotskyists at the 
heart of the Republic]) by Louis-Marie Enoch and Xavier Cheneseau; 

(which means the destruction of the working-class 
organisations). The fact that a reformist current should itself 
set limits to its class collaboration, declaring itself in favour 
of ‘social clauses’ but rejecting ‘social pacts’ – this is what is 
unacceptable to imperialism in its senile phase of decay. The 
fight to the death begun by the Clinton administration to 
decapitate the Teamsters union and the AFL-CIO itself is one 
expression of this, alongside similar offensives in other 
countries, notably France. (…) And this is where the 
responsibility of the Fourth International comes in. We 
learned from Lenin that as long as one segment of civilisation 
remains, even after the worst kind of destruction, humankind 
has the possibility of rebuilding everything by using that 
segment as a starting-point. Even if they are very committed 
on the path to integration, as long as the working-class 
organisations are not completely integrated and transformed 
into cogs in the corporatist machine, they constitute 
segments which the working class can seize upon in order to 
fight back and rebuild everything.” 16 

The 41st Congress also adopted a specific resolution on the 
situation of the labour movement in France, which consid-
ered that the participation of all the trade union confedera-
tions (including the CGT and CGT-Force ouvrière) in the 
demonstration called by the ETUC, “having become the in-
strument of choice in Europe for bringing about the integra-
tion of the trade union organisations (…), marks a turning-
point”, especially due to the fact that “all of the trade union 
organisations participated in the demonstration” despite the 
resistance of the militant activists among their ranks. 
 
11 – As far as Lambert was concerned, the analysis of inte-
gration of the working-class organisations into the state as 
a current process (flowing both from the nature of decaying 
imperialism and the stage reached in the mass destruction 
of the productive forces, and from the policy of the appa-
ratuses), a process that remained incomplete due to the re-
sistance by the working class and the militant activists 
(which included our own independent intervention), did 
not constitute an ad hoc assessment. It applied to the whole 
period. It reflected the most fundamental mechanisms of the 
class struggle. The fight that began silently first of all, then 
increasingly more openly inside the French section, dates 
from this period. The conflict did not revolve around the for-
mulation, for which everybody voted as one, but around its 
practical meaning. At the very time when Lambert was de-
veloping this orientation and characterisations which were 
to be referred to in dozens upon dozens of documents, reso-
lutions and speeches, characterisations for which every sin-
gle member of the French section’s national leadership voted 
as one, some of them were developing a practical policy that 

L’Histoire de l’extrême-gauche trotskiste en France [The history of 
the Trotskyist far-left in France] by Frédéric Charpier; another 
dossier on the Trotskyists concocted by Bourseiller, published in 
history magazine L’Histoire (March 2002); a reprint of Les 
lambertistes: un courant trotskiste français [The Lambertists: a 
French Trotskyist current] by Philippe Campinchi; Mao, trotskos, 
dodo [Mao, Trots, beddy-byes] by J.Ch. Dubuisson; Le fils caché de 
Trotsky [Trotsky’s secret son] by Guillaume Chérel… 
16 “Documents adopted by the 41st Congress of the French section 
of the Fourth International” (in French only), page 12. 
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expressed an opposite assessment: the natural movement of 
the apparatuses was supposedly to turn their backs on inte-
gration. As we have seen, this tendency had already been ex-
pressed just after the Jospin government took office, and it 
continued to develop subsequently and to crystallise. [It was 
to end in a blaze of glory, to use the phrase, in 2015-6 with 
the veritable sanctification of the “FO/CGT axis”, brandished 
as the equivalent of having achieved unity between the 
working class and its organisations, and in the name of which 
the leaders of the neo-CCI 17 were to attempt to quite simply 
ban any questioning of the leaderships’ orientation within 
the labour movement.] 

Over the course of almost 10 years, the discussions in the 
French section continuously came back to the “process that 
is underway but incomplete” and the tasks that flowed from 
this. Namely: how to help the working class and the militant 
activists to fight back in way that would allow us to “gain time 
to protect our independence” and the working class to cre-
ate the conditions for its counter-offensive. In particular, the 
French section needed to develop a position on the 24-hour 
actions decided upon by the apparatuses in response to pres-
sure from the masses: although these days of action could, 
under certain conditions, constitute a leverage-point for the 
working class to take action, they could not constitute any-
thing more than a leverage-point. This posed the question of 
the role of the vanguard, particularly its capacity to create 
independent forms of organisation: mass meetings, dele-
gates, delegates’ committees. 

The differentiations that were emerging at that time within 
the French section were linked to the fact that, by virtue of 
building our organisation, we were given new responsibili-
ties: the Trotskyists were no longer “exiles within their own 
class”. Often achieving leading roles in trade unions, they 
sometimes had high-level responsibilities (in département-
level unions, national unions, federations) with a mandate 
from the members. The responsibilities they carried out in 
those union organisations due to the mandate conferred on 
them by the workers did not change the nature of the lead-
erships of those organisations. Of course, because of the of-
ficial positions they held, they were subject to pressure from 
the apparatus, of which they were de facto also a part. An 
inevitable situation, and one which first of all was not the re-
sponsibility of this or that militant activist who had a man-
date. If the official positions held by those militant activists 
did not change nature of the apparatuses, neither did the na-
ture of those apparatuses turn the revolutionary militant ac-
tivists into “labour lieutenants of the bourgeoisie”, as long as 
they respected their mandate. But for them to respect their 
mandate while resisting pressure from the apparatus, two 
conditions needed to be met: on the one hand, an absolute 

                                                 
17 We use the term ‘neo-CCI’ rather than ‘CCI’. CCI stands for the 
Internationalist Communist Current as constituted by the 1992 Con-
gress of the French section, transforming the Internationalist Com-
munist Party (PCI) into the CCI so that the Trotskyist organisation 
could appear in the form of a current of the newly-formed Workers 
Party, and no longer as an independent party at the organisational 
level. The CCI of 1992 was the continuation of the PCI, itself the con-
tinuation of the Internationalist Communist Organisation (OCI), and 
politically of the PCI that was the French section before the splitting 
crisis of 1950-3. 

centralisation of leadership, allowing for homogenisation on 
a shared understanding of the events and tasks; and on the 
other, a continuous delineation of the Trotskyist organisa-
tion’s political campaigns and independent political expres-
sion, notably in its newspaper and its initiatives. This was the 
way to avoid turning the trade union organisation into an 
arena for clashes between political factions. Because recip-
rocal independence between political parties and trade un-
ions presupposes that the Trotskyist militant activists contin-
uously seek to reach necessary compromises within the 
trade union on a basis which at a minimum correspond to 
defending the independence of the organisation, and with-
out seeking to relay their political line within the trade union. 
The place for expressing their political line was in independ-
ent activity, in the newspaper, in the campaigns. It was pre-
cisely over this shared understanding of the events and tasks 
that the differentiations within the French section were to 
become sharpened and systematised. 
 
12 – In 2000, the French section prepared its 42nd Congress. 
The political notes adopted by its national leadership to 
prepare the Congress reviewed the developments in the 
situation since the fall of the Berlin Wall, which was the result 
both of the actions of the German proletariat and the 
collapse of the USSR, which in turn was the result of the 
bureaucracy’s counter-revolutionary policy. “Class struggles 
have become more difficult. Resistance to destructive super-
exploitation is concentrated in the resistance to defend the 
slightest gains won through struggle. Revolution is necessary; 
it is reflected in the working class’s activity, strikes and 
demonstrations, including those that were sabotaged by the 
apparatuses. Revolution is reflected in the difficult but 
vigorous defence of the independent organisations. The 
march of resistance, which rises and falls to the destructive 
rhythm of the new economy, is concentrated in defending the 
trade unions and working-class gains, which crystallise the 
working class’s positions: defence of the social welfare 
systems, defence of recognised job-grades and collective 
bargaining agreements, defence of the schools system, etc. 
The march of resistance produces activists and organising 
cadres, a new generation that is likely to build the 
independent political organisations, beginning with the 
sections of the Fourth International on the transitional line of 
the ILC. The working class’s actions more often end in retreat, 
but they leave traces in the consciousness of the working 
class and youth, strengthening the conditions for imposing 
the united front that will free the class struggle from the 
apparatuses’ control”.18 The issues were clearly formulated: 
understanding the destructive character and unprecedented 
brutality of the offensive against the working class, and at the 
same time, identifying the conditions through which it will be 

It was therefore legitimately the continuity of the French section of 
the Fourth International. The political organisation which continues 
to bear the name ‘CCI’ from the 2015 crisis onwards is the negation 
of the CCI constituted in 1992. This is why we prefer to refer to it as 
the neo-CCI. The continuity of the CCI of 1992 has been assumed by 
the Internationalist Communist Tendency (TCI), constituted by the 
23 members of the CCI’s national leadership who were bureaucrat-
ically expelled in the summer of 2015. 
18 42nd Congress, Internal Bulletin No.2, dated 8 November 2000. 
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possible to regroup a new layer of activists who are seeking 
to free the class struggle from the control of the apparatuses. 
In this context, what was the Fourth International’s 
orientation? “Within the terrible crisis of decay that is hitting 
the labour movement and at the same time is seeing the 
working class seek to create or recreate its lines of defence, it 
falls to the militant activists of the Fourth International to 
assume their full responsibility in setting up political 
initiatives, campaigns and united front frameworks which at 
each stage will allow us to regroup all those who refuse to 
accompany the policy of dismantling the working class or to 
become part of the corporatist process”. 19 This preparatory 
document for the 42nd Congress formed one part of the 
discussion opened in September 2000, in a meeting of the 
CCI national leadership. The introductory report, which was 
published in an Internal Bulletin, re-examined the 
significance of the San Francisco Open World Conference 
(held one year earlier) and the Berlin World Conference, 
which was being prepared at that time: “We have said 
repeatedly in our texts and documents, notably in the 
Manifesto of the Fourth World Congress, that imperialism can 
only achieve its destructive plans provided it completely 
subordinates the apparatuses to itself, and, via the 
apparatuses, the working-class organisations – organisations 
that are doomed to destruction if they follow the path of 
corporatist integration – which the working class has 
constituted and which constitute it as a class. It is obvious 
that the very development of the situation – we have used 
the formulation ‘a process that is underway but incomplete’ 
– is driving in an extremely developed manner both the 
elements of disintegration and the elements of preservation”. 
This clear assessment of the responsibility of the apparatuses 
that submitted to imperialism’s offensive, this idea of “a 
process that is underway but incomplete” which combines 
the elements of disintegration and the elements of 
preservation, was adopted in a unanimous vote by the 
national leadership. Just like the text tabled by the national 
leadership’s mandating committee, which was published in 
the Internal Bulletin in February 20, and which said: “The 
general offensive being waged in defence of the survival of 
the decaying capitalist system (…) is concentrated on the 
need for capital’s institutions to destroy the working class as 
an organised class. The decay of society is creating pressure, 
relayed by the apparatuses, that is tending towards the 
disintegration of the working class and its organisations. The 
Fourth International has not escaped this pressure, and our 
difficulties in selecting a leadership fall within this context.” 

The same Internal Bulletin published the introductory report 
on the world political situation and the tasks of the Fourth 
International, which was tabled at the General Council of the 
Fourth International on 29 January 2001. This report insists 
on the fact that an understanding of the processes of the 
world revolution “is inextricably linked to an understanding 
of the second factor, (…) the policy of the apparatuses (…), the 
required instrument that is indispensable, without which 
imperialism’s destructive policy could not be implemented”. 

                                                 
19 Ibidem. 
20 “Opening the preparatory discussion for the 43rd Con-
gress”, Internal Bulletin No.1B, February 2001. 
21 43rd Congress, Internal Bulletin No.1, report on the 42nd Con- 

This was the framework within which the 42nd Congress of 
the French section took place. The Congress report 
established the following: “The whole of the political 
discussion at the CCI Congress was framed by the assessment 
provided in the introductory report, namely: on the one hand, 
a turning-point in the world situation marked by the 
impending recession in the United States obliges the system 
based on private ownership of the means of production to 
follow through to the end with its offensive to destroy the 
working classes and peoples; and on the other hand, this 
offensive can only be waged if it is relayed by the 
apparatuses, and in the political situation facing us today in 
France, this relay process is being created on a line that aims 
to follow through to the end with the process of integration, 
a process that is underway but incomplete, but which the 
leading circles of the apparatuses seek to complete”.21 It was 
on this specific aspect of the assessment, namely that the 
apparatuses were relaying imperialism's offensive “on a line 
that aims to follow through to the end with the process of 
integration”, a process which of course was incomplete “but 
which the leading circles of the apparatuses seek to 
complete”, that disagreements were expressed in the 
discussion. One speaker summarised the most contradictory 
positions in the following terms: “Losing sight of the fact that 
the essential thing for imperialism is to chain the working-
class organisations to this corporatist process, and therefore 
to push the apparatuses into doing so, amounts to not 
understanding the political situation. But conversely, thinking 
that this process has either been completed or is about to be 
completed amounts to not understanding that through the 
current but incomplete process, there is an overall dimension 
of socialism or barbarism that is being posed in France and 
internationally; therefore, the living struggle between the 
social classes and between every representation of the social 
classes is being posed, at the core of which is therefore posed 
the question of our responsibility”. 22 
 
13 – For the militant activists who know the history of the 
Fourth International, the parallel is obvious between the 
2015 crisis and the crisis of 1950-3. But although this parallel 
is valid regarding the political content of the destructive re-
visionist offensive that hit the Fourth International twice in 
the space of a little over 60 years, there is a difference in the 
way in which events unfolded. In 1950-3, Pablo openly pro-
posed to challenge the programmatic foundations of the 
Fourth International. 23  

He wrote that Stalinism aimed to “bring about socialism in its 
own way” over “centuries of transition”, and that therefore 
this was somehow a historically necessary transition. The 
counter-revolutionary nature of the Stalinist apparatus was 
challenged openly. Resulting from this, he advocated a policy 
of “sui generis entryism”, which in practice came down to 
dissolving the forces of the Fourth International into the old 
organisations and to subordinate them to the apparatuses; 
in particular, to closely subordinate them to the Stalinist ap-
paratus. As pointed out, Pabloism at least had the merit of 

gress (page 6, point 5). 
22 42nd Congress, Internal Bulletin No.1, October 2000. 
23 See Quelques enseignements de notre histoire [Some lessons 
from our history], 1970 (SELIO, Paris). 
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clearly putting forward its political positions, which were 
counter-revolutionary insofar as they inevitably led to the 
destruction of the Fourth International by subordinating it to 
Stalinism, which it now considered to be the de facto revolu-
tionary leadership. The revisionism that is at work today sub-
ordinates the activity of the Fourth International to the limits 
set by the different bureaucracies; hence the variety of the 
forms in which this liquidation is being expressed (in France, 
Brazil, Algeria, Azania/South Africa, etc.). The basic issue is 
the subordination of the decaying bureaucratic apparatuses 
to imperialism, taking into account the degree of decay 
reached by the capitalist system itself. One of the aspects of 
today’s liquidationist revisionism is that it has no prospect 
other than maintaining the system of private ownership of 
the means of production. Whereas the Pabloite current fol-
lowed through to the end, taking responsibility for their re-
definition of the nature of the apparatuses – for example, go-
ing so far as to write that under the leadership of Gomulka, 
the Polish Communist Party of 1956 had “transmuted” into a 
revolutionary party – the neo-Pabloites of the 21st century 
are acting more shamefully. In fact, as we shall see, the same 
people who up to 2006-7 voted that the apparatuses stood 
as the main obstacle to the movement of the working class 
were to travel a long way in a fairly short space of time. This 
led them to invest the apparatuses with a policy on the 
El Khomri labour reform in 2016 which at that point was sup-
posedly in line with the masses’ interests, with the CCI lead-
ership proclaiming on hundreds of occasions that the appa-
ratus leaderships “did not put a foot wrong”. At no time 
whatsoever has the liquidationist revisionist current respon-
sible for the 2015 crisis taken the trouble of explaining when, 
how and in what circumstances the apparatuses were “trans-
muted” into instruments that carry the aspirations of the 
masses. In both cases, 1950-3 and 2015, the practical conclu-
sion can be summarised in one and the same term: deep “im-
mersion”. In Pablo’s case, this immersion was called for 
openly. In the case of the neo-CCI, it took the pernicious form 
of a so-called response to the wave of attacks that hit France 
in January 2015: henceforth, there was supposedly nothing 
to do other than to “immerse oneself” deeply in the labour 
organisations and to denounce as a counter-revolutionary 
anyone who dared question the tactic of separate days of ac-
tion. 24 

The Fourth International is an active component of the class 
struggle. It is a living organism that is subject to pressure from 
opposing social forces. It cannot be otherwise. The 1950-3 
crisis expressed the constraining pressure of Stalinism. It 
resulted in the organisational disintegration of the Fourth 
International that had been reconstituted after the Second 
World War. However, the majority of the French section 
resisted that disintegration by basing itself on the Labour 
Commission, providing the foundation stone for the 
programmatic preservation of the Fourth International and 

                                                 
24 Thus, during the CCI national leadership session on 18 January 
2015, almost six months before the split, the CCI Secretariat official 
invited the national leadership to not discuss the contribution ta-
bled at the International Secretariat by Comrade S. on the problems 
of building the party, saying: “It would be a mistake to enter into 
this discussion”. The same official stated: “Since the [Paris] attacks, 
everything has drastically changed, everything is henceforth con- 

the fight for its reconstruction. In the 2015 crisis, pressure 
from the apparatuses of a labour movement largely engaged 
in a process of decay-destruction is being expressed. Under 
different conditions, this attempt to destroy the Fourth 
International has also been smashed by the resistance of the 
militant activists and the organisations, as demonstrated in 
turn by the constitution of the TCI, then the Turin 
Conference, the constitution of the OCRFI and, following the 
line of the transitional method, the success of the Mumbai 
Conference. 
 
14 – Let us review the period 2000-7, during which Pierre 
Lambert waged his final battle, seeking to preserve the 
unity of the French section without giving in to the 
increasing pressure from a sector of the leadership which 
had not yet crystallised completely, but which was asserting 
itself more and more openly on an orientation other than the 
one approved by a vote of the governing bodies of the French 
section (notably in Congresses and national leadership 
meetings). In the 42nd Congress (February 2001), the issues 
were posed: “A large part of the Congress discussion dealt 
precisely with the following question: can we help the 
working class to fight back against the plans that threaten it 
with destruction in any other way than via the political line of 
the fight for the general strike? In particular, can we take 
action other than on the level of concretely helping on a 
collective basis in the upsurge of the class struggle? Of 
course, nobody can claim that the victorious proletarian 
revolution is a perspective for tomorrow morning, but the 
working class can force the government back, it can fight to 
force the government to retreat, and by forcing the enemy to 
retreat it can gain time to prepare itself as a class and to 
create the conditions for its counter-offensive. Is there a more 
crucial task for the militant activists of the Fourth 
International than to answer this question: how do we 
intervene politically to help in this process?”  

The discussion focused on the concrete questions of the class 
struggle. In particular, it was a question of “fighting politically 
for unity, which is the only means of helping the working class 
to advance and to overcome the obstacles of the policies 
being implemented by the apparatuses”. Let us insist on this 
point. The 42nd Congress, just like the preceding Congresses 
and just like the ones that followed, at least until 2007, 
focused the discussion on defining what constituted the 
major task of the Trotskyists: how to help the working class 
to “overcome the obstacles raised by the apparatuses” (our 
emphasis). A particular discussion arose: “The Congress has 
allowed us to clarify that the slogan of the general strike is a 
political slogan that is distinct from the trade union 
formulation suggested by ‘inter-professional strike’. 
Although, obviously, we were not counterposing ‘general 
strike’ to ‘inter-professional strike’, but the general strike is a 
political slogan that poses the issue of government. At its 

centrated on our immersion into the heart of the working class and 
its organisations in order to play a major role. We have played a role 
at this level. In relation to the Confederal Congress, are we capable 
of putting 500,000 people in the streets?  
We need to reconsider everything in our orientation of building the 
party”. Everything needed to be reconsidered… but without any dis-
cussion… 
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core, there is the pensions question: 37.5 is the element that 
unites the public and private sectors 25 – both at the political 
and the trade union level. Let us note that we have not been 
able to follow through to the end of this discussion. This is the 
reason why we have decided to only vote on the ‘line of the 
resolutions’, referring the issue for further discussion at the 
43rd Congress, which in fact has already been opened with 
this Bulletin”.  

“We have not been able to follow through to the end of this 
discussion.” So a discussion had been opened at the 
42nd Congress which the delegates had not been able to take 
to its conclusion. What was it about? Notably the relationship 
between the fight for the general strike and the days of 
action. 

In fact, the Congress heard contributions from those who 
considered an inter-professional strike to be synonymous 
with a general strike – thus emptying the general strike slogan 
of political meaning on the question of power – and who, via 
gradual shifts, were finally to idealise the days of action. 
What disappears from this position – which from 2013-4 
onwards became the flag around which rallied the shapers of 
the liquidationist offensive – was the initiative of the masses, 
their capacity to stimulate their movement and to overcome 
the obstacles raised by the apparatuses until their demands 
were met. What also disappeared was, of course, the 
question of power (one of the supporters of this position 
explained a few years later, regarding the fight for the 
withdrawal of the Fillon Plan, that the slogan “Withdraw the 
Fillon Plan!” in 2010 was the equivalent of the slogan “All 
power to the soviets!” put forward by the Bolsheviks in 1917). 

The resolution of the 42nd Congress 26 responded to this 
growing pressure that was being expressed at the Congress 
by emphasising the limits of the apparatuses’ schemes. “In 
links with the trade union or political activists, the 
discriminating criterion is the questions of political 
intervention in the class struggle. In the current situation, any 
attempt to formalise and organise political links with those 
activists without seeking to jointly organise political 
intervention in the class struggle runs the risk of finishing in a 
dead-end.”  
Clearly, this was a warning: it is normal – in line with workers’ 
democracy – and useful for building the party that, due to 
their responsibilities in the labour movement, the Trotskyist 
militant activists should increase their contact with political 
and trade union officials and activists of all political 
tendencies, with a wide range of perspectives, at all levels; 
but be careful not to seek “schemes” that are cut off from the 
reality of intervening in the class struggle! 

                                                 
25 In 1993, the Balladur government (under President Mitterrand) 
imposed a pension counter-reform for the private sector which in-
creased from 37.5 to 40 years the contribution period required for 
retirement on a full pension. In 1995, the Juppé Plan sought to apply 
the 40-year rule to the public sector’s specific pension schemes 
(railways, Paris transportation, energy, etc.), but was defeated by 
the mass mobilisation of the workers. In July 2003, the Raffarin gov-
ernment (under President Chirac) had its pension bill (which in-
cluded the 40-year rule for the public sector) passed by Parliament, 
following months of separate public sector strikes  

And in a resolution that dealt specifically with questions of 
the leadership 27, the CCI national leadership pointed out that 
“a selection can only be made on the basis of a discussion that 
fully explores and clarifies the disagreements”.  

This led it to write that at that stage in the discussion, “the 
national leadership considers that the conditions for 
genuinely selecting the new leadership are not present at the 
42nd Congress, and that this difficulty is linked to the 
contradictory aspect of the results achieved in the discussion 
on this topic, which are therefore insufficient.” This was a 
perceptive point of view that indicated that the Congress had 
met a difficulty, one which was to become clear in the 
following period. 
 
15 – The text that opened the discussion for the 
43rd Congress was adopted by the national leadership 
meeting on 5-6 October 2002. Although it was adopted 
unanimously, this text was in no way consensual and stated 
the disagreements within the leadership. It reviewed the 
offensive waged at that time against the Fourth International 
and its French section, in particular by forces that were 
members or linked to the Pabloite “United Secretariat” 
(USec): “For too long, as the leadership of the French section 
of the Fourth International we have treated this offensive 
against us as a secondary phenomenon. This is an error which 
we must correct, because it is the concentrated expression of 
an incorrect assessment of the world political situation and 
the responsibility which the Fourth International must 
assume.” 28 The text then re-examined the meaning of “the 
crisis of humankind is reduced to the crisis of the 
revolutionary leadership of the proletariat”: “We will not 
review the ‘objective prerequisites’ here. The last two 
congresses of the Fourth International, as well as other texts 
written during that period (notably the book Class Struggle 
and Globalization), have established indisputably, based on 
the facts, that the social system based on the system of 
private ownership of the means of production is leading 
humankind to its ruin on the basis of the mass destruction of 
the main productive force: labour-power. (…) The discussion 
between us at this stage does not address those objective 
conditions, on which there is apparently no disagreement 
between us.” 29 … The reader will note the formulation: there 
is “apparently” no disagreement between us. Therefore it 
was not ruled out that there was disagreement, beneath the 
surface (or, to be more exact: there were disagreements, 
referred to in behind-the-scene discussions by those same 
people who then voted in favour of every resolution). On the 
other hand, this formulation suggests that there was 
disagreement on other questions. Which ones?  

(see Sections 16 and 17 of these notes). 
26 43rd Congress, Internal Bulletin No.1, report on the 42nd Congress 
(page 7, point 6). 
27 “To the delegates to the regional congresses preparing the 42nd 
Congress of the French section of the Fourth Internationale”, 
adopted by the national leadership on 16 January 2001. 
28 Preparatory text for the 43rd Congress of the French section, 
adopted by the national leadership meeting on 5-6 October 2002, 
published in Internal Bulletin No.1, October 2002 (page 6). 
29 ibidem 
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“The discussion is focused on ‘crisis of humankind = crisis of 
leadership’. Today, this formula means that the oppressed 
and exploited masses of the whole world, faced with an 
offensive to destroy all of their rights, gains and 
achievements, are instinctively seeking the path of united 
action, and to this end are seeking to make use of their 
organisations as instruments for the resistance fight. Along 
this path, they are not only coming up against imperialism, 
but also and above all the policy of the apparatuses, the aim 
of which is to exclude the organisations from taking action as 
a working class and to turn them into instruments for 
accompanying imperialism, thus threatening the very 
existence of the independent organisations.” 

The text pointed out: “Here is precisely where the Fourth 
International is called upon to play its full role: by building 
itself as an independent political force on a united front line 
that includes the fight for transitional forms (ILC, independent 
workers’ parties)”. This in a situation that was “very difficult 
for the working class (...). If the class struggle did not succeed 
in preventing them, the apparatuses would follow through to 
the end.”  

The text drew on the conclusions of the Fourth World 
Congress of the Fourth International (held in 1999): “Without 
the apparatuses, imperialism would not be able to achieve its 
plans against the working class”. The text went on: 
“Furthermore, the class struggle obviously – we have seen 
several examples – intervenes in the process and impedes the 
march towards corporatist integration, the destroyer of 
working-class organisations.” 30 

In reality, the 42nd Congress (February 2001) had barely 
ended when the discussion resumed. Just after the Congress, 
Internal Bulletin No.2 (April 2001) published a note 
addressed to the sections of the Fourth International, under 
the title “What forms are our political difficulties taking 
today?” This note said: “In its meeting on 3 April, the 
International Secretariat discussed this question. This 
resulted in the following assessment: since the Fourth World 
Congress took place (in fact, since the reproclamation of the 
Fourth International in 1993), we have continuously come up 
against the obstacle formed by the pressure of the 
apparatuses within our ranks. Let us be clear: the pressure of 
the apparatuses is nothing other than the channel through 
which is exercised the pressure of the dislocated system based 
on private ownership of the means of production. One 
expression of this pressure is the delay in preparing the Berlin 
Conference. During the General Council meeting, we had 
compiled a list of the first 80 German delegates and decided 
to roll this method out widely: immediately identifying 
provisional delegates on the basis of mandates, and 
organising an effective network for collective financial 
support around the mandate. Therefore, identifying an 
independent political force. More than two months after the 
General Council, the identification of delegates for Berlin was 
still a marginal occurrence. In each country and in various 

                                                 
30 Another disagreement highlighted by the preparatory text for the 
43rd Congress (page 9): “It would be a mistake to reduce the ques-
tion of reactionary centrism to a marginal question. The struggle 
against reactionary centrism is the struggle for the Fourth Interna-
tional”.  

forms – notwithstanding our awareness of it – we were 
waiting for the apparatuses (or sectors of the apparatuses) to 
give us the go-ahead for sending delegates. Now, we must 
understand that the current situation is not the same as the 
one that led up to the San Francisco Conference. The ‘process 
underway’ remains incomplete, but the leading circles of the 
apparatuses in Europe and elsewhere are doing everything in 
their power to complete it. It is only by organising workers’ 
democracy that the working class can create the conditions 
for its own class struggle, which is the precondition for 
protecting the organisations it has historically constituted 
(and it is also the precondition for strengthening the process 
of resistance within the organisations)”. 

The note pointed out: “It is in Europe that we are facing the 
greatest difficulties, as a combination of the political 
difficulties that are specific to the International Secretariat as 
well as strong integrationist pressure via the ETUC”. This was 
in 2001, during the final months of the Jospin government: in 
France, the pressure on the trade unions to get them to take 
the path of co-legislation was becoming ever stronger. In the 
state hospital sector, an agreement was signed on 14 March 
between the government and the trade union organisations. 
A disagreement had arisen on this point between members 
of the CCI leadership. 
In accordance with the rules of workers’ democracy, to which 
the CCI always adhered before it degenerated, Internal 
Bulletin No.2 published a report of a discussion. Some 
officials declared themselves in favour of signing the 
agreement, on the grounds that the balance of forces was 
insufficient; others were concerned that the agreement was 
a threat to recognised job-grades, and that signing it would 
conflict with the strong stirrings in the hospitals at that time. 
Following this report (which was distributed to the militant 
activists in the Internal Bulletin), two contributions by trade 
union officials – both of them members of the CCI leadership, 
both of them working in the state hospitals sector, members 
of the same union federation and the same union 
confederation – were published. One of them argued for 
signing the agreement, the other was opposed. This 
discussion on the hospital workers agreement was an early 
sign of more developments in the months that followed: 
faced with a discussion within the leadership, Lambert 
quickly informed all the militant activists of this. 
A “Contribution on the questions of leadership”, which was 
adopted by the CCI national leadership on 3 November 2002, 
reaffirmed that the situation was marked by “an offensive by 
imperialism, relayed by the apparatuses, that aims to 
respond to the crisis of decay of the system based on private 
ownership of the means of production by dismantling 
everything that has been built over the course of two 
centuries of democratic labour struggle, dragging humankind 
onto the path to barbarism, wars and breakdown”.  

That same Internal Bulletin No.2 published the minutes of 
the CCI national leadership’s discussion on 3 November 

Behind this lies a reference to a polemic waged insistently against 
what was called the “International Secretariat Bureau”, which re-
garded the struggle against the USec as negligible, and in practice 
did not take responsibility for the consequences of the reproclama-
tion of the Fourth International. We shall return to this. 
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2002, preceded by the following notice: “The national 
leadership has decided unanimously that the discussion it has 
been conducting, with all its shades of opinion, forms an 
integral part of opening the debate on the questions of 
leadership within the current”. What were these shades of 
opinion about? One speaker said, on the subject of a trade 
union initiative: “This is part of the problems of leadership. 
We cannot have one leadership body taking one position and 
another leadership body taking a different course”. The same 
comrade insisted on the fact that one criterion for selecting 
the leadership “is our ability to clarify among ourselves the 
relationship between trade unions, political parties and the 
apparatuses. The reference to the fact that the crisis of 
leadership and the solution to the crisis of leadership are 
concentrated in the solution to the crisis of humankind cannot 
simply be a formal one between us. It must be discussed in all 
its aspects”. As early as 2002, therefore, the CCI national 
leadership was warning the militant activists of the fact that 
de facto disagreements over the relationship between trade 
unions, political parties and the apparatuses were already 
resulting in different – or even opposing – public positions 
being declared among the positions adopted in the class 
struggle for various militant activists and the votes cast by the 
national leadership. At that point, we were only at the start 
of the process. 
 
16 – In spring 2002, between the 42nd and the 
43rd Congresses of the French section, Jospin and the 
Socialist Party paid a heavy price for five years of policies 
that served the interests of the capitalist class and the 
European Union: with Jospin eliminated in the first round of 
the presidential election, they extended their capitulation as 
far as calling for a vote for the bourgeoisie’s candidate, 
Chirac, “against” the threat of the Front National embodied 
by Jean-Marie Le Pen. Thus installed on the basis of a Sacred 
Union, the Chirac-Raffarin-Fillon government quickly 
undertook the counter-reforms for which it had been 
elected. As early as autumn 2002, two major attacks began: 
the first against the working class over pensions; the second 
against both the working class and the republican form of the 
state, with the regionalisation reform. The beginnings of the 
first trade union initiatives emerged in late 2002 and early 
2003, in some confusion. The preparatory notes for the 
43rd Congress (adopted in February 2003 by the national 
leadership of the French section) said: “It is clear that in the 
situation that is opening, the working class is going to suffer 
blows. This has started with unexpected suddenness. The 
offensive for uniform integration will continue”. 

What was this about? On 6 January 2003, a joint statement 
by seven trade union organisations was issued. These 
included the organisations that emerged from the old CGT 
(CGT, CGT-FO), but also the two yellow union confederations 
that emerged from Christian trade unionism and the 
autonomous union confederations. Regarding the pensions 
reform envisaged by the government, the joint statement 
claimed “the need for reform” to “align the interests of the 
employees of the public and private sectors”. Up to that time, 
public sector employees received a full pension after 37.5 

                                                 
31 Informations Ouvrières No.579, 5 March 2003. 

years of contributions, unlike private sector employees, who 
– as a result of a counter-reform introduced several years 
previously – had already moved from 37.5 to 40 years of 
contributions. What did “align the interests of the employees 
of the public and private sectors” mean? The joint statement 
declared its support for applying the 40-year rule to 
everybody, in other words it adopted the government’s 
objective as its own. This is what we call uniformity (as 
opposed to unity), namely the march towards a single union 
organisation integrated into the state’s policy and the 
government. As it prepared the 43rd Congress of the French 
section, the national leadership began by characterising this 
step towards uniform integration as an expression of the 
“process that was underway but incomplete”. However, 
everything was still to play for: “An independent workers’ 
party fighting for the united front can help the working class 
to access leverage-points which can foil this situation and 
create the conditions for reversing the tendency. ‘Create the 
conditions’: they have not yet come together. It is necessary 
to correctly assess the situation: in the current situation, is it 
possible to formulate the perspective of the general strike? 
This is a legitimate question. Faced with the anti-labour 
offensive that aims to sweep everything away in its wake, it 
is clear that a general strike would be desirable. However, in 
a situation marked particularly by the uniform integrationist 
offensive, in other words by division, it is not a slogan that 
would be comprehensible to the working class at the time we 
are meeting. This can change quickly. What are 
comprehensible are the political initiatives which we can take 
to help forge the united front. To this end, we need to clearly 
characterise the statement by the seven union confederations 
and to refuse to adapt to it. At the same time, we need to seek 
to provide the leverage-points that will allow the demands to 
be expressed (the 37.5 years’ contributions and everything 
that is linked to this), on the ground of class unity and 
independence.” 

The orientation adopted by the CCI national leadership 
therefore consisted of deploying an independent policy to 
help the working class access its own leverage-points, and to 
this end, there was a need to “refuse to adapt”. In the first 
few months of 2003, a major mobilisation developed over 
the pensions issue. Systematically, activists were invited by 
Informations Ouvrières not to align themselves with the 
leaderships’ proposals to accompany the government – quite 
the opposite! Thus, a March issue of Informations 
Ouvrières 31 carried the headline: “Pensions: where did the 
37.5 years go?” The article reported on the first meeting of 
the government’s pensions working group and pointed out 
that all of “the trade unions left the first working group 
meeting satisfied overall” with the government, and directly 
quoted statements made by CGT and FO leaders. 
When calls were made for a day of action on pensions, 
Informations Ouvrières asked: “How can progress be 
achieved towards unity on the demands? We are opening the 
debate. What about the appeal launched for 3 April? It is 
clear that the joint platform convening this day of action does 
not take up the demands that could foil the policy of the 
European Union and the ETUC: there is no question of 
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regionalisation, nor of defending recognised job-grades, nor 
of refusing transfers, nor of 37.5 years’ contributions for all, 
public as well as private sector, as a condition for retirement 
on a full pension. On the contrary, in several départements 
and professional sectors, inter-union initiatives are calling for 
action on 3 April on the basis of specific employees’ 
demands”. 32 
Eight days later, once again: “On Monday 31 March, the 
government published the preparatory document for the 
announced counter-reform of the pension schemes. In 
accordance with the European directives, of which the 
government plan is simply a transcription, this draft 
document ignores the demand that is common to workers in 
both public and private sectors: 37.5 years’ contributions for 
all”. 33  

The newspaper pointed out that CGT Secretary General 
Bernard Thibault dared to state, regarding the negotiations 
with the government then underway: “we cannot confine 
ourselves to a 40 years/37.5 years issue”. Informations 
Ouvrières polemicized: “‘Not confine ourselves to an issue’? 
But for a worker, whether he/she is in the public sector or the 
private sector, it is not the same thing to retire on a full 
pension after making contributions for 37.5 years compared 
to 40 years, or even 41 or 42, as the MEDEF [employers’ 
organisation] and the government intend! How are we to 
understand the fact that a secretary general of a labour 
confederation can appear to avoid giving a clear answer to 
this clear question?”  

Everywhere, in educational establishments, in public 
enterprises, the militant activists of the CCI took the initiative 
of holding mass meetings with the trade union organisations 
that “called on all of the trade union organisations to launch 
a slogan of indefinite strike action at the national level; to 
organise on Tuesday 8 April a large département-level 
demonstration; to anticipate a big national demonstration.” 
Or again: “We ask our confederations, federations, 
département-level unions and national unions to meet and 
organise together national public-sector/private-sector 
action to defend pensions.” 34So many elements that were 
reported week after week in the columns of Informations 
Ouvrières: “The word from the grass roots: ‘National unions, 
federations and confederations must achieve unity’”. 35 And 
again: “What are the leaders of the labour organisa-
tions doing? In very many schools, letters are being written to 
the federations and confederations as quickly as possible to 
ask them, like in this Paris school, ‘to organise strike action to 
meet our demands and make the government retreat.’ In one 
Seine-Saint-Denis high school (…), everybody, whether or not 
they had come out in favour of an immediate strike, had 
begun before anything else by adopting an appeal with their 
SNES and FO union branches, in which they consider it ‘of the 
highest urgency that the union confederations and 
federations, all together, call on the workers all together to 
come out on an inter-professional strike in both private and 
public sectors, to obtain satisfaction of the demands that 
unite us’, which were then characterised very precisely, in 

                                                 
32 Informations Ouvrières No.582, 26 March-1 April 2003. 
33 Editorial, Informations Ouvrières No.583, 2-8 April 2003. 
34 Informations Ouvrières No.584, 9-15 April 2003. 

particular the demand of 37.5 years for all”. 36 Informations 
Ouvrières pointed out: “A renewable strike is by definition a 
fragmented strike, since it is characterised by the fact that it 
needs to be renewed day by day, school by school… (…) Even 
though this slogan can be perceived by the teachers or others 
as moving towards the general strike, we must be aware that 
‘renewable strike’ and ‘general strike’ are as similar as night 
and day (…). The apparatuses are calling one day of action 
per month, sometimes two, in order to accompany the 
government’s policy… And when this is not enough, they can 
top it all by supporting renewable strikes which people renew 
each in their own area, up to the moment when the money 
runs out and nobody renews them any more”. 

Without demanding the withdrawal of the reform nor calling 
for 37.5 years for all, the General Secretary of the Communist 
Party stated: “Our compatriots don’t need a ‘man of the hour’ 
to call them out on general strike. All that is the old-fashioned 
way.”37 Informations Ouvrières replied: “The workers ‘do not 
need a ‘man of the hour’, that is true. Besides, they are 
proving this every day, when at the grassroots, in the mass 
meetings, they are achieving unity with all the trade unions 
on their specific demands, beginning with 37.5 years for all. 
But do the workers need independent working-class 
organisations that will fulfil their mandate, yes or no? Are 
they entitled, at the same time as taking action and achieving 
unity on their demands, to turn to their federations and 
confederations and say: take on your responsibilities, we will 
only force the government to retreat through an all-out 
movement that is united at every level, the workers, their 
unions, their federations and their confederations united in 
an inter-professional general strike, on common slogans: 
‘Withdraw the Fillon-Raffarin Plan’, ‘37.5 years for all’? 
Whether Ms Buffet likes it or not, this question is not ‘old-
fashioned’. It is the burning question of the moment”. It 
concluded: “For months, there has been one day of action 
after another. Given the scope of the government’s plan, 
there is one issue that cannot be ignored: unity of the unions 
at the département, national, federal and confederal level. Is 
it not their responsibility to call for strike action until the 
Raffarin-Fillon Plan is withdrawn, for 37.5 years for all?” 

This is very far, very, very far from the formulations which, 12 
years later, would see the neo-CCI leadership oppose each 
and every call on the leading circles of the labour 
organisations for strike action until the withdrawal of the El 
Khomri law, instead insisting that the leaderships “did not put 
a foot wrong”.  
When a new day of action was called for 13 May 2003, 
Informations Ouvrières asked: “For the millions of public 
sector and private sector workers who will strike and 
demonstrate on 13 May in response to the call by the union 
confederations, it is impossible to give up on 37.5 years for 
all. Straight away, this poses the question: what needs to be 
done on the morning of 14 May if the government has not 
given in to the mobilisation of millions upon millions of 
people? If it is indeed all about making the government give 
in, then the question of the inter-professional general strike is 

35 Informations Ouvrières No.585, 16- 22 April 2003. 
36 Informations Ouvrières No.586, 23-30 April 2003. 
37 Informations Ouvrières No.587, 30 April-6 May 2003. 
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on everybody’s lips. Some union organisations have already 
issued national ‘notices of indefinite strike’ that are explicitly 
linked to the demand of 37.5 years for all. And in several 
enterprises, the workers together with their unions have 
called mass meetings for the morning of 14 May to decide. Is 
there another way?” 38But the leaders persisted in not calling 
a strike until the plan was withdrawn; by now they had been 
using this tactic for several months. Informations Ouvrières 
posed the problem: “What now – one day of action after 
another? To win: all-out united strike until the Fillon Plan is 
withdrawn!” And again: “What is allowing the government to 
behave with such audacity?” “It is now or never. Should not 
the union federation and confederation leaders call this very 
day for a general strike until the Fillon Plan is withdrawn?” 39 

Informations Ouvrières published several appeals, for 
example the one by the département-level unions of the 
Haute Loire département, which called on “the 
confederations and national federations to call on all public 
sector and private sector employees to go on general strike 
until the Fillon-Raffarin Plan is withdrawn and the 
Balladur measures are repealed.” Despite the leaderships’ 
salami-slicing policy, this movement in the class struggle 
continued to grow. On 13 May, more than 2 million workers 
took to the streets for the withdrawal of the Fillon Plan on 
pensions. This mobilisation was so strong that the leaders 
who had engaged in one day of action after another were 
obliged to shift their discourse “to the left”: the secretary 
general of the CGT indicated that if the government did not 
take into account the processes in the class struggle, “it 
would be choosing a showdown in June”. Force Ouvrière 
Secretary General Marc Blondel went further, indicating that 
the situation “merits a general strike”. He declared himself 
“in favour of widespread strike action” and in favour of 
“establishing a balance of forces that will allow us to obtain 
the withdrawal of the planned provisions. I will therefore not 
be against extending the movement. I am asking that we 
retain the 37.5 years’ contributions rule”. The upsurge was 
enormous. It looked like the movement was becoming 
general. 

In a few sectors, the Trotskyist militant activists succeeded in 
starting some partial strikes, even setting up strike 
committees. In most enterprises there were increasing public 
declarations on the slogans of “37.5 years for all! The Fillon 
Plan is neither amendable nor negotiable! United general 
strike until it is withdrawn!” Informations Ouvrières 
systematically echoed these. Once again, 1.5 million 
demonstrators took the streets on 3 June. Informations 
Ouvrières wrote: “Are they not fully within their rights, those 
hundreds of thousands of workers who are asking their 
leaders to call an inter-professional general strike? (…) A 
million and a half demonstrators on 3 June throughout France 
(…). The general strike is on everybody’s lips, it is in 
everybody’s mind (…). Everywhere, there is the same 
demand, the same expectation from the wage-earners: now 
is the time, the union confederation leaders must call an 
inter-professional general strike right now for the withdrawal 
of the Fillon and Ferry Plans”. 40 

                                                 
38 Informations Ouvrières No.588, 7-13 May 2003. 
39 Informations Ouvrières No.589,14-20 May 2003. 

17 – But the apparatus, and especially the ex-Stalinist 
apparatus at the head of the CGT, harnessed its forces to 
prevent the action becoming widespread. Pierre Lambert 
took up his pen in Informations Ouvrières: “For months, the 
workers – with the teachers at the forefront, but others too – 
have been engaged in movements of the largest scale.  

In confrontations between the working class and the bosses 
and government, the workers (in both the private and public 
sectors) can only win new social gains and defend the ones 
they have already achieved if they create completely 
independent organisations. The fight for independence 
therefore merges with clarity in demands in the first place, 
and secondly clarity in the means of action – here, 
independence and clarity are one and the same. Everyone 
understands that in conflicts that set the workers against the 
bosses and the government, the committed masses want 
unity in order to defend their demands (…). In this way, the 
issue of unity – the united front – in the conditions of the 
current class struggle comes down to the responsibility of the 
national unions, the union federations, the CGT and FO labour 
confederations, the FSU (…) 

Who can deny that all the worker movements have for 
months clearly demonstrated the wish and ability of ‘the 
masses’ to engage in an inter-professional general strike that 
would bring together all categories of worker, from both 
public and private sectors, starting with the teachers and civil 
servants? 

In contrast, under the most fallacious of pretexts, more and 
more statements are being issued which do not refer to the 
need to counter-attack against the government via an inter-
professional general strike proposed by the union 
confederations and federations, and organised on the basis 
of staff meetings in the primary schools and high schools 
together with the students’ parents, in the enterprises, in the 
offices and elsewhere. Are we not entitled, straight away, to 
pose one question: does this prevarication not lead to 
offering the government the safety valve that would allow it 
to get its plans through…by shifting responsibility onto the 
workers, who according to the ‘leaders’ are not 
demonstrating that they are ready…?” 41 

In the same issue of Informations Ouvrières, a former CGT 
official who had recently been won over to the Workers Party 
– and who in 2015, returning to his first love, would defend 
and justify the policy of single days of action against the 
El Khomri law – published an open letter to CGT Secretary 
General Bernard Thibault, which said: “(…) Of course, as you 
say, one cannot decree a general strike. But are the millions 
of workers who are taking action not calling for it, demanding 
it? (…) Is not the problem that the CGT should say clearly: with 
this government, which is sticking to its project and refusing 
to open negotiations, we the CGT think that this will not be 
solved by taking one day of action after another, we the CGT 
think that it is necessary to organise an inter-professional 
general strike, and accordingly, we propose this and submit it 
for discussion by all of the workers’ mass meetings?” The 
situation was becoming increasingly strained. The CGT 

40 Informations Ouvrières No.592, 3-10 June 2003. 
41 Informations Ouvrières No.592, 3-10 June 2003, Political Column. 
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leadership moved up to the front line. Bernard Thibault went 
so far as to declare that “a call for a general strike would 
weaken the movement.” 

An offensive to divide was unleashed. Pierre Lambert once 
again took up his pen in Informations Ouvrières. “The 
question of responsibilities must be posed clearly. (…) As for 
those who are opposing unity between the federations and 
confederations for the inter-professional general strike, is the 
task they are setting themselves to lead, or rather is it to try 
to prompt the workers in struggle towards objectives that 
have nothing in common with their aspirations or with the 
demands they are expressing, in other words to try to make 
the workers abandon the thing for which they are engaging 
in industrial action? (…) They are implementing what they 
think is the epitome of ‘tactics’, of political intelligence: 
leading the movement towards objectives that have nothing 
in common with what millions of workers are seeking as they 
take action on very specific demands. Is there not a major 
contradiction between those demands and the forms of 
struggle being imposed by all of the leaders, a large number 
of single days of action? (…) The federation and 
confederation leaders’ refusal is preventing the government 
from being forced to retreat, and is allowing it to reject the 
most elementary of compromises: postponing consideration 
[of the reform provisions] (…). It is not the workers who are 
responsible, they who for three months have demonstrated 
their willingness to fight”. 42 

On 12 June, tens of thousands of workers gathered in a rally 
in Marseille, with the participation of the secretary general 
of each of the two biggest union confederations, Bernard 
Thibault of the CGT and Marc Blondel of CGT-FO. Tens of 
thousands chanted: “General strike, public and private 
united, Thibault, Blondel, call it!” 43 This was a turning-point. 
Would they call it? Bernard Thibault replied: “If we get down 
to it, perhaps that will happen”. He did not get down to it. 
Marc Blondel stated that his confederation was maintaining 
its proposal to call a general strike despite the refusal of the 
other big union confederations. But there was one thing that 
Blondel could have done at that moment, which he did not 
do. He could have turned towards Thibault and told him, with 
the support of the tens of thousands of Marseille workers 
present: “Thibault, I propose to you that here, right now, we 
make a united call for a general strike”. Thibault took on the 
responsibility of breaking up the movement towards a 
general strike, and Blondel did not take on the responsibility 
of forcing him to take the path of unity. 

18 – This big class-struggle movement on the pensions issue 
in 2003 was to see the clear crystallisation of the disagree-
ments within the leadership of the French section of the 
Fourth International. Due to the policy implemented by the 
leading circles, the mobilisation faded and the government’s 
pensions counter-reform was imposed. Straight away, every-
one saw the need to consider the balance-sheet.  
Should the responsibility of the leaders be posed clearly in 
Informations Ouvrières, since in the initial period they had 

                                                 
42 Informations Ouvrières No.593, 11-17 June 2003, Political Colum. 
43 Report by the Associated Press. 

agreed to appeals for uniformity to accompany the govern-
ment’s pensions reform, and finally had refused to pursue 
the path of the general strike? Should the issue be posed, but 
without confusing the position of the ex-Stalinist leader who 
blocked the movement towards a general strike head-on, 
and the position of the reformist leader who hesitated to 
pursue that path concretely, and who refused to take on his 
responsibility? Should these problems be posed? 

To this question, Lambert and the comrades who shared his 
point of view answered “yes”, and stated their views accord-
ingly in Informations Ouvrières as well as in the working-class 
organisations. To that same question, other leaders of the 
organisation replied in the negative, believing that the union 
leaders – and in particular the secretary general of the re-
formist union confederation – had gone as far as they could.  

Already, the position was emerging of the same people who, 
12 years later, were to declare that the union leaders had 
“not put a foot wrong” and that the failure of the movement 
against the El Khomri law was the result of hesitations by the 
working class and not the responsibility of the leaders. 44 
From meeting to meeting, the gap widened within the lead-
ership of the French section. Regroupments formed; the 
crystallisation was underway, in a climate of very great ten-
sion.  
The tension was to increase even further in the months that 
followed, because the pressure to accompany the apparat-
uses’ accompaniment of the government started to be ex-
pressed with increasing clarity on the other big issue of the 
class struggle, which formed the core of the mobilisations in 
2003-4.  
 
19 – The regionalisation offensive particularly targeted one 
category of employees: blue-collar non-teaching staff in the 
national education sector, who up to that point had the rec-
ognised status of state civil servants. The reform aimed to 
transfer them initially to the regions and the départements 
(referred to as the “territorial civil service”) and then to the 
private sector, and thus to eliminate them as a specific cat-
egory. More than 150,000 workers were affected. The Na-
tional Education Force Ouvrière union, which organises both 
teachers and blue-collar non-teaching staff (CCI militant ac-
tivists played an important role in its leadership), exercised a 
lot of influence among the latter sector. It was accountable. 
It engaged in the battle for the reform’s withdrawal.  

During the whole phase of mobilisation on the pensions issue 
in 2003, mass meetings and demonstrations often combined 
slogans demanding the withdrawal of the Fillon pensions re-
form and the withdrawal of the so-called regionalisation re-
form.  
But although the government got the Fillon pensions reform 
approved by Parliament in 2003, relying on the decision by 
the union leaderships not to call for a general strike until the 
reform was withdrawn, on the other hand the transfer of the 
blue-collar non-teaching staff (TOS), and more generally the 
regionalisation reform, were not yet in place. 

44 See below in this document, in particular the footnotes to section 
31. 
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So that, less than a year later, 2004 was marked by a major 
mobilisation against the TOS staff transfer and against the 
decentralisation law. Let us repeat, the union (FNEC FP-FO) 
assumed its responsibilities. In March 2004, it wrote to all na-
tional education personnel in the following terms: “A na-
tional demonstration so that the MPs do not approve the 
transfers or approve the decentralisation law is possible, it is 
needed by 7 April (…) The FNEC FP-FO will assume all its re-
sponsibilities and call for a national rally in Paris and strike 
action by 7 April. Given the school schedule, it proposes the 
date of Tuesday, 30 March.” 45 
But the FSU, the biggest teachers’ union federation, which 
was led by ex-Stalinists, refused to take its place in the mobi-
lisation against the decentralisation law, in practice accom-
panying the counter-reform. Here again, for week after 
week, Informations Ouvrières clearly established where the 
responsibility lay, and reported on grassroots appeals in 
schools and on joint appeals against the policy of the FSU 
leadership. Ultimately, this destructive counter-reform, 
which transferred 150,000 State civil servants to the territo-
rial civil service, was approved by Parliament in the early 
summer, with the government once again taking advantage 
of the policy of the leading circles in the labour organisations.  
Within the CCI leadership, the sector that was oriented to-
wards accompanying the apparatuses’ accompaniment 
quickly expressed its own point of view, which was distinct 
and different to the orientation which it nevertheless agreed 
to adopt in the leadership bodies. This different point of view 
was: of course the reform should be opposed, but having 
reached a certain stage, “reason should prevail”, and since 
there was to be a transfer, at the trade union level that trans-
fer should be accompanied practically. 
Quickly, this sector constituted itself as a parallel centre with 
its own instructions, including inside the trade union organi-
sation, within which the Trotskyists intervened on contradic-
tory orientations: some seeking to help towards spreading 
the strike; the others applying a line of accompanying the re-
form. 
The situation was complex. Developments in the class strug-
gle showed the extent to which imperialism intended to fol-
low through to the end with the elimination of the working-
class organisations; but they also showed the scope and 
depth of working-class resistance. The Trotskyist faction 
could only help the working class resist and protect its organ-
isations provided that it acted on its own level, in complete 
independence. 
 
20 – It was in this context that an incident was to bring the 
crisis out onto the public stage. In 2004, the confederal Con-
gress of Force Ouvrière was due to take place. Two officials 
were candidates to “succeed” the outgoing secretary gen-
eral, Marc Blondel. Both candidacies had emerged from the 
reformist apparatus, so any differences in orientation did not 
appear clearly to the union members. There was a big danger 
of the union being divided over personality issues lacking in 
any content regarding orientation. Pierre Lambert’s position 
on this question, the one he had always held in similar cir-
cumstances, can be summarised as follows: “The Trotskyists 

                                                 
45 Informations Ouvrières No.631, 10-16 March 2004. 

do not seek to take over the leadership of the reformist trade 
union organisation. We seek to help protect its independ-
ence. To be specific, the settling of accounts over personal 
questions without revealing what is at stake in terms of ori-
entation can be dangerous for the existence of the trade un-
ion organisation. Therefore, let us contribute towards clari-
fying the questions of orientation, and let us avoid engaging 
on personal questions that could destabilise the organisa-
tion.” As we shall see, this position was not shared by all. 

In mid-September 2003, there was a meeting of the National 
Confederal Committee (CCN) of Force Ouvrière. The secre-
tary general then took an initiative which appeared to many 
to be a coup. Without any prior announcement, he organised 
a “consultation” of the CCN to choose between the two can-
didates. The Trotskyist faction split into two. One part of its 
members (including some who were members of the CCI’s 
Political Committee) supported Blondel’s approach, i.e. not 
only “consultation” but also the candidate he presented. An-
other part of the Trotskyist faction, who agreed with Pierre 
Lambert’s position, did not accept this manoeuvre; they saw 
it as a factor of disintegration and destabilisation of the trade 
union organisation, and refused to vote. The press seized on 
the event.  
Daily newspaper Le Monde devoted an article to it. On 19 
September 2003, Pierre Lambert signed a letter in Infor-
mations Ouvrières, in which he referred to “the information 
given by Le Monde (dated 19 September), which implied that 
in the National Confederal Committee of CGT-Force Ouvrière, 
the “Trotskyists-Lambertists” were ultimately responsible for 
both “camps” that clashed during the debates at that CCN 
meeting.”  

To which Lambert replied: “It is clear that the activists who 
were present in that CCN meeting, including those who polit-
ically stand for the Internationalist Communist Current 
(Fourth International), had different assessments. Can one 
regard the unexpected events at the CCN meeting as a “local” 
affair, one that will have no repercussions on the role played 
by the reformist union confederation in the class struggle? Is 
it not necessary to open a wide-ranging discussion? Because 
what is happening in particular forms inside CGT-Force 
Ouvrière and inside the CGT shares the same roots.  

It is a question of knowing whether, in this country, the two 
union confederations that claim to stand for the Amiens 
Charter (obviously, with many subtle differences) will remain 
on the ground of independence. In other words, on the 
ground of defending gains won through more than a century 
and a half of class struggle, in the course of which the work-
ing class constituted itself as an organised class.  

This is why the Internationalist Communist Current – which, I 
repeat, is one of the component currents of the Workers’ 
Party – has decided, in relation to the different points of view 
expressed during the CCN meeting, between the activists in 
general and those of the Fourth International in particular, 
who in all circumstances stand for the reciprocal independ-
ence of the political parties and the trade unions, to convene 
a meeting of the CCI Plenum on Saturday 27 and Sunday 28 
September.”  
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It is unusual for a public document to expose the disagree-
ments within the leadership of the French section of the 
Fourth International, presented as problems for the whole la-
bour movement. Just as it was very unusual to make public 
the date of the meeting in which those disagreements would 
be discussed. The approach taken by Lambert had a very pre-
cise objective. By displaying in public the nature of the disa-
greements that divided the leadership of the French section, 
he turned it into an element of the internal battle that was 
brewing, and in practice he was appealing to the whole or-
ganisation. It was about not giving in to the pressure from 
those who, by embarking on the secretary general’s opera-
tion in the CCN, were thus renouncing the independence of 
the Trotskyist faction. The last part of Lambert’s letter was 
not a dialogue with either Le Monde or the trade union lead-
ers; it was a polemic against the adaptationist sector inside 
the CCI leadership: “Finally, let us sweep aside the false argu-
ments that say it was wrong not to seek a compromise that 
respected independence. The fact is that the members of the 
CCN were in direct opposition to each other over the secre-
tary general’s unexpected proposal. Some comrades of the 
current were in favour of reaching a compromise, others con-
sidered that the secretary general’s proposal did not allow for 
a compromise to be reached. This merits discussion, and the 
discussion will take place. This letter is accompanied by the 
convening of the Plenum meeting. It will be published in In-
formations Ouvrières.” 

Here, Lambert was replying to the “argumentation” of those 
who argued in favour of aligning with the apparatus in the 
name of “compromise”. To which Lambert replied: the issue 
is not one of knowing whether a compromise is needed in-
side the trade union organisation – which nobody denies – 
but of knowing whether or not the secretary general’s pro-
posal would allow such a compromise to be reached. It was 
this disagreement that justified the holding of a CCI leader-
ship Plenum meeting in late September 2003. 

This was the second time in three months that Lambert 
penned a piece for the newspaper in order to combat the 
group which was acting in secret and obeying its own disci-
pline inside the leadership. Of course, his political columns 
(quoted earlier) called into question the union leaders who 
refused to call for strike action until the reform was with-
drawn. But was he only aiming at those leaders when he re-
ferred to “statements that do not describe the need to re-
spond to the government with an inter-professional general 
strike proposed by the confederations and the federations, 
organised on the basis of staff meetings in primary schools 
and high schools together with the students’ parents, in the 
enterprises, in offices…”? 46 

Of course, Lambert was pointing to the leaders of the union 
confederations when he wondered about the aims of “those 
who are opposing the unity of the federations and confeder-
ations for an inter-professional general strike” and who were 

                                                 
46 Whoever remembers the articles by Patrick Hébert in Infor-
mations Ouvrières in March 2016, in which he scathingly attacked 
those who dared to claim that the union leaders could call an inter-
professional general strike, will think that these lines written by 
Lambert in 2003 were addressed to him. In reality, they were  

stubbornly set on “diverting this powerful grassroots move-
ment from its objectives via a series of days of action.” But 
were they the only ones in his sights? 
And when he wrote: “Right now, is not the key to the situa-
tion the unity of the trade unions, and first and foremost, let 
us repeat, the unity of the CGT and CGT-Force Ouvrière con-
federations and the FSU? Can one accept something that eve-
rybody is suggesting, and with which any honest person can 
only disagree? It is not the workers who are to blame; for 
three months, they have demonstrated their capacity and 
willingness to struggle (…). In these conditions, is it not legit-
imate to ask of the leaders that they open up the only positive 
solution for satisfying the demands and winning real conces-
sions, in order to avoid seeing everybody’s living standards 
being reduced even further?”, everyone will understand that 
he was not only aiming at “dialogue” with the CGT and Force 
Ouvrière leaderships. These formulations were the public re-
flection of the political struggle that was raging inside the 
leadership of the French section.  
 
21 – When Le Monde asked to meet Pierre Lambert, he met 
the newspaper’s representatives with the backing of the 
Political Committee. This resulted in a one-page article in the 
18 January 2004 edition of Le Monde, but also the publica-
tion of a brochure entitled Interview of Daniel Gluckstein and 
Pierre Lambert with two Le Monde journalists47; the bro-
chure was published as a 16-page Informations Ouvrières 
supplement. In the brochure, Pierre Lambert and Daniel 
Gluckstein reaffirmed our current’s positions: in a trade un-
ion, the mandate does not flow from the political allegiances 
of the officials; however, it is legitimate for a political current 
to discuss the problems facing the trade union organisations 
when there is no question of dictating their course of action 
to them. Regarding the disagreement inside the CCI, this was 
referred to in the following terms:  
“When a trade union organisation is facing convulsions, un-
expected initiatives by its secretary general, it can happen – 
which was the case in this instance – that CCI militant activ-
ists adopt different opinions. In this case, it was useful to 
open a discussion to define the political problems that lay be-
hind that diversity of opinions (…). We organised a discussion 
to answer the following question: is it preferable or not for a 
trade union organisation, when it is faced with questions (for 
example, who should succeed whom as secretary general), 
(…) that the union members can decide on the basis of ques-
tions of orientation, or does this need to be turned into a 
question of personalities?” Pointing out that “behind ques-
tions about people, generally there are questions of orienta-
tion”, Lambert and Gluckstein indicated that there had been 
discussion on those disagreements and that the discussion 
“was extremely positive. We began by registering the fact 
that there was a disagreement. Pierre Lambert’s article was 
written at the moment when that disagreement had been 
noted and when the discussion was being organised. At the 

already addressed to him. 
47 In the brochure, Lambert pointed out that he had asked Daniel 
Gluckstein to take part in the interview and to formulate most of 
the answers in line with their common position. 
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following Plenum meeting, we unanimously adopted the po-
sition that it is desirable for the trade union movement that 
the questions be addressed in terms of orientation, whilst re-
specting its governing bodies (…). Everybody agreed that this 
is the desirable approach for the working class. Which does 
not mean that there cannot be shades of opinion in this re-
gard. There are shades of opinion. This is legitimate”. Thus, 
those who had taken the responsibility for a public division 
of the Trotskyist faction in the CCN of the union confedera-
tion, were led – through free and democratic discussion or-
ganised within the CCI’s leadership body – to retreat (at least 
partially) and to reintegrate the shared principled position on 
the fact that it is orientation, and not the choice of individual 
people, that guides the options taken by activists within the 
trade union framework. Of course, “shades of opinion” re-
mained, as highlighted by Lambert and Gluckstein.  

Shades of opinion…and even a bit more. Despite the unani-
mous votes, the crystallisation of the disagreements contin-
ued, resulting in recurrent lines of demarcation. On one side, 
Pierre Lambert and the comrades who shared his position 
produced most of the articles in Informations Ouvrières, the 
editorials, the contributions, the public statements of Work-
ers Party positions, as well as the political campaigns and res-
olutions of the CCI’s national leadership, in all circumstances 
formulating in the newspaper the need for an independent 
policy, whenever necessary criticising the policy of the lead-
ing circles of the labour organisations, and in all circum-
stances describing the Fourth International’s own policy of 
building the Workers Party whilst taking care to respect the 
independence of the trade union organisations and working 
to rally together activists who supported that independence. 
On the other side, a sector of the leadership that was increas-
ingly oriented towards adaptation pure and simple to the un-
ion leaderships, and making this known publicly. Later, the 
eagerness of some of them to end any fightback against the 
regionalisation reform and even to participate in the TOS 
staff transfer would serve as an indication of just how far 
they were committed to accompanying the apparatuses’ ac-
companiment of the government. This was the big question 
that was to crystallise things and make then even more tense 
within the leadership of the French section from 2004-5 on-
wards: should the Trotskyists accompany the transfer move-
ment or organise the fight to resist it? 
 
22 – The preparatory discussion for the 44th Congress of the 
French section was opened by the August 2004 Plenum of 
the CCI leadership, which passed a resolution that drew the 
balance-sheet of the preceding period. 48 

Adopted unanimously, the text nevertheless reflects the 
conflict that was underway inside the leadership. Let us 
remember that France had seen intense class struggles from 
April 2003 through to August 2004. Millions of wage-earners 
had taken to the streets on the pensions issue and against 
regionalisation. In the leadership Plenum in August 2004, the 
balance-sheet of that phase of the class struggle was drawn 
in the following terms: “Is there any reason to question the 

                                                 
48 The resolution was reproduced in the document entitled “Prepar-
atory notes for the 44th Congress of the French section tabled for 

position adopted by the last CCI Congress, summarised in the 
formulation: “Gain time, protect our independence, the 
framework is still that of seeking compromise on the ground 
of the independence of the labour organisations”? The 
Plenum discussion has allowed us to answer this question. 
Undoubtedly, the recent events mark a speeding-up of the 
march towards corporatist integration. The overall policy set 
by US imperialism aims to break up nations on every 
continent. Today it is being expressed increasingly in Europe: 
according to the leaders of the Bush administration 
themselves, the ‘European Constitution’ as a political 
instrument for opening up the 25-member European Union 
signifies the dismantling of “Old Europe”, especially all of the 
rights and guarantees won through struggle by the working 
classes within the framework of the nation-state, particularly 
in France and Germany. In this framework, the key question 
for imperialism is to transform the labour organisations into 
instruments for its dismantling policy (which notably takes 
the form of so-called ‘social dialogue’). In this regard, the 
ETUC is playing an increasing role (see Monks’ statement on 
the European Constitution), which is sharpening the 
contradictions inside the trade union confederations. 

Nevertheless, the masses are not defeated. The fate of the 
labour organisations is not sealed. How are we to understand 
the seriousness of the blows delivered – in particular the laws 
to privatise [national energy enterprise] EDF-GDF, 
decentralisation and the Douste-Blazy counter-reform of the 
Social Security system – if not by the fact that the apparatuses 
have, in various forms, systematically opposed the achieving 
of a united front to prevent those counter-reforms? This 
situation is feeding an expectation among a broad layer of 
workers, activists and union cadres for a policy that will allow 
the defence of working-class gains, and especially a policy of 
breaking with the European Union. This forms the basis of the 
crucial question of the fight for the united front, which must 
be expressed concretely, starting from political activity in the 
enterprises, the offices, the educational establishments, etc.” 

Three observations:  
1. The resolution clearly emphasises the responsibility of the 
apparatuses, which opposed the achieving of a united front 
to prevent the counter-reforms and thus allowed their 
adoption.  
2. At the political level, it links the struggle for the defence of 
working-class gains with the fight to break with the European 
Union (from which flowed the 2004-5 campaign against the 
adoption of the European Constitution).  
3. It was a question of organising the united front “from 
below”, expressed concretely and starting from political 
activity in the enterprises, the offices and the educational 
establishments, and not by simply waiting for the next in the 
never-ending line of days of action. 
[Let us note that on each of these three points, it is easy to 
demonstrate that the orientation implemented by the 
leaders of the neo-CCI in the class struggle against the 
El Khomri law in 2016 turned its back on the orientation that 

discussion and vote by the elective assemblies and the regional con-
gresses, notes adopted unanimously in the CCI national leadership 
meeting of 25-26 September 2004”. 
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was adopted unanimously (but nevertheless not applied by 
all, as we have seen) by the leadership of the French section 
some 12 years earlier.] 

The preparatory text for the 44th Congress recalled the 
conclusions of the preceding Congress, held in March 2003, 
before the big phase in the class struggle: “Everywhere we 
are, in the enterprises, in the educational establishments, in 
each one of them, we seek to achieve a mass meeting of the 
entire workforce. At that mass meeting, we propose to: 

– Define the demands of the entire workforce by putting 
forward, in the case of the teaching sector, the demands of 
the TOS staff, the COP [guidance counsellors] and welfare 
officers; 

– Write to the confederations, federations and département-
level unions to tell them: we have agreed on these demands, 
we have decided to strike on these demands. We ask you to 
call a united strike on these demands. 

Gaining time means understanding the international political 
situation of which the class struggle in France forms part, just 
like in other countries. This means trying to make use of every 
contradiction to help the working class to break free from the 
rottenness of the ETUC, which dominates the official labour 
movement”. 

Regarding the days of action, the 44th Congress adopted the 
formulations of the 43rd Congress to point out: “We are not 
fanatics, but on this occasion we seek to organise mass staff 
meetings that will allow the workers to define their demands 
and write to the confederations, federations and 
département-level unions to tell them: we have agreed on 
these demands, we have decided to strike on these demands, 
we ask you to call a united strike on these demands.” “We ask 
you to call a strike”; at that time, this formulation was not 
regarded as a “powerless incantation”, and even less as a 
policy that was hostile to the trade union organisations. This 
was simply the vanguard practically organising the fight to 
help the masses organise in order to impose a solution in line 
with their interests, namely the united front at every level, 
from the bottom to the top and from top to bottom. 

Reviewing the big phase of class struggle that had just 
occurred, the preparatory text for the 44th Congress noted 
the following: “Between the 43rd and 44th Congresses of the 
French section, there was a huge wave of strikes and 
demonstrations that brought together millions of workers 
against the pensions counter-reform, at the heart of which 
was posed the issue of the union confederations calling an 
inter-professional general strike – a call which they ducked, in 
conditions that are familiar to us. Despite this major blow, 
during that same period and subsequently there was the 
relentless fight against decentralisation and the rallying 
together of the vast majority of workers in the electricity and 
gas sectors (including CGT members) against the policy of the 
CGT Federation leadership, which sought to ease the passage 
of the privatisation and the destruction of recognised job-
grades. From contract workers to full Social Security 

                                                 
49 Translator’s note: The French text uses the more traditional ex-
pression “les carottes sont cuites” (which literally means “the car-
rots are cooked”), an expression favoured by Pierre Lambert.  

employees, in every sector there were strikes and 
demonstrations, and every time there was the working class’s 
wish to make use of its organisations. Inside the labour 
organisations themselves, there was a resistance movement 
against the policy of accompanying the measures”. 

This was the famous “process that is underway but 
incomplete”. What led to that incompleteness? “We need to 
put an end to the idea that there is supposedly a linear 
progression towards integration. In reality, there is 
considerable pressure to drag the labour organisations 
towards destruction, towards integration. This pressure is 
being relayed at the highest levels of the labour 
organisations, but it is far from having reached its most 
significant forms. If the policy dictated by the ETUC – to which 
the leading circles of the labour organisations are submitting, 
as shown in various reports – were to go all the way, its logic 
would make the existing labour organisations disappear and 
would impose corporatism.  

But corporatism is nothing other than totalitarianism, the 
destruction of democracy, of the organised forms of 
democracy, first and foremost of the working class’s right to 
organise. In this sense, the process of integration cannot be 
achieved without a major defeat being imposed on the 
working class. In one sense, corporatist integration will only 
be achieved in this country within a relationship where (in a 
political situation which of course is completely different) a 
defeat as major as January 1933 in Germany, or August 1940 
in France, would see the closure of a whole phase in the 
existence of the working class within the framework of 
democracy. However, even such a situation would not mean 
that, to quote the expression, “it is game over”. 49Even after 
a defeat of the working class, the laws of the class struggle 
apply: the class struggle seeks to constitute itself and in the 
end reconstitutes itself”. 

Nevertheless, the preparatory text for the 44th Congress 
pointed out, “there is obviously a difference between a 
situation where the working class has suffered a major defeat 
and one where it has not. This is where we need to hold the 
discussion among us, both on the balance-sheet of the period 
between the 43rd and 44th Congresses of the French section 
and on the current point in the situation”.  
That balance-sheet was mixed. It focused on the issue of the 
independence of the Trotskyist faction in relation to the 
apparatuses rather than the issue of the independence of the 
trade union organisations in relation to the state. 

“In the huge wave of class struggle which the country lived 
through in the spring and early summer of 2003, as Trotskyist 
militant activists building the Workers Party we firmly 
maintained the general axis, namely: the need for 
centralisation of the whole movement by the working class, 
the need for its unification as a class. We did so by helping to 
precisely formulate the demands; we did so by helping the 
thousands upon thousands of strikers gathered in mass 
meetings to turn towards the officials of their organisations 
and pose the question of calling an inter-professional general 
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strike on a united basis. Unquestionably, this was where the 
response to the situation and the aspiration that was shared 
by millions upon millions came up against the way in which 
the leaders – each at their own level – ducked the call for an 
inter-professional general strike. This undoubtedly fair and 
correct balance-sheet, confirmed by the events, does not free 
us from the need to reflect on what, on the other hand, was 
not achieved. Namely, that in the very movement towards a 
general strike – since in a way this was an incomplete general 
strike – we were not able to help the working class to create 
its democratic bodies for conducting the strike, i.e. strike 
committees made up of elected delegates, mandated and 
subject to recall, which would include the trade union 
organisations as such. We came under pressure (particularly 
channelled by the LCR and SUD 50, and largely supported by 
the apparatuses) that was aimed at removing any possibility 
of the working class controlling the conduct of its own 
movement, by replacing genuine strike committees with self-
proclaimed co-ordinating committees and fake inter-
professional strike committees, the sole function of which 
was to prevent the working class from successfully organising 
the movement towards an inter-professional general strike 
on a united basis. That pressure was exercised notably when, 
with the agreement of the apparatuses, the co-ordinating 
committees and SUD unions worked hard to ensure that 
individual trade union emblems were not used on 
demonstrations.” 
Indeed: the role of the Fourth International is to help the 
working class take into its own hands the building of its own 
future, in other words its class struggle, its organisation, its 
control, its leadership. To not give oneself the means, as part 
of a huge wave of class struggle, to help the workers form 
strike committees made up of elected delegates, mandated 
and subject to recall, and including the trade union 
organisations, in one sense amounts to submitting to the 
policy of the apparatuses and giving up helping the workers 
take control of their own movement. It was in these 
uncompromising terms that the preparatory document for 
the 44th Congress analysed our weaknesses in the big wave 
of class struggle that had recently swept the country. This was 
in line with the Transitional Programme, which – as 
highlighted in the preparatory document – gives enormous 
importance to working inside the trade unions whilst being 
fully aware of the contradictory consequences of that work. 

“We therefore need to reflect on the roots of this political, 
theoretical and practical weakness. Unquestionably, it is to be 
found in the extraordinary pressure exerted on us by the 
process of decay of the leading apparatuses of the labour 
movement. Trotsky recommended that we should not remain 
isolated within our own class. At a time when Stalinism 
sought to isolate the militant activists of the Fourth 
International, he invited us to use every way possible to 
remain at the very heart of the movement of the working 
class. One can say that for several decades, the activity of the 
French section of the Fourth International has sought to put 
that recommendation into practice and to insert itself into the  

                                                 
50 The Revolutionary Communist League (LCR) was the main 
Pabloite organisation in France at that time. The SUD (Solidaires 

real movement of the working class, in other words first and 
foremost – because the working class only exists, conscious 
of its own interests, through its organisations – to insert 
ourselves into those same organisations of the working class. 
But one consequence of that movement and that policy is 
that we have not been immune to the pressure exerted by the 
apparatuses in its crisis of decay. One of the manifestations 
of this pressure is that when the leading circles of the 
apparatuses were hiding from the movement towards a 
general strike, we did not – although we disagreed with their 
policy, and despite our helping the working class to formulate 
the demand for an inter-professional general strike – go so far 
as to help the working class create its own organs of struggle 
that included the trade unions, i.e. the materialisation of the 
united front.” 
 
23 – This passage is of major importance: in 2004, in this text 
which was adopted unanimously, the leadership of the 
French section highlighted the fact that the “long and patient 
work to become embedded in the labour movement” had 
contradictory effects. Among those contradictory effects, it 
pointed out the pressure brought to bear on the Trotskyist 
organisation, in practice leading it to abandon expressing its 
independence and helping the working class to constitute its 
own bodies of struggle. This formulation is important for 
whoever remembers the orientation of the CCI leadership 
subsequently in the class movements of 2010, and even 
more of the neo-CCI in 2016. Not only did the leadership at 
that time abandon helping the working class to build its or-
gans of struggle, but (especially in 2013-2015-2016) it set it-
self up as a veritable guard-dog, hounding any activist who 
had the audacity to raise the slightest question in the labour 
organisations and the mass meetings regarding the leader-
ship’s tactics.  

Even further: in January 2015, following the attack on the 
Charlie Hebdo offices, the CCI national leadership sought to 
impose the idea that there was nothing else to do other than 
to “submerge oneself” deeply in the working-class organisa-
tions, repeating almost word-for-word Pablo’s formulations 
in 1950-3 (formulations that were subsequently repeated in 
the March 2015 meeting of the General Council of the Fourth 
International, the last meeting before the split). 

But let us return to 2004, to the resolution adopted for the 
44th Congress on the significance of the fight for the united 
front: “The fight for the united front includes making calls on 
the leaders of the labour organisations, but it is not reduced 
to just that. It is for the working class to impose the united 
front practically. It can only do so from the moment it organ-
ises itself and is organised for this purpose. It is not pointless 
to remind ourselves of this obvious fact: the fight for the 
united front begins with precisely defining the demands”. 

This affirmation could appear to be self-evident in the most 
elementary way. It was self-evident in 2004. But it ceased to 
be so in 2015-16, when the leaders of the neo-Pabloite neo-
CCI took on the responsibility of pushing through the PPCR – 

Unitaires Démocratiques), also referred to simply as Solidaires, is a 
relatively small and recently-formed trade union grouping; it is part 
of the European Social Forum and the World Social Forum. 
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i.e. the dismantling of recognised job-grades in the civil ser-
vice51 – thanks to the decisive vote of a trade unionist and 
CCI member who sat on a leading body of the biggest teach-
ers’ union organisation. Her vote tipped the balance towards 
a majority in favour of that destructive Protocol. CCI leaders 
who then, wherever they could, refused to put forward the 
demand to withdraw the PPCR Protocol, echoing the position 
of their comrade Julio Turra in Brazil, who spoke in favour of 
accepting the PPE protocol that co-opted the trade unions 
into the destruction of jobs. We must therefore consider that 
abandoning the building of the revolutionary party leads not 
only to abandoning the fight for specific demands and giving 
up helping the working class to constitute its own organs of 
struggle; it even leads to abandoning the fight for demands 
at all. This was not the case in 2004, when the preparatory 
text for the Congress affirmed: “The practical core of the fight 
for the united front is the fight for the united front of the 
workers and their trade union organisations on the basis of 
their demands. (…) That is the framework within which we 
need to include the particular discussion of the Workers’ 
Party Steering Committee on the current campaign against 
the European Constitution. (…) For us, the fight against the 
European Constitution is directly linked to the issues of the 
class struggle, and to the possible leverage-point at the level 
of the united front which we are helping to build in the work-
ing class. (…) The content of the European Constitution is the 
offensive today, here and now, to dismantle the rights and 
guarantees of the working class, to dismantle the nation. The 
fight against the European Constitution is the fight for the 
united front in order to repel those attacks, the fight for the 
united front for the independence of the labour organisations 
faced with the ETUC, which intends to subjugate them”. 

These quotes – we could include many more – offer tangible 
proof that the continuity of the policy of the French section 
of the Fourth International under the leadership of Lambert, 
and when Lambert was alive, today is assumed by the TCI and 
the OCRFI; and that on every one of the points that charac-
terise this policy, the usurpers of the neo-CCI (or “CCI 87”) 
have once and for all turned their backs on this policy. 
 
24 – Let us return to the 44th Congress of the French section 
and the reasons that led the writers of the preparatory 
document to recall the basic principles regarding the united 
front, the relationship between the masses/appara-
tuses/leaderships and the relationship between the 
apparatuses/organisations/masses/vanguard. 

This reminder was made necessary by the fact that those 
principles, which formed the shared foundation of the 
Trotskyist organisation, were put into question by a sector of 
the leadership. Because a proportion of those who voted 
unanimously for the texts also continued to implement their 
own policy, a policy that was different to the one decided by 
the leadership of the French section on the fundamental 

                                                 
51 The PPCR Protocol unified the three divisions of the Civil Service 
(state administration, public hospitals and local government) in or-
der to reduce the number of civil servants within the framework im-
posed by the European Union on the cutting of public deficits. Un-
der the Protocol, public employees would be forced to move be-
tween different jobs, sectors and geographical areas, and would be 

issues of the class struggle, all the while seeking to dodge any 
serious discussion in the leadership bodies, preferring 
instead to take part in half-hearted unanimous votes and 
behind-the-scenes discussions.  
During this period, one issue came up often in the discussion: 
the difference between making compromises and being 
compromised. This was a dual discussion: on the one hand, it 
addressed the need to make compromises within the trade 
union organisation in order to preserve its unity and 
independence, without, however, becoming compromised 
(namely, accompanying the government's policy); on the 
other hand, inside the Trotskyist organisation, it was about 
knowing when to compromise in order to preserve the unity 
of the organisation, but…also knowing how to preserve its 
independent position. 

The weekly meetings of the CCI’s Labour Commission largely 
focused on the following question: were we compelled to 
accompany the transfer of TOS staff from the national 
education system to the regions, in other words, accompany 
privatisation, or should we organise the resistance? 

Reference was made in the Labour Commission 52 to a 
document by one union leadership that was accompanying 
the transfer of TOS staff. Lambert noted the following, 
regarding a member of the CCI leadership: “I do not think that 
this comrade has switched sides to social dialogue. But he has 
had the document for several months, and there is a line. Me, 
I am staying with the line: gain time, make compromises, but 
avoid being compromised.” The following week, Lambert 
highlighted the fact 53 that the government was in the 
process of notifying the TOS staff that they were being 
transferred to the territorial civil service. As far as he was 
concerned, there was no question of giving in: the TOS staff 
wanted to remain state civil servants.  
Reporting on the CCI leadership Plenum meeting of October 
2004 to the Labour Commission, Lambert emphasised that: 
“Our policy rests on the will of the masses, provided it 
remains independent. For example, the initial formulations in 
one union confederation were to accompany the Thélot 
Report.54 After a fight, the federation affirmed its 
disagreement and refused to participate in the discussion on 
this basis, so the confederation has abandoned its initial 
position for the time being, although the formulation on the 
link with the European Union has been kept. The federation 
welcomed this step forward while reaffirming its 
disagreement on the points relating to that formulation. It 
would have been a mistake to say: it’s over. We are not the 
only ones fighting to reject the transfer, which allows us to 
reaffirm the need for unity to defend the state civil service.  

But the political problem is that in order to fight for the united 
front, independence has to be maintained.” Lambert was 
referring here to a fact that required serious explanations in 
the Plenum meeting: while the CCI’s position officially was to 

subject to changes in the rules for recruitment and new pay-struc-
tures relating to transfers. 
52 Minutes of the Labour Commission meeting on 5 October 2004. 
53 Minutes of the Labour Commission meeting on 12 October 2004. 
54 The government’s proposal for destroying the public school sys-
tem, commissioned by Education Minister Fillon. 
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fight against the transfer of TOS staff, instructions were given 
in some sectors by officials in the Trotskyist faction to 
negotiate “good transfer agreements” in the regions. Far 
from hiding this fact, they openly boasted about the 
conditions obtained for those transfers. In so doing, they 
skirted around the issue that through this dismantling of the 
state civil service, what was at stake was – as Lambert insisted 
– the dismantling of the federation, the confederation and 
the Civil Service Statute.  

Reporting on the 44th Congress to the Labour Commission55, 
Lambert indicated: “The main achievement is that we have 
defined the problems and the questions of leadership and 
homogenisation, and clarified what the class struggle is. It is 
clear that there was a discrepancy in the definition of the 
relationship between the party, the trade unions and the 
apparatuses. The apparatuses lead the trade unions, but they 
are bourgeois worker apparatuses. We have not yet made 
progress on this.” And Lambert pointed out: “The TOS staff 
issue is crucial for protecting all the public services”. 

Accompany or resist? 

The discussion continued and extended over a very long 
period. After 18 months, Lambert came back to the issue in 
the Labour Commission: “I have just learned that there was 
a discussion in the UD [département-level union committee] 
yesterday. G [a union official assumed to be close to the CCI 
– Editor] said that they should renew the request to meet H 
and D [the regional council president and the mayor of the 
biggest commune – Editor] before 21 June. No, they should 
say: the UD is against. The UD needs to assume its 
responsibilities. Otherwise we are being led up the garden 
path. I will sign a letter in Informations Ouvrières. We are not 
marching alongside the bourgeois worker apparatuses”.56 
 
25 – Lambert therefore wrote in Informations Ouvrières. 
The opportunity was provided by the conclusion, after two 
years of negotiation, of an inter-professional agreement 
between all of the trade union confederations (CGT, FO, CFDT, 
CFTC, etc.) and the bosses, on vocational training in the 
“social economy” sector. This agreement was a serious threat 
to independence, since it stated that the trade unions 
committed to work towards an “increase in value added” and 
the “principle of subsidiarity”, a term borrowed directly from 
the Maastricht Treaty. A two-page feature article in 
Informations Ouvrières was devoted to alerting the workers 
and activists to this extremely dangerous agreement. It was 
introduced by a leader article written by Comrade Lambert, 
which ended as follows: “How can we not be astounded to 
learn that this agreement follows “a negotiation that took 
place from 28 May 2004 to 27 May 2006”, in which all of the 

                                                 
55 Minutes of the Labour Commission meeting on 21 December 
2004. 
56 Labour Commission meeting, 13 June 2006. 
57 Informations Ouvrières No.748, 22 June 2006. 
58 Reviewing this episode in the book Itinéraires [Routes] (a book of 
interviews with Daniel Gluckstein, published by Editions du Rocher, 
Paris, March 2002), Lambert recalled that the Trotskyists (and he 
himself in particular) had played a role in the Force Ouvrière con-
federation adopting this position, but he added: “Truth be told, I 
must insist on the fact that this condemnation of the association of 

confederations participated? How is it possible that we are 
only learning of this now? Were the federations covered by 
the agreement briefed at every stage of the matter? 
Obviously, being respectful of the reciprocal independence of 
political parties and the trade unions, it is not our intention to 
interfere in trade union matters. We ask these questions from 
the point of view of the principles at stake. In our opinion, 
these are questions of vital importance for the labour 
movement”. 57 

This clear public statement of position was a factor in 
regrouping those within the CCI leadership who at that time 
were fighting against the line of accompanying the 
apparatuses’ accompaniment. However, it was not enough to 
bring about a homogenisation of the leadership.  
 
26 – In fact, during those 10 years from 1996 to 2006, the 
disagreement continued to widen and even spread to other 
areas which, in different forms, boiled down to the same 
question: accompany or resist. In late 2004, the perspective 
was drafted for the 2005 referendum on the European 
Constitution. Because the draft Constitution explicitly 
provided for the close integration of the trade union 
organisations into the implementation of the programmes 
and directives of the European Union, the referendum not 
only concerned the political parties but also the trade union 
organisations. One will recall that in 1969, when de Gaulle 
held a referendum on his draft corporatist law that aimed to 
integrate the trade union organisations into the state, the 
Force Ouvrière confederation was the first to declare itself in 
favour of voting “no”, carrying the CGT along with it, which 
finally resulted in a victory for the “no” vote.58 The 2005 
referendum on the European Constitution was as much of a 
threat, if not bigger, to the trade union organisations in terms 
of corporatist integration. The labour movement was 
concerned. Inside the CGT, which traditionally was opposed 
to the European Union, the leading circles of the apparatus 
resisted adopting any public position on the referendum, 
contrary to the wish of its cadres, activists and delegates. The 
leadership of the Force Ouvrière confederation, which had 
links with the ETUC that was in favour of the European 
Constitution, also refused to take any position publicly. What 
should the position of the Trotskyists be? As far as Lambert 
was concerned, it was the duty of the trade union 
organisations to assume their responsibilities. This was the 
position he defended in the CCI leadership Plenum meeting 
on 23-24 October 2004. 59 He had prepared the discussion by 
publishing an exceptional editorial in the 30 September issue 
(No.660) of Informations Ouvrières. The reader will know 
that at that time, Lambert did not write every week in 
Informations Ouvrières. He wrote every time he thought that 

labour with capital, which resulted in making the corporatist threat 
retreat, was the work of labour activists from all tendencies.” Lam-
bert conception of trade unions was light-years away from those 
who seek to take control of the union and occupy as many positions 
as possible within it. On the contrary, he understood that the un-
ion’s ability to remain on the ground of independence relied espe-
cially on the Trotskyists’ ability to insert themselves into the work 
of regrouping on a class line all those who were prepared to con-
tribute, whatever their political positions. 
59 Minutes published in Internal Bulletin No.2. 
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the issues that were posed required him to use his political 
authority to defend a particular position. His contribution in 
September 2004 was even more exceptional for the fact that 
it was an editorial rather than an article, and it was unusually 
long, starting on the front page and filling the whole of the 
back page. Under the heading “Notes on the political 
situation”, the editorial focused on the following question: 
“With unparalleled determination, the leaders of the labour 
confederations, including the CGT, are refusing to give a clear 
mandate to say “no” to the European Constitution. While, in 
a few weeks, the heads of state and government will be called 
on to sign this Constitution, those who represent the labour 
movement are refusing to take a clear position, explaining 
that there is no need whatsoever to do so immediately! How 
are we to understand this? Does this question of the 
European Constitution not tie up with the question: either 
independence of the union organisations or “unified trade 
unionism”? (…) Does refusing to take a position not violate 
democracy, going against what happened in 1969, when – 
before the corporatist referendum aimed at integrating the 
trade unions had even taken place – Force Ouvrière and then 
the CGT took a public position in calling for a “no” vote?”.  

For Lambert, the union confederations’ refusal to take a 
position on the European Constitution was not a problem in 
itself, but a problem linked to the whole march towards 
corporatism into which the labour organisations were 
tending to be dragged. The CGT leadership was explicitly 
challenged here, as was the “leadership of the Force Ouvrière 
communications union federation” and its recent decision to 
change its statutes. Lambert wrote: “Could this possibly be 
any clearer? The Civil Service Statute is finished. Everything 
must be privatised. In line with the demands of the bosses, 
the MEDEF [employers’ federation] and Brussels, it is about 
accepting the reality of single company unions. About 
restructuring federations, département-level unions and 
confederations in order to meet the objectives set by the 
European Union. And, to this end, both in CGT-Force Ouvrière 
and the CGT, putting an end to trade union federalism. 
Although I disagree with Lemercier 60, he deserves credit for 
putting things very bluntly, which gives the opportunity for a 
very clear debate”.  

Reviewing the episode in which the then-Industry Ministry 
Nicolas Sarkozy reached an agreement with the CGT 
leadership regarding a programme of lay-offs and closure of 
the Perrier water-bottling company, Lambert commented: 
“Can one believe for a single second that this policy, which 
clearly expresses the content of trade unionism of 
accompaniment, of “unified trade unionism”, will help 
towards the resistance of the workers and their 
organisations? Can one believe for a single second that 
accompanying the announced restructurings, lay-offs and 
privatisations will prevent the MEDEF, the EU and the IMF 
from demanding even more in the exploitation of the 
workers? Can one believe for a single second that 
accompanying this policy will guarantee the independence of 
the trade unions in relation to the bosses, the governments, 
or any party? (…) Do we not have here the clear practical 

                                                 
60 Lemercier was leader of the Force Ouvrière communications un-
ion federation at that time. 

expression of a policy whose roots are to be found outside of 
the independent class struggle, i.e. outside of the 
unconditional defence of the workers’ rights and 
guarantees?” 

Lambert’s fury on this question was even greater for the fact 
that he was coming up against a refusal by part of the 
Trotskyist leadership to have this discussion inside the trade 
union organisations. In contrast, a broad sector of the 
leadership – including Pierre Lambert – launched a political 
campaign together with the Workers Party for a “no” vote in 
the referendum. By the end of 2004, they had already set up 
a National Committee For a ‘No’ Vote with elected 
representatives and activists of all political tendencies. While 
a broad layer of workers and activists in the union 
confederations posed the question of the confederations 
declaring a public position, the leaders of the two biggest 
confederations were “working furiously”, to use Lambert’s 
phrase, not to commit themselves: they needed to maintain 
the institutional balance within the framework of the 
European Union and the ETUC. 61 And the same sector of the 
CCI leadership who for several years had been moving more 
and more openly towards accompaniment also accompanied 
this position, of course expressing their opinion, but not 
fighting to ensure that the labour organisations took a public 
position. This sharpening of the disagreements inside the 
French section found expression in questions of leadership. 

 
27 – Between the 43rd and the 44th Congress in 2003-4, the 
CCI leadership was beset by growing difficulties in terms of 
functioning and centralisation. At the root of those difficul-
ties: the disagreements, which continued to deepen and to 
spread in practice to every aspect, and which were not being 
fully expressed during the political discussion in the leader-
ship. This was due to the fact that the sector of the leadership 
that disagreed with the orientation set out by Lambert, no-
tably in relation to the “process that was underway but in-
complete”, the sector which considered that, year in and 
year out, the leaderships of the labour organisations were 
heading in the right direction, and which tended to confuse 
compromise with being compromised, that sector was not 
putting its cards on the table. In practice, it implemented a 
different orientation to the one that had been agreed. But in 
national leadership meetings and in the congresses, it voted 
in favour of the orientation. Obviously, this had practical con-
sequences. The decisions that were taken in national leader-
ship meetings and in the congresses on the party’s cam-
paigns, on building the party and on the objectives-results 
method came up against non-implementation by whole sec-
tors that were either caught up in the apparatuses or seized 
by scepticism, refusing to face up to the political discussion. 
One dislocating factor in the implementation of party policy: 
the sectors that rejected frank and loyal political discussion, 
at a time when all of the conditions were there for this to 
happen, were tending to transfer political disagreements 
onto the personal level. More and more incidents occurred. 
There was a tendency for a climate of coteries and cliques to 
develop among those elements that were racked by a certain 

61 In the end, the delegates to the CCN of the CGT delivered a repu-
diation of the Confederal Bureau and imposed a call to vote “no”. 
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decay (and who, with the illness and then death of Comrade 
Lambert 62, were to group around a common flag and carry 
out the coup that would allow them to take control of the 
organisation). On the eve of the 44th Congress, Lambert – 
steadfast in his orientation – encouraged people to seek a 
compromise solution, in an attempt to overcome the leader-
ship problems. These tensions – the political basis of which 
was, we repeat, the question of independence: accompany 
or resist – were linked to another question: was a centralised 
leadership needed or not? A commission was set up, called 
the A/K/S Commission (after the initials of the three Political 
Committee members of which it comprised). It was man-
dated by the Plenum of 23-24 October and reported back to 
the national leadership meeting of 27-28 November. The 
leadership approved the general line of the notes tabled by 
the A/K/S Commission, from which we quote the following 
passages: “The criteria for selecting a leadership cannot be 
defined in an ivory tower. They must be assessed in relation 
to the current point in the situation. In this regard, we must 
clearly establish the fact that the biggest threat to the consti-
tution of a leadership is today posed by giving in to the dislo-
cating pressure being exercised on the labour movement by 
the policy of accompaniment driven by the apparatuses at 
the highest levels of the labour organisations. (On this point, 
let us make the observation, without having to personalise 
the issue, that between the 43th and 44th Congresses we made 
progress on this precise question in terms of homogenisation 
between members of the leadership.) 

Let us be clear: the policy of accompanying the apparatuses 
is not irreversible. As we have established, through its class 
action the working class is seeking to make use of its organi-
sations and thus preserve them as organisations that consti-
tute the working class as a class for itself. But our ability to 
help the working class to fight back depends exclusively on 
the independence of our policy in relation to the apparatuses. 
A leadership selected on the basis of the programme can re-
sist that dislocating pressure and organise intervention by the 
militant activists on the battlefield of the class struggle. 

                                                 
62 Pierre Lambert fell seriously ill in early 2007, and died one year 
later. 
63 On this matter, the resolution invited the French section to draw 
on the changes that had recently been made in the leadership of 
the International: “In conditions that are certainly different, can we 
draw a lesson from the change carried out at the level of the Inter-
national? After years of dislocation and semi-paralysis, the June 
2003 General Council identified the political root-cause: the position 
of the International Secretariat Bureau (ISB) that the problem of 
Pabloism no longer applied since 1989 (and, therefore, neither did 
the problem of the apparatuses). Let us note that despite the stated 
disagreements of several International Secretariat members with 
way in which the ISB has functioned concretely for years, in practice 
– and involuntarily, for several of its members – the whole of the 
International Secretariat has been pulled onto that path…for as long 
as the political discussion did not allow the theoretical root-cause of 
the dislocation to be identified. On the basis of this political charac-
terisation of the underlying theoretical origin of the ISB’s and Inter-
national Secretariat’s dislocation, organisational measures have 
been taken, aimed at allowing the International Secretariat to effec-
tively co-ordinate the activity of the sections, by establishing an Ex-
ecutive of the International Secretariat with this mandate. At the 

It therefore follows – and this is the second aspect on which 
we need to make progress – that selecting a leadership is not 
limited to selecting the individuals who will comprise that 
leadership (…). 63We must fully assimilate the fact that work-
ers’ democracy must be based on respect for the governing 
bodies.” 
Rarely in the history of the French section has there been a 
resolution on the questions of leadership that has produced 
such detailed proposals regarding the selection of the lead-
ership, its functioning and the problems of organising strict 
criteria for a political orientation. To be specific: the need to 
fight uncompromisingly to resist adapting to the policy of the 
apparatuses.  
Taking up the question of the 44th Congress whilst separating 
this political content from the resolution of the questions of 
leadership was out of the question (although some tried to 
do so, the better to evade confrontation over questions of 
orientation). There was nothing accidental about the compo-
sition of the A/K/S Commission. It reflected the “political ge-
ography” of the leadership. Within it, S represented the po-
sition he shared with Lambert, namely that the precondition 
for selecting the leadership was independence in relation to 
the apparatuses; from this flowed the ability to carry out po-
litical campaigns, distribute the newspaper and deploy the 
organisation independently. Conversely, A and K debated 
questions of organisation and the allocation of tasks as a 
screen for avoiding the questions of independence in the 
class struggle and the fight against the apparatuses (also, for 
facilitating the transfer of political disagreements to conflicts 
between individuals). As Lambert pointed out in a text 
quoted earlier, compromise needed to have a principled 
foundation: delineation in relation to the apparatuses. From 
this point of view, the document written and tabled on the 
questions of leadership was very clear. But its unanimous 
adoption (with one abstention) by the national leadership 
and then the 44th Congress did not resolve the disagreement 
as such. Furthermore, even the fact that all three members 
of the leadership had signed the document did not reflect a 
genuine agreement.  

same time, the means for centralising the elaboration of positions 
has been identified, through the decision to republish La Vérité-The 
Truth every two months in every language. The General Council 
meeting that has just taken place (October 2004) allowed us to ver-
ify that this was the right path to follow.” (44th Congress, Internal 
Bulletin No.3, December 2004).  
In a later contribution we will take the opportunity of reviewing spe-
cifically the problems of leadership at the level of the International. 
Let us note that the disagreements in the leadership of the Interna-
tional were in the public domain. We saw this previously with the 
publication in La Vérité-The Truth of the discussion on the USSR 
from 1997 to 2003 (see La Vérité-The Truth Issue No.35, December 
2003). This was also the case when the Letter of the Fourth Interna-
tional No.94 (9 May 2003) retraced the discussion in the April 2003 
General Council. “It is clear that in the course of a discussion, a fun-
damental problem was posed that was one of both theoretical prin-
ciple and practice. If today there exists an international organisation 
that is represented here, this is because we rejected that. We fought 
against the positions that were revealed. We really need to read la-
bour movement history. We really need to understand what has 
happened, because there is a social basis for that (…). There was a 
social basis, and that social basis was the apparatuses”. 
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To judge whether this was the case, it is enough to compare 
the approved text of the “notes” (mainly drafted by S) and 
the verbal report on the same subject, presented (by A) to 
the same meeting of the national leadership, which was tran-
scribed in the same Internal Bulletin. The verbal report has a 
particular feature: it does not refer to a single one of the po-
litical questions addressed in the written notes. The question 
of the apparatuses and the independence of our intervention 
in the class, refusal to adapt to the apparatuses as a major 
criterion for selecting the leadership – these were purely and 
simply ignored by the rapporteur, who from the notes only 
included the practical proposals for organising the leadership 
and the division of labour.  
Health reasons prevented Pierre Lambert from participating 
in the national leadership meeting, and after reading the 
minutes of the meeting he asked for the opportunity to pub-
lish in the Internal Bulletin his own contribution on the ques-
tions of leadership. It is extremely significant.  
“Contribution by Comrade Pierre Lambert to the discussion 
on the questions of leadership 
Not having been able to participate in the national leadership 
meeting for reasons beyond my control, I learned of the 
minutes of the discussion on the questions of leadership. I 
then asked Comrades Seldjouk, Arié, Krieg and Laval if they 
would agree to postpone publication of this Internal Bulletin 
by a few days, to give me the opportunity to make my point 
of view known. I thank them for agreeing to my request. 
A few words on the world context, on which – obviously – our 
policy of building the party in France depends, as part of the 
international struggle to resolve the crisis of the revolution-
ary leadership of the proletariat.  
I will not dwell here on the fundamental question of what we 
have called the strategy of the transitional method, on the 
line of the International Liaison Committee, which in France 
is part of building the Workers’ Party. Nevertheless, I would 
point out that these questions form the basis of the discussion 
on the problems of leadership. 
To illustrate my remarks more precisely, I would like to refer 
to a personal aspect, which forced me to miss the National 
Leadership meeting. 
‘In the hospital, at three o’clock in the morning, the an-
guished cry of someone calling for help, a cry of supplication, 
a cry that was barely human. Who can reply, if not the hos-
pital, its structures, its care staff? And this is precisely the liv-
ing, human contradiction between the survival of the decay-
ing mode of production of private ownership and the basic 
foundations of civilisation which the development of the pro-
ductive forces allowed to be gained.  
The survival of the system of private ownership which leads 
to the destruction of hospitals, to the sacking of hospital 
staff. Are we not facing, is humankind not facing the need to 
defend the social gains that are being threatened by decay-
ing capitalism? Those social gains (which the proletariat won 
in its class struggle) which the rapid destruction of the pro-
ductive forces intends to eliminate.’ 
Are we not facing the question: socialism or barbarism, and 
as regards the subject of this  contribution, what flows from 
that question, the search for positive solutions to the tasks of 

building the party, which require a correct analysis of the 
foundations which support those tasks. 

Should we not seek out those foundations collectively and as-
sess them, through free discussion on the role of the Euro-
pean Union, the European Constitution, the referendum, the 
elections? And the role of the apparatuses as they actively 
break up the labour movement in order to prevent any re-
sistance to the bankrupt system of exploitation of humankind 
by man. 
Even dismantled, that hospital – which is the product of hu-
man activity – is the only way of responding to that cry of 
distress by an individual who can only retain his/her human-
ity fully through and in the hospital, by defending its staff and 
the guarantees won through class struggle.  
Another few words before getting to the heart of the matter 
– but is it possible to get concretely to the heart of the matter, 
the discussion on the questions of leadership, without fram-
ing the tasks with fundamental analysis? 

At the Congress, we will need to assess the scope of Bush’s 
second term. Let us simply say that they will be stepping on 
the gas on the road to barbarism, with all the consequences 
for the popular masses around the world. The “model”, to use 
their term, is Iraq, with its triple content: destruction of the 
foundations of civilisation; acceleration of the processes of 
destroying the productive forces, the driving-force of soci-
ety’s decay; destruction of nations. Within this framework, 
however, the contradictions have not disappeared; quite the 
opposite, (…) the masses, gripped by the breadth of the ques-
tions that will determine the fate of humankind, are wonder-
ing: how is all this possible?  

This brings us to the role of the apparatuses. 

I know very well that the preceding lines cannot be consid-
ered, as such, a response to the questions of leadership. But 
a Marxist cannot escape the need to frame “the tasks” within 
an overall political analysis. I repeat once again: it is there-
fore within the framework of the relationship between the 
world situation and the tasks of building the Fourth Interna-
tional that I needed to write the earlier few words, before 
specifying my agreements and criticisms upon reading the 
minutes of the national leadership meeting. It is therefore in-
dispensable to review the fundamental questions of the pe-
riod, which we can summarise for the purposes of our ap-
proach by recalling:  
a) Humankind has entered a phase of rapid decay of the pro-
ductive forces, generated by the dead-end reached by the 
mode of production based on private ownership. Against the 
march towards barbarism, the only solution is world revolu-
tion and revolution in each country as an organic part of this. 

b) We need to draw the lessons of the historic delay of the 
revolution. In other words, we need to assess the dead-end 
reached by capitalism, by imperialism, the highest stage of 
decaying capitalism. The productive forces have ceased to 
grow, they are decaying. On the basis of this decline, there is 
coexistence between the most far-reaching revolutionary so-
cial gains and the apparatuses, which – against the wishes of 
the masses – express the “progress” towards the social decay 
and barbarism with which humankind is directly confronted. 
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c) The fundamental error we are liable to commit is not as-
sessing how the fundamental facts of Marxism, the conscious 
expression of the unconscious process, are the only means of 
allowing us to grasp reality in order to take action within it in 
the direction of the positive solution to the dilemma: social-
ism or barbarism.  

d) First question: The Marxist organisation, let us repeat, is 
built as the conscious expression of the unconscious process. 
The fundamental question being the mode of ownership: in 
capitalism’s ascendant phase, the productive forces put into 
motion by the mode of ownership had the world market at 
their disposal. The class struggle was framed by capitalism’s 
progressive content – the rapid development of the produc-
tive forces. The class struggle was framed by the “uncon-
scious process” which, in the framework of the progressive 
character of capitalism, allowed enormous possibilities for 
progress to open up: social gains, organisation to win them 
and defend them collectively. The political form of the bour-
geoisie’s democracy in its ascendant phase was political de-
mocracy – including social gains, reforms and political parties 
– as an essential component part.  

Imperialism fundamentally changed these facts and in prac-
tical terms opened the dilemma: socialism or barbarism. In 
capitalism’s ascendant phase, the elements of ‘socialism’ 
(Paris Commune) formed on the basis of the progress made 
by the productive forces. But those elements dominated by 
the apparatuses, political parties and trade unions, were to 
become both an obstacle to ‘socialism’ and the basis for con-
stituting the working class as a class. In this way, Marxism, 
the conscious expression of the unconscious process, must in 
all circumstances begin from the ‘spontaneity’ that is the em-
bryo of the conscious. 

e) We come to examining the second question: on the basis 
of seeking out the forms that will allow the expression of 
spontaneity (embryo of the conscious), how should Marxism 
be used as the conscious expression of the unconscious pro-
cess? Incidentally, here we have the discussion on the Preface 
to What Is To Be Done? (1907), in which Lenin clarified the 
significance of Marxism through rectification, i.e. the role of 
the party, the conscious expression in the class struggle.  
These facts are my starting-point, though I know they are ra-
ther repetitive. That is intentional.  

We must therefore formulate in practical terms the tasks 
which the organisation sets itself in order to help the working 
class in its class struggle. 

A new observation: spontaneity, which the conscious (the 
party, or more precisely, the party’s militant activists inter-
vening in the class struggle) must allow the working class to 
achieve, obviously depends on political situations. There are 
situations in which the working class, defeated, is not able to 
seek out the spontaneous forms (the basis of organised 
forms) which it should express in the class struggle. In June 
1940, the only search was the search for individual survival. 
We have explained this question sufficiently before, so we do 
not need to review it here. Let us come to the point. 

                                                 
64 44th Congress, Internal Bulletin No.3, December 2004, pp.23-25. 

1) On the European elections, I must admit that I do not un-
derstand why this question has come up again. Of course, 
there were tactical disagreements; of course there were dif-
ficulties. What about after that? I think there will be more of 
them, and I intend to provide some instances in this docu-
ment. Without going back over the elections, I think that the 
main thing is that there is no disagreement between us on 
the objectives of the European Constitution, which currently 
are completely clear, if one observes what the apparatuses 
are stating. Le Duigou (CGT): “We were able to obtain con-
cessions at the social level (in writing) in the Charter of Fun-
damental Rights”. Le Duigou is pleased that “at this point, the 
employees are asking nothing more of us than to make our 
contribution”. Still Le Duigou: “I have faith in the workers. 
This battle will allow the workers to weigh the issues; after-
wards we shall see if we need to vote in favour or not.” 
Is Lemercier (Force Ouvrière) saying something different?  
Is this not where we need to look for explanations for what is 
shaking both confederations, for example the “self-dissolu-
tion” of the CGT Banking and Insurance Federation? (…)  
2) Let us return to the statement by François Hollande: “What 
we are doing today is making progress in rallying together 
the political parties and the trade unions.” This statement di-
rectly raises the problem of the reciprocal independence of 
the political parties and the trade unions. The statement is 
directly linked to the whole world situation, on every conti-
nent and in every country, in which, we do not stop repeating, 
the system of private ownership is generating social decay 
everywhere, the situation requires more than ever that we 
brace ourselves on our positions of principle.  
Namely: the trade union is not a political party; it brings to-
gether workers irrespective of their philosophical, religious or 
political positions. From this perspective, since everyone is 
free to hold his/her own political views, the trade union does 
not need to take account of the opinions and political views 
of whichever party – including our own. These questions, 
since François Hollande intends to dictate them to the trade 
unions, will become crucial. They already are. We will discuss 
this at the Congress. 
3) Obviously, there are questions which must be discussed, 
particularly: in the current political conditions, how is the 
question of the united front posed. In a word, we will need to 
evaluate the workers’ capacity to get to grips with achieving 
the united front (…).” 64 
Lambert’s contribution says it all: reaffirmation of capital-
ism’s decline, working more than ever towards the destruc-
tion of the productive forces; the role of the class movement 
and its spontaneity; the policy of the apparatuses; the need 
to avoid trying to transform the trade union into a political 
party; the need to locate these questions at the centre of the 
problems of leadership and of the search for the necessary 
compromise. But the compromise reached on the questions 
of leadership at the 44th Congress was extremely fragile. In 
the period that followed, the persistence and even the deep-
ening of the disagreement over the policy of the apparat-
uses, and beyond that, over whether or not to accompany 
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the government, was to result in all of these questions resur-
facing during the preparation of the 45th Congress. 
 
28 – In March 2006, the Plenum of the CCI leadership 
opened the preparatory discussion for the 45th Congress of 
the French section. The preparatory political notes 65fall 
within the framework set by the mandate given “to the 
International Secretariat (…) to draft a preparatory text on 
the axis: ‘The October 1917 Revolution will rise from the 
ashes’.”  

They specified why: “The work done by our commission on 
the former Soviet Union shows that the intended 
reintroduction of capitalism in the countries resulting from 
the dismantling of social property can only result – and is only 
resulting – in the mass destruction of the productive forces.”  

We should be allowed to attach particular importance to this 
text of the 45th Congress of the French section, the last in 
which Lambert participated. For anyone wishing to measure 
the yawning gulf that separated the positions of the 
revisionist centre that had taken over the International 
Secretariat and the CCI following Lambert’s death and the 
positions defended by Lambert in his lifetime (and by us, with 
him), it is best to allow the Congress texts (all adopted 
unanimously) to speak for themselves. In this way, each of us 
can judge the continuity that links the texts of the 
45th Congress and the current positions of the TCI and the 
OCRFI. 66 

Regarding the USSR: “The situation in the former USSR 
demonstrates the impossibility for capitalism, having reached 
its stage of imperialist decomposition, to “seize” new markets 
in order to thus give a new boost to the productive forces. On 
the contrary, it demonstrates the absolute necessity for the 
working classes of that part of the world to fight inch by inch 
to defend and win back the gains that resulted from October 
1917, in particular state property. It is this situation that 
places on the agenda the relevance today of the struggle for 
the proletarian revolution, for October 1917, as the segments 
which resulted from it still smoulder under the embers”.  

Regarding the situation in France: “The difference with 
the French imperialist bourgeoisie today compared to 70 
years ago is that, in practice, it is powerless to protect its 
place in the world market, and so it is tending – only margin-
ally and not without contradictions – to abandon assuming 
its position as an imperialist bourgeoisie in inter-imperialist 
competition. Increasingly, it is tending to capitulate to the de-
mands of US imperialism and to transform itself into a relay-
station for its demands. Of course, not without resistance and 
not without contradictions. (…) But fundamentally, the dom-
inant general line of the French bourgeoisie (like other Euro-
pean bourgeoisies) is to capitulate. The institutional form of 
this capitulation is acceptance of the European Union frame-
work, i.e. of a framework for dislocation that opens the way 
to barbarism”. 

                                                 
65 Points 1 to 6 of the notes adopted by the national leadership 
were published in Internal Bulletin No.1, March 2006. 

Regarding the European Union: “What is the Euro-
pean Union? It is a supranational institution that sets itself 
above the needs, demands and specific interests of each na-
tional bourgeoisie. And it does so, not to unify them into one 
“European bourgeoisie” to compete with the US bourgeoisie; 
rather, so that its supranational institutions can be the instru-
ment for widespread disintegration to facilitate pillage by the 
dominant imperialism on the basis of the mass destruction of 
the productive forces. This is the role of all the institutions of 
the European Union, and especially of the European Central 
Bank which, supposedly independent, in fact acts as the gen-
eral equivalent of the needs of the Federal Reserve of the 
United States, i.e. the needs of US imperialism. In every do-
main, the European institutions are used to favour penetra-
tion by speculative US pension funds and their stranglehold 
on the economy, within the framework of and by means of 
systematic pillage. (…) All the measures to deregulate labour-
power, to destroy the public services, (…) to break up the 
French nation, the march towards ‘communitarianism’ and 
the breaking-up of the Republic are so many manifestations 
of this policy of subordination to the European Union, which 
in practice is subordination to the dominant finance capital.”  

Regarding the consequences for the labour movement: 
“For the apparatuses that lead the labour movement today, 
the dominant form of the alliance with the bourgeoisie is the 
alliance with Washington. The most immediately noticeable 
form of this alliance with Washington necessarily involves a 
relationship of subordination to the institutions of the Euro-
pean Union (just as in Latin America, it involves subordination 
to Mercosur). For some, this relationship of subordination 
takes the form of open and deliberate support for the Euro-
pean Union (e.g. the supporters of the “yes” vote at the head 
of the Socialist Party, etc.), or barely disguised support (e.g. 
Thibault fighting against the CGT taking a position in favour 
of a “no” vote in the referendum), or the form of a maintained 
link of subordination (…). The element that is common to all 
is the “non-breaking” with the European Union. The meaning 
of this “non-breaking” with the European Union is allegiance 
to US imperialism, therefore to the decayed and rotten sys-
tem of private ownership of the means of production.”  

Regarding the slogan of breaking with imperialism’s 
institutions: “Allegiance to the European Union, Mercosur, 
etc. is allegiance to the march towards barbarism. 

The accusation made by the Programme of the Fourth 
International against the treacherous apparatuses who 
refused to “tear themselves away from the political semi-
corpse of the bourgeoisie” must today be formulated in the 
following terms:  

“The capital charge levelled by the Fourth International 
against the leaderships of the proletariat’s traditional 
organisations is that their claimed subordination to the 
European Union, to Mercosur and to all the institutions of 
imperialism expresses their refusal to tear themselves away 

66 Unless otherwise indicated, all of the following quotes in this sec-
tion are from the notes adopted by the national leadership and pub-
lished in Internal Bulletin No.1, March 2006, in preparation for the 
45th Congress. 
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from the political semi-corpse of the bourgeoisie and 
precipitates the march towards barbarism.  

It therefore follows that defending human civilisation calls for 
the line of breaking with the bourgeoisie, which today 
necessarily calls for the fight to break with the European 
Union, Mercosur, etc. (…) We demand of all the organisations 
which claim to represent the labour movement that they 
break with the European Union, Mercosur (…), and that they 
actively take the path of breaking with the European Union, 
Mercosur, etc.” 

Regarding the nature of the apparatuses: “Regarding the 
workers’ organisations, the working-class organisations, and 
particularly the CGT and Force Ouvrière trade union 
organisations in France, it is necessary to point out the 
following:  
The nature of the apparatuses does not place them in the 
same relationship in terms of the demand for direct 
subordination to US imperialism. The Stalinist apparatus, 
which was constituted in the French Communist Party and the 
leadership of the CGT, was constituted first and foremost by 
usurping the flag of October 1917, thus abusing the trust of 
large sectors of the working class, and became a segment of 
the Kremlin’s international apparatus. From this point of 
view, and well before the collapse of the USSR, it had become 
an apparatus subordinated to an international centre, that of 
the Kremlin bureaucracy. Following the collapse of the USSR, 
this apparatus, subordinated to an international centre that 
had disappeared and thus in search of a new master, could 
only find one by subordinating itself directly to Washington. 
This is why in France, but also internationally, the leading 
circles of the Stalinist apparatus generally find themselves to 
be the most directly subordinated to the policy of the 
European Union, the most directly engaged in the 
implementation of the policies of deregulation and the 
destruction of the rights and achievements of the working 
class.  
Historically, the reformist apparatus owes its existence to the 
reforms won through the class struggle by the organisations 
of the working class that were constituted in the fight for 
reforms during capitalism’s ascendant phase. In one sense, 
the development of reforms is a product of the class struggle 
inserted into and closely linked with the development of 
(bourgeois) political democracy. The reformist apparatus was 
constituted in relation to the development of reforms. At a 
time when the bourgeoisie is itself aiming to destroy all of the 
reforms won through the class struggle as well as every form 
of political democracy, the very existence of reformism is 
under threat. In this context, the consequence of its 
subordination to imperialism, expressed in the refusal to 
challenge the framework set by the European Union, is to 
push the reformist apparatus into having to take direct 
responsibility for the counter-reforms aimed at destroying the 
reforms won by the working class through struggle, hence at 
destroying the working-class organisations themselves, 
including the reformist trade union confederation. This is a 
source of a major contradiction, which in the recent period 

                                                 
67 Leon Trotsky, The Class, the Party and the Leadership, published 
posthumously in December 1940. 

we saw being expressed in the fluctuations and zigzags of the 
reformist apparatus. These verified that although the 
reformist apparatus is subject to pressure – especially 
pressure from the ex-Stalinist apparatus – to drag it onto the 
supranational corporatist path that destroys labour 
organisations (see the example of Italy), at the same time, 
contradictorily, it can be led – as the Transitional Programme 
tells us – in exceptional circumstances to go much further that 
it would wish down the path of breaking with the bourgeoisie, 
to take a step down that path, as expressed for example by 
the situation of the call for an inter-professional general 
strike.  

This does not mean that it cannot take a step in the opposite 
direction. Inside the CGT, on the other hand, the working-
class character of the CGT confederation – which to this day 
has not been destroyed – is not expressed by fluctuations in 
the leading circles of the apparatus, because in practice those 
leading circles have been selected to serve the policy needs of 
Washington and the European Union; rather, it is expressed 
by fluctuations at the intermediate level, the level occupied 
by delegates, activists, and middle-rank officials, many of 
whom were won over to both the CGT and the Communist 
Party on the basis of defending the USSR, and who today do 
not agree with accompanying a course which they judge to 
be destructive for the trade union organisation as such. (…) 
This question of breaking with Mercosur or with the European 
Union is a crucial question of class independence for the 
whole of the labour movement”.  

Regarding the significance of the victory of the “no” vote in 
the referendum on 29 May 2005 and the responsibility of 
the apparatuses: “The vote on 29 May expressed a far-
reaching movement of the masses, a movement rejecting the 
whole policy of the European Union, a movement demanding 
a break with the policy of the European Union, a break with 
the alliance with the bourgeoisie, with Washington’s 
imperialism. Reaffirming this is an essential question. Indeed, 
we saw in the developments in the class struggle in early 2006 
how all of the apparatuses, especially the Stalinist apparatus 
but not it alone, made every effort to shift the responsibility 
on to the workers – and their supposed lack of willingness to 
fight – for the situation that developed. This is not a new 
phenomenon. Already in 1936, in a polemic against a centrist 
group that was aligning itself with the apparatuses, Trotsky 
was moved to refer to this question in relation to the Spanish 
Revolution:  

“The historical falsification consists in this that the 
responsibility for the defeat of the Spanish masses is 
unloaded on the working masses and not those parties which 
paralysed or simply crushed the revolutionary movement of 
the masses.” 67No, today in early 2006, what is lacking is not 
the wish of the masses to break with the European Union. It 
is not the willingness to reject that policy, which is destroying 
every gain of democracy and is pushing humankind towards 
barbarism.  
What lies at the heart of the working class’s difficult situation 
is the policy of the apparatuses. At the political level, every 
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current of the Socialist Party (with contradictions) and the 
leadership of the Communist Party are seeking to recreate 
the framework of a “union of the left”, which is in line with 
the policy of a German-style “grand coalition” or an Italian-
style “Unione coalition” behind Prodi, in other words a policy 
that is strictly disciplined by the framework of the 
European Union.  
Inside the trade union organisations, Thibault’s policy is 
aimed at chaining all of the labour organisations to the 
framework of respect for the European Union (…). Regarding 
the reformist apparatus, the biggest threat it faces is to 
concede ground to this pressure – especially the pressure 
from Thibault – and to agree to a framework of uniformity, 
itself framed by allegiance to the Socialist Party, which can 
only put into question the very essence of the reformist trade 
union organisation, i.e. one based on reforms, therefore on 
defending the institutions which constitute the working class 
as a class. In the end, following this course would threaten 
the very existence of the reformist union confederation”. 

Let us emphasise this last passage: it states that the biggest 
danger for the reformists is to align themselves within the 
framework of uniformity under pressure from Thibault, 
particularly in relation to the demands of the Socialist Party. 
And through this, to push the organisations of the working 
class even further down the path of accompanying the 
destructive policies of decayed imperialism. Reading these 
lines 10 years later, they appear to be addressed to the 
liquidationist revisionist centre, whose main instigators voted 
for this document at the time without batting an eyelid. At 
that time, the CCI national leadership drew a positive 
balance-sheet of the activity of the French section of the 
Fourth International:  

“We have pointed out time and again, both before 29 May 
and after 29 May, that as supporters of the united front, we 
were and continue to be available to form any committee, 
first for the victory of the “no” vote, then for breaking with 
the European Union, the moment that those committees 
refused to subordinate themselves to the institutions of the 
European Union. Were we right? Were we wrong? 

When one looks at the results achieved by the National 
Committee for Winning Back Democracy, an orientation that 
links together breaking with the European Union, winning 
back democracy, the sovereign Constituent Assembly, the one 
and indivisible Republic, defending public services and 
defending the communes, the act of defending the 
independence of the trade unions, aiming – as we have 
continuously sought to do for the last four years – to favour 
the convergence in a common framework of elected 
representatives on the one hand and union activists and 
delegates on the other, corresponds to a reality”. 
The document re-examines the problems encountered by the 
French section: “At the same time, there is no question that 
the pace at which we achieve the commitments made at the 
National Congress of the Workers Party, or the heterogeneity 
of the results of one département compared to another, are 
the expression of a certain number of political issues, 
including political issues inside the French section of the 
Fourth International, on which there is a need for debate and 
clarification. 

To summarise them in brief: although the orientation that has 
been applied has generally been approved by all of the 
comrades in every meeting, the fact remains that those 
delays in implementation, that heterogeneous character of 
one département compared to another, cannot be 
understood and explained without taking into account the 
pressure exerted on us by the policy of the apparatuses, both 
at the level of direct intervention in the class struggle and at 
the level of building our own organisation”.  
 
29 – The crisis of the Brazilian section was given prominence 
in the preparatory discussion for the 45th Congress. In early 
2006, one sector of the Brazilian organisation led by Serge 
Goulart broke with it and joined the Militant current. For the 
45th Congress, the CCI’s Political Committee decided to 
address the militant activists of the French section in a 
specific letter, to inform them of the elements of this crisis. 
The main accusation levelled against the splitters was that 
the Serge Goulart group provided political cover for the 
Chavez government’s decision in Venezuela, when the 
country joined Mercosur: “It will come as no surprise that on 
the Mercosur issue, these ‘salon revolutionaries’ argue that 
Mercosur is a secondary issue”. No surprise, because the 
same people – the Militant current – stated the following 
regarding the European Union: “We are neither for nor 
against withdrawing from the European Union; in the 
framework of capitalism, the interests of the working class 
are not represented by either of these two solutions”.  
The Address by the Political Committee recalled that “the 
Lula government has been identified by US imperialism as its 
main representative in Latin America” and asked: “What 
instrument is Lula using to impose imperialism’s policy, not 
only on Brazil but throughout the Americas?” It replied: “You 
know that the answer to this is Mercosur”. The Address 
extended the issue: “Throughout the world, on every 
continent, corporatism in the forms of co-management and 
co-legislation has been put on the agenda by the capitalist 
classes subordinated to the continental supranational 
mechanisms: European Union, Mercosur, African Union… 
There is no Fourth International if one enters those 
processes”.  

Internal Bulletin No.3 preparing the 45th Congress of French 
section reproduced the Discussion Bulletin of the sections of 
the Fourth International, in particular a note from the 
Executive Committee of the International Secretariat dated 
10 June 2006. The note said: “We pointed out especially that 
the axis of this World Congress is given by the formulation 
used by the “former-USSR” Commission: the October 1917 
Revolution will rise from the ashes. Let us clarify what this 
means. It is not a forecast; it is a political orientation. 

October will rise from the ashes because the crisis of decay of 
the social system based on private ownership of the means of 
production is driving humankind towards the abyss. 

October will rise from the ashes because as part of this 
turmoil, the most powerful imperialism is undertaking to 
threaten the very existence of nations and the working class, 
therefore of the organised forms of its existence as a class, 
thus highlighting the unprecedented urgency of the historical 
choice between “socialism or barbarism”. 



The Internationale n°6 – May 2017 55 
 
October will rise from the ashes because, despite the policies 
of the apparatuses that are agreeing to become part of so-
called ‘world governance’ (in other words, agreeing to 
threaten the existence of the very labour organisations of 
which they are the leaders), throughout the world the 
oppressed masses have no other option for putting an end to 
the suffering that is overwhelming them than to seek to make 
use of everything that they have set up during their history of 
class struggle and the fight for democracy. It is an 
unavoidable movement, through which the workers of the 
cities and the countryside are seeking to make use of those 
organisations which have been constituted during and by 
their own class struggle, despite the apparatuses that lead 
them, in order to preserve them as instruments for defending 
the existence of the working class as a class; and through this 
defence, as instruments for fighting to free humankind from 
the system of exploitation and oppression. 

October will rise from the ashes because by making use of the 
organisations which it constituted during its class struggle, 
the working class will also inevitably make use of all the 
institutions that it has constituted, all the gains, of course 
including those segments of social property that have not yet 
been permanently eliminated in Eastern Europe, but also all 
of its gains throughout the world: social welfare, healthcare 
and retirement pension systems which were won through the 
class struggle and which are under serious threat today.” 68 

We will have the opportunity of re-examining in discussion 
the issue of the “segments”, which at that time were 
continuously called into question by one of the people who 
were to go on to form the liquidationist wing. Calling into 
question the existence of “segments” was in one sense to call 
into question the significance of the destruction of social 
ownership in the USSR, therefore the significance of the 
turning-point marked by the collapse of the USSR; it was to 
call into question the significance of the analysis we had 
made of the march towards imperialism’s complete decay… 
and as we have seen, this continues today. 69 

On the eve of the 45th Congress (30 September to 1 October 
2006), the CCI leadership published the preparatory notes, 
which quoted and adopted as their own some passages from 
the Editorial Notes in Issue no.51 of La Vérité-The Truth 
(August 2006). These referred to “the consciousness that 
imperialism had of the need for it to destroy the USSR. 
Because the USSR was the framework within which survived 
– despite the bureaucracy’s counter-revolutionary efforts – 
the gains resulting from the Revolution of October 1917, 
gains which constituted an essential position of the 
international proletariat. 

As far as imperialism in its stage of decay was concerned, it 
was necessary to destroy the USSR in order to deliver a major 
blow to the world proletariat. It was necessary to destroy the 
USSR in order to destroy the segments of social property 
resulting from October 1917 and to affirm that the system of 
private ownership of the means of production should reign 
supreme.The collapse of the USSR was permitted by the policy 
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Bulletin No.1 of the General Council preparing the Sixth World Con-
gress). 

of the Stalinist bureaucracy, following through to the end of 
its counter-revolutionary role. 

It has to be noted that following the collapse of the USSR, 
imperialism, which was already on the path that leads to the 
destruction of the very foundations of civilisation and 
humankind, deepened and worsened that destructive 
offensive even further on a scale not seen before (which 
confirms the correctness of the slogan “defend the USSR”, 
defending the gains of October against imperialism and the 
bureaucracy, the essential slogan in setting up the Fourth 
International). All these questions are ones that the Sixth 
World Congress must re-examine.” 

As can be seen, up to 2006 and even a little later, the French 
section of the Fourth International made the distinction 
between the social foundations of the USSR that resulted 
from October 1917 on the one hand, and the Kremlin 
bureaucracy on the other. Just as it considered that the 
destruction of the USSR in 1991 had marked the starting-
point for a major offensive against the working class and its 
organisations at the global level. As always, this process was 
not unilateral: “Nevertheless, one can note that, in a manner 
that could appear contradictory, the offensive to destroy 
nations, every single social gain and labour-power itself is in 
turn feeding the biggest processes of resistance among the 
masses, as well as a crisis in the traditional organisations; a 
crisis that is affecting the leading circles of the apparatuses. 
From this flows the responsibility of the Fourth International 
and its sections in the implementation of a resolute united 
front policy.”  

[Ten years later, the speaker at the “Marxist study group” of 
the neo-CCI – who at the time had voted for all the 
formulations – discovered that the destruction of the USSR 
was of no importance whatsoever after all.] Returning to the 
September 2006 Plenum meeting of the CCI leadership: a 
large proportion of the discussion focused on the way in 
which the Trotskyists should help to achieve the mobilisation 
of the working class against the government’s blows. Should 
they confine themselves exclusively to agreements at the 
higher levels of the labour organisations? Or should they seek 
to achieve the conditions for an upsurge in the class struggle 
at the grassroots? Differences were expressed on these 
questions. The minutes published in the Internal Bulletin 
referred to these at some length. One contribution 
summarised the discussion in the following terms: “It is 
necessary to clarify the relationships between the united 
front “at the top” and the united front we are building in the 
workplaces. 

We need to have a dialectic position; it is not either/or, it is 
and/and. We need to understand that if the united front is not 
achieved concretely in the workplace, then it is purely formal, 
and there is no united front “at the top”.  
There has been a proposal to say in one resolution: let us fight 
for the united front at every level, i.e. at the national and 
département levels, at the academic level, at the level of the 
communes, of the workplace. I think we need to reverse the 

69 See “Once again on the productive forces” and other articles in 
Issue No.5 of The Internationale. 
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order. We start “from below”. Obviously, we are not opposed 
to a united front at the top. It is necessary to build on 
achievements, and we have some achievements that will 
allow us to ensure that the demand for a united front is not 
necessarily just calling on the top levels. 

Because there is an interaction between the united front at 
the grassroots and at the top. 

Even when the “united front” is achieved, it is under given 
conditions in which the apparatus strives to demolish all the 
conditions for unity. In this sense, there is a united front and 
there is no united front. At the same time, this depends on 
what is happening at the grassroots”. 70 

This clarification is of major significance: united front from 
top to bottom and from the bottom to the top, but the 
determining element is the bottom, what is achieved on the 
ground in the workplace and in the mass meetings, unity 
achieved by the working class and its organisations in the 
places where the workers are. It is depending on this that the 
united front “at the top” can be pollinated with a 
revolutionary policy. Exactly the opposite of what the neo-
CCI’s leadership has been continuously dealing out for years, 
trying to discipline and marshal the whole of the class 
struggle into the framework of the days of action decided at 
the top. 
 
30 – On the eve of the 45th Congress, the situation was more 
tense than ever inside the CCI leadership. More than ever, 
the disagreements were over the independence or not of the 
Trotskyist faction in relation to the policy of the apparatuses: 
knowing whether, in the name of the responsibilities they 
exercised in the working-class organisations, the Trotskyists 
should accompany the apparatuses’ accompaniment and 
organise the transfer of TOS staff and the days of action 
themselves, abandon the grassroots organising of the 
mobilisation by the working class, and confine themselves to 
carrying out the instructions from “upstairs”… Above all, 
should they accept that in practice, united intervention by 
the Trotskyists in the class struggle was constantly being 
challenged? Over the summer, more and more incidents 
occurred. Protocols were signed in some départements, 
organising the transfer of TOS staff. These protocols, which 
sometimes put the staff’s gains into question, were directly 
drafted by officials at the highest level of the CCI, and bore 
the signature of trade unions led by known members of the 
CCI. 

The press seized on this. Newspapers announced that in such 
and such a département, thanks to the agreement that had 
been signed there would be “a smooth transfer of TOS staff”, 
while a proportion of the staff would not have the same pay 
conditions or allowances as the other staff. In other words, 
that decreases in wages and the dismantling of recognised 
job-grades for the staff had been ratified by CCI officials. 
Other CCI members who were also members of the union 
leadership opposed this policy of accompanying the 
measure, and published union circulars that challenged a 
certain number of the agreements that had been signed. 
Emails were exchanged, and some CCI leaders in the trade 
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union organisation condemned the initiatives taken by other 
CCI leaders. In practice and very publicly, the organisation 
was split down the middle from the top, over the issue of 
transferring workers out of the national education system – 
an issue that was the concentrated expression of the whole 
orientation of “resist or accompany”. One can understand the 
fact that, in these conditions on the eve of the 45th Congress, 
the question of democratic centralism was at the heart of the 
debate. Meeting on 26-27 August 2006, the CCI Plenum 
unanimously adopted the following resolution: “Whereas the 
world situation calls for the freest possible discussion, the 
Plenum considers that this must be conducted responsibly 
within democratic centralism, which calls for free discussion 
of all points of view.” 71 

Two weeks before the Congress, the Political Committee 
decided to publish this resolution in the Internal Bulletin, 
together with the speech by the rapporteur (Comrade 
Lambert) to the Plenum. This contribution deserves to be 
reproduced here at length: “I think that it is normal and 
natural for there to be disagreements between us. We are not 
a homogeneous, monolithic party. When a monolithic party 
exists – and there have been examples of this – it is 
completely against the interests of the working class and the 
class struggle. There are disagreements between us, and it is 
quite normal for us to discuss this, and we have discussed 
this. (…) I have been around long enough in the labour 
movement and the Trotskyist movement to understand that 
too often, as soon as there is a disagreement, this takes on a 
personal or “inexpiable” character, it inevitably becomes 
something personal or never-ending. I think this is a gross 
mistake. This has been the case in our movement. There have 
always been disagreements, and there always will be. 
Comrades, there were profound disagreements in 1917, 
when the Bolshevik government decided to sign the Treaty of 
Brest-Litovsk. This was not just any old disagreement. In the 
Central Committee of the Bolshevik Party, there was a 
majority vote in favour of Lenin’s position. 

What had Lenin proposed? That the minority could have a 
newspaper: during the negotiations themselves in Brest-
Litovsk, for two months, a newspaper was published in 
Moscow against the party’s position. There was no split. 

We need to understand that these problems are linked to 
exposure to the bureaucracy, to the Stalinist system that 
weighs on the whole of the labour movement, and on us. 
Right now in the world situation, bureaucratic pressure is 
building more and more, it is building more and more 
according to the pace of society’s decay. And this issue is one 
that we must address in the Congress. We must discuss it 
within the framework of the international and national 
situation.  

These issues are the issues of the survival of civilisation, of 
humankind. This is why the discussion on the point reached in 
the world situation and its perspectives is so important. This 
is why it is not normal for people to think that without free 
discussion, without free argument, we can create the 
conditions that will allow the proletariat to debate freely, at 
a time today when humankind’s fate is hanging in the 

71 Internal Bulletin No.5 for the 45th Congress. 
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balance. It is on this basis that we must assess the 
disagreements and all the issues that need to be resolved. 

Comrades, we must not turn democratic centralism into 
something second-rate, which would amount to refusing to 
open the discussion, refusing to understand that there are 
and always will be disagreements.  

One thing is obvious. Democratic centralism means free 
discussion. For us, understanding what revolution means 
necessarily involves understanding what the bourgeois-
worker apparatuses are; it necessarily involves 
understanding what Pabloism is, the current that by rallying 
around the Stalinist bureaucracy in 1953 forced us to 
constitute a faction in order to guarantee the continuity of 
the Programme.  

Things must be made clear. Free discussion within the 
framework of democratic centralism means the search for 
effectiveness. 
It is clear that today we have the opportunity to help our class 
to win. Because victory is necessary to save humankind. 
Humankind needs to live. It can only live if there is a party, if 
there is a programme which does not substitute itself for the 
working class, but which helps the working class to take 
matters into its own hands through its own movement. We 
must help it. This isn’t easy, but there is nothing else we can 
do. And our method is free discussion within the framework 
of democratic centralism.” 72 
Whoever has in mind what happened in the years that 
followed will appreciate just how important this statement 
by Lambert in 2006 was. Especially whoever remembers how, 
in the years that followed Lambert’s death, the clique that 
was to take control of the CCI went against these 
recommendations, going so far as to deliver a fatal blow to 
respect for democratic centralism, i.e. free discussion and 
argument of the points of view inside the CCI. Going back to 
2006, the point of the resolution presented by Lambert was 
not to make the disagreements disappear, but to manage 
them, so to speak. Lambert recalled that, even in the terrible 
conditions of Brest-Litovsk, Lenin gave the minority the 
opportunity to have a public newspaper. This was not a way 
of making this proposal to a “minority” (which did not declare 
its existence as such at that time inside the CCI leadership); 
rather, it was a way of referring to the fact that this 
opportunity was available to the secret “accom-paniment” 
faction, if it judged it necessary – at a time when everybody 
knew that, without ever having declared itself, the secret 
“accompaniment” faction was indeed acting as a faction, 
with its own networks and discipline. In his report, Lambert 
said: “Up to a certain point, this can be allowed, this can be 
agreed to, it is the expression of a crisis; but we must make 
sure we manage it collectively”. This contribution by Lambert 
also included “messages” that described another possible 
outcome to the crisis, like the emphasis he placed on the fact 
that “in the world situation, bureaucratic pressure is building 
more and more (…) according to the pace of society’s decay”. 
Everybody understood that this assertion was opposed to the 
illusion conveyed by a large sector of the leadership, 
according to which the apparatuses were evolving in a 
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progressive direction, and the agreements signed to transfer 
the TOS staff were an expression of progress from the point 
of view of defending the workers’ gains. As for the reference 
to Pabloism in this contribution, what was its significance? In 
texts by Lambert, it is not often that one finds this 
formulation of a “faction” constituted as part of the fight 
against Pabloism. After characterising fairly transparently the 
orientation of the “accompaniment” faction, Lambert 
recalled that the right to form a faction applied to everyone 
and that to combat Pabloism it had been necessary to form a 
faction and fight back as a faction. When Lambert said this, 
everybody understood that if necessary, he would not 
hesitate to do so if the leadership was unable to fully contain 
the neo-Pabloite surge in its midst.  

The 45th Congress of the French section – the last one that 
Lambert attended – therefore opened against the backdrop 
of a real leadership crisis, which was contained but palpable. 
The Congress opened in an unusual way, with a contribution 
by the session chair (Comrade Lambert), which was 
reproduced after the Congress in an Internal Bulletin 73 sent 
to all militant activists. In it, Lambert stated: “I asked to chair 
this morning session on the basis of a resolution that was 
adopted by the national leadership and the Plenum. You have 
it in Internal Bulletin No.5, and I will reread it now: ‘Whereas 
the world situation calls for the freest possible discussion, the 
Plenum considers that this must be conducted responsibly 
within democratic centralism, which calls for free discussion 
of all points of view.’ 

Comrades, it was necessary to table this resolution in the 
historical conditions we are facing, namely in this period of 
world history when humankind’s fate is hanging in the 
balance. It was necessary to point out very precisely that 
throughout the difficulties that are inherent to this situation, 
free and fraternal discussion should be a principle between 
us.  

Comrades, this is nothing new. Is there anywhere else in the 
world an organisation able to convene its 45th Congress, one 
whose First Congress was the result of a fusion in 1944 in 
conditions of illegality, an organisation that has ensured its 
continuity after having been through all that it has been 
through? This is due to the fact that this organisation is a 
section of an International founded on the basis of a 
programme. When that programme was developed, it was 
the clear expression of a discussion held in the most difficult 
conditions that humankind has ever known, that a vanguard 
has ever known, at a time when Stalinism was exterminating 
the revolutionary vanguard that had contributed to the 
success of the October Revolution; at a time when Stalinism 
was exterminating any vanguard that was seeking an 
independent path. And it was in this period, the darkest of 
periods for humankind, which prepared the ground for the 
Second Imperialist War, that Trotsky called on us to adopt the 
Transitional Programme of the Fourth International.  

Democracy is the organisation. There is no democracy 
without an organisation. It is obvious that this question is 
fundamental. Our disagreements can be big. They can 
sometimes be important. The only question is this: do we or 

73 Internal Bulletin No.6, October 2006. 
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do we not need to maintain and guarantee a free, democratic 
organisation in which everyone can express themselves with 
the aim of building a party? Yes we do, because without an 
organisation, the working class is nothing.  

These questions are fundamental, because the organisation 
is the framework that allows democracy to be exercised 
concretely. Without an organisation, pressure can be exerted 
from outside to prevent a genuine discussion between those 
who are seeking the paths for saving humankind. 

The question of democracy is therefore to discuss and develop 
positions jointly, to adopt decisions and to take action. (…) 
What is a free discussion? What it isn’t, is seeking unanimity 
in discussion of the critical questions, the most complicated 
questions. (…) Compromise is part of humankind’s history, 
part of the history of the class struggle. When one reflects on 
all the activity we are developing in the class struggle 
together with the organisations – because, I repeat, there is 
no working class without an organisation – then the issue of 
compromise is necessarily posed. What is compromise?  

Compromise must be reached on the basis of principles. One 
cannot agree to abandon principles. (…). Compromise is 
necessary. For revolutionaries, compromise does not mean 
being compromised, which is impossible to accept. It is not 
simple. Just as the struggle to build a revolutionary party is 
not simple, just as intervention in the class struggle is not 
simple. The masses are looking for answers: what should we 
do? Why this situation? Why are things stacked up against 
us? Why?  
When the masses are looking for answers, they can find them 
in spontaneity, which is the embryo of the conscious. This is 
the highest form of democracy that the working class can 
achieve through its own movement, but it is the most fragile 
form of democracy, because spontaneity without an 
organisation means defeat. We have seen this a hundred 
times; for example, June 1936 and its aftermath demonstrate 
this. Once again, it comes down to the need for free 
discussion.” 

The 45th Congress ended with the (unanimous) adoption of 
the resolution on democratic centralism (mentioned 
previously) and the minutes of the Plenum discussion in 
August (published in Internal Bulletin No.4), as well as the 
summary of conclusions from the commissions. It is striking 
to note that strictly speaking there were no resolutions 
adopted by the 45th Congress. This was for the reasons 
indicated at the start of the Congress in the discussion on 
democratic centralism: it was not the right time to end and 
politically contrast the disagreements on orientation (“Our 
disagreements can be big. They can sometimes be 
important.”). Moreover, the Congress itself was the scene of 
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violent polemics. K vehemently contested certain passages in 
the introductory report presented by S; these dealt with the 
leaderships’ policy, they characterised the general tendency 
to the march towards corporatist integration, and 
demonstrated that the blows delivered by the government 
marked a significant step backwards that threatened every 
one of the working class’s gains. Lambert and S, who made 
no secret of the fact that they had prepared the Congress 
together, shared the common concern formulated by 
Lambert in his introduction, namely that everything had to 
be done to preserve the fragile compromise between the 
component parts of the leadership. Given the sharpness of 
the polemic that had developed over the course of the 
Congress, Lambert thought that at a certain point, at the risk 
of an immediate explosion, the discussion should end. S 
thought that it was still possible and necessary to continue 
the discussion before the Congress ended. 74 In the first few 
days of 2007, Lambert fell ill. He would no longer take part in 
meetings of the CCI leadership. He would intervene again – 
notably from his hospital bed – in the first months of 2007, in 
the political discussion and elaboration of policy that resulted 
in the launch of the Independent Workers Party (POI). When 
– at his proposal – a joint appeal was issued by Schivardi and 
Gluckstein to lay the foundations for an independent 
workers’ party 75, Lambert issued a joint statement with 
Roger Sandri to support the proposal. From September 2007 
onwards, illness increasingly kept Lambert out of the real 
discussions of the French leadership. He died on 16 January 
2008. 
 
31 – As soon as Lambert fell ill, the offensive began. The 
crystallised faction that had fought openly in the 
45th Congress without claiming the status of a faction 
considered that Lambert’s retirement gave it a free hand to 
attack. 
It collected around itself not only those who, over several 
years, were increasingly committed to a course of 
accompanying the policy of the apparatuses, but also other 
elements whose political positions might appear to be poles 
apart from theirs. For example, one sector of the leadership 
that made no secret of its distrust of or even contempt for 
the trade union officials, a sector known for its preference for 
abstract orthodox Trotskyist propaganda, one that had 
shown no interest whatsoever in the concrete questions of 
intervening in the class struggle nor in the questions of 
building the organisation, linked up with the accompaniment 
sector. Others were motivated by more personal 
considerations. In the space of a few months, this group 
secured control over the organisation. In the beginning, 
those who made up the group had little in common 
politically, at least on the surface. 76 In an initial period, the 

76 In his article “A Petty-Bourgeois Opposition in the Socialist Work-
ers Party” (December 1939, published in In Defence of Marxism), 
Trotsky characterised the features of the American group that was 
to leave the Fourth International as “a disdainful attitude toward 
theory and an inclination toward eclecticism; disrespect for the tra-
dition of their own organisation; anxiety for personal “independ-
ence” at the expense of anxiety for objective truth; nervousness in-
stead of consistency; readiness to jump from one position to an-
other; lack of understanding of revolutionary centralism and hostil-
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glue that kept them together was a shared hostility to 
Bolshevik centralisation, a hostility which over years was to 
take the form of hostility to Lambert, without ever daring to 
go so far as to clash in an open argument, orientation versus 
orientation. This is why for years, they all voted for 
resolutions with which they sometimes agreed, sometimes 
half-agreed, and sometimes disagreed completely; on an 
everyday basis, they aimed to act as they saw fit, in practice 
undermining the application of the resolutions that had been 
adopted. So at first, it was not at the political level that the 
offensive began. As soon as Lambert passed away, this group 
deployed its offensive, not based on defending a shared 
political platform, but an “organisational” platform.  

The offensive that had never been waged openly against 
Lambert was immediately launched against the comrade 
who, at Lambert’s proposal, had taken on the responsibility 
of leading the Secretariat (in other words, of political 
centralisation in the CCI) for more than 20 years. In the name 
of a better division of labour – the need for which had never 
been argued by anybody inside the leadership – what was put 
into question was the need for any political centralisation. 
“There is no point in having someone in charge of the CCI 
Secretariat”, they began to say, even before Lambert’s death. 
Then: “There is no point in having a CCI Secretariat.  

No need for a centre, we are all the centre.” This denial of the 
need for centralisation barely disguised the objective of 
breaking up the organisation. 77There was, of course, 
resistance to the implementation of this process. But this 
resistance was made difficult by the fact that, for an initial 
period at least, that group pledged its loyalty to the 
orientation that had been jointly agreed for years, all the 
while deliberately torpedoing it from the rear. Up to the 
46th Congress (held just after Lambert’s death), appearances 
were kept up.  

But just after the 46th Congress, when the Founding Congress 
of the Independent Workers Party was being outlined, the 
secret group emerged from its lair, and in an increasingly 
crude manner sought to challenge the agreed orientation in 
every possible form. Inside the leadership, the affair had a 
familiar character.  

The number of incidents grew. Just after the POI’s Founding 
Congress, the comrade responsible for the CCI Secretariat 
sent a written note to the other Secretariat members, dated 
16 June 2008. After analysing the success of the POI’s 
Founding Congress, he pointed out: “Conversely, the CCI 
Secretariat is on the verge of disintegration. The existence of 

                                                 
ity toward it; and finally, inclination to substitute clique ties and per-
sonal relationships for party discipline.” After this definition, he con-
cluded: “as always in a variegated bloc the tinge is given by those 
who are most distant from Marxism and proletarian policy.” As al-
ways… 
77 There is no democracy without centralisation, at least in an or-
ganisation based on democratic centralism. To deny the need for 
centralisation is to prohibit democracy. 
78 Note for the Secretariat, 16 June 2006. 
79 During a mass meeting of the Paris Region Trotskyists on 21 Jan-
uary 2017, a female comrade of the TCI asked the following ques-
tion: “Would it not be necessary to draw a balance-sheet of what 

a group set up inside it is an obstacle to the collective and 
loyal functioning of the body”.  

Then, having given several examples of that disintegration, 
he continued: “Is it a good thing that external forces are 
making use of the (semi-public, in practice) existence of this 
group for manoeuvres aimed at sharpening the divisions 
within the leadership?”  

The note went on: “Continuing down this path leads straight 
to disaster (…). The history of our movement gives us the tools 
to analyse the nature of the groupings within the 
organisation (…). It does not matter why the comrades have 
formed this group, which is neither really secret (it does not 
hide its existence) nor really public (its precise composition 
and political platform have never been published). Perhaps, 
from their point of view, it is an instrument needed for taking 
action in a crisis situation against other members of the 
leadership with whom they have political disagreements?  

But whether this is a consequence or the cause, the setting-
up of such a group is an expression of a crisis situation”. The 
note ended by posing a choice: “Either the group that has 
been set up within the Secretariat considers that the 
problems on which it was constituted have been resolved, 
and they dissolve it; then the Secretariat can stop being a 
shadow theatre and can become the framework where all the 
problems are posed openly, without pre-meetings and 
without double-talk between what is said there and what is 
said elsewhere (…); or the group does not dissolve itself, in 
which case it would be healthy for it to supply the leadership 
with its political platform so that the discussion can be 
organised”. 78 

What followed has shown that, far from being dissolved, the 
group carried on its destructive work. Between June 2008 
and the autumn of 2009, it weaved its web throughout the 
organisation without ever supplying its political platform, and 
thus prepared the 47th Congress (Autumn 2009) as if it were 
a “coup d’état”, to quote the formulation used by the chair of 
the Control Commission at the time, who was shocked 
beyond words by the events (which did not prevent him from 
doing a U-turn and rallying to the secret faction in the 
following months). 
Starting with the 47th Congress, having removed from his 
position of responsibility for the CCI Secretariat the comrade 
who had held it for 20 years, and having taken control of the 
organisation, the secret faction would have to present its 
political passport. 79Obviously, its centre of gravity was the 
theorisation and the bringing into general use of its policy of 

happened before the events of a year and a half ago? To be reason-
able, there is one question to ask: how can we understand what hap-
pened before, and how can we avoid once again having a crisis, out 
of the blue, like the one we lived through a year and a half ago? I 
must say that I am eagerly waiting for that balance-sheet, because 
it is discouraging to think that it is starting all over again”. The be-
ginnings of an answer were given in the following terms: “I share 
the concern that was expressed, but not the way it was formulated. 
Obviously, the crisis that hit the Fourth International in 2015 re-
quires us to reflect on its origins. We have not yet had the discussion 
between us about the conditions that saw the crystallisation of the 
liquidationist revisionist current.  
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renouncing the building of the party and any independent 
initiative, an orientation that was increasingly geared 
towards purely and simply submitting to the policies of the 
apparatus leaderships. This was accompanied by increasingly 
overt formulations that recommended the break-up of the 
organisation. 80 Of course, we should take into account the 
mindset of the leadership and militant activists who were 
shocked by the coup carried out at the 47th Congress.  

                                                 
There is a Conference of the Sections of the OCRFI next November. 
This discussion will be at the heart of the preparation of the Confer-
ence, therefore of the Congresses of all the national organisations, 
including the TCI. A document that formulates an analysis of the or-
igins of the crisis is being prepared. It will be submitted for discussion 
by the OCRFI’s International Secretariat on 11-12 March. Once it has 
been amended and adopted, it will be distributed to all the com-
rades and we will organise the discussion on it. All of the militant 
activists will have access to the document and will be able to say if, 
in their opinion, the proposed analysis seems right to them or not. 
You will read it, judge it and discuss it. But this document does not 
provide any guarantee that there will not be another crisis. To for-
mulate things in those terms is to be on the wrong track. The history 
of humankind is the history of one crisis after another. This also ap-
plies to the working-class organisations. You will never have guar-
antees against crisis and degeneration. What you can have is being 
armed theoretically and politically on the origins of the bureaucratic 
degeneration and crystallisation, and therefore being able to iden-
tify the means to prevent it by fighting back and by building. The 
only thing that can “protect” us is a solid theoretical base, demo-
cratic functioning, a permanent exchange of views between militant 
activists, complete clarity and transparency on our objectives and 
our results, and the rejection of any bluffing and vagueness. These 
are not “the guarantees”, but they are the best possible guarantee 
for a mode of functioning that will allow the organisation to have 
control over itself. In the document, you will see that the crisis ma-
tured over 15 years or more. It was 15 years ago that a political bat-
tle began inside the leadership of the French section. And you have 
a record of this, but in the form in which it appeared at the time (and 
not in 2015). At the time, it was a question of a certain number of 
shades of opinion or disagreements on issues that have suddenly re-
emerged today with a force that you are familiar with. So this pro-
cess is a battle process. In one sense, if we had not waged this battle 
at the time, we would not be here today. It was firstly a battle in the 
leadership, but if you reread the Congress documents, it was all 
there in writing, like so many milestones. When Lambert was alive, 
things crystallised up to a certain point, but Lambert managed to 
contain them by using his political authority. Once Lambert had 
passed away, the group that was aligned on capitulation moved 
over to the attack. This group was heterogeneous, a composite 
clique, in which some people were completely aligned with the ap-
paratuses, others were varieties of disillusioned, disappointed and 
bitter revolutionaries and badly converted Just-supporters, and oth-
ers were adventurers in search of their personal niche. Like any com-
posite group, it first of all reached agreement on questions of organ-
isation before agreeing on politics. The delegates to the 47th Con-
gress in the autumn of 2009, 18 months after Lambert’s death, wit-
nessed what Comrade C (who since then has switched sides) de-
scribed at the time as “a coup d’état”. Indeed, the group’s first act 
in this offensive was not to lay their political cards on the table, but 
to remove from his position the comrade responsible for the CCI Sec-
retariat, on the eve of the Congress. The comrades who were there 
will remember that surreal Congress, where out of the blue, a “quad-
rumvirate” appeared on the platform, with everybody wondering 
where they had come from and who was controlling everything. The 
comrade who was still responsible for the CCI Secretariat the day 
before had the right to five minutes of speaking time. Comrades, we 

The new course which the secret faction wanted to impose 
on the leadership provoked acts of resistance and tension at 
every level of the organisation, from the leadership to the 
cells. Also, for an initial period, the secret faction (which was 
no longer secret at this stage) sought to absorb the political 
disagreements via a policy of agreeing to amendments 
(without any intention of implementing them).  
This carried on up to the 50th Congress (June 2014). 81 

are Marxists. When comrades phoned us the day after the coup, say-
ing: “We can’t just let this happen, it is disgusting”, our reply was: 
either this is a settling of accounts following Lambert’s death, and 
in this case these are personal tensions that will dissipate; or there 
is a political content, and we need to allow enough time for the un-
derlying politics to surface. We do not fight over questions of indi-
viduals. Perhaps you remember the dates: late 2009, the “coup 
d’état” Congress; 2010, the big class struggle movement where we 
learned all of a sudden that, according to the formulation at the 
time, the working class had been “very close to winning”. And since 
we were very close to winning, the apparatuses themselves were 
very close to achieving the revolution, and so…any criticism of them 
had to end. Since the trade unions were taking on an increasingly 
revolutionary policy, there was no longer any need for party initia-
tives, Informations Ouvrières should not be the party’s publication, 
there should not be any party candidates in the elections and no 
party campaign; rather, there should be delegate conferences in 
which the party would disappear… At the time, many comrades saw 
all this as incidents that were rather strange but distinct from each 
other, the consistency of which was not clearly apparent. This was 
done little by little, with small touches. What did we do? We said 
that in order to save the French section, we needed to refer the mat-
ter to the militant activists. But this was not simple, because as soon 
as we tabled a text and amendments, everything was accepted…but 
never implemented. We therefore needed to make ourselves clear 
in the Internal Bulletin on the reason why Informations Ouvrières 
should become the newspaper of the POI…and they were obliged to 
give in. And then there was the discussion on the municipal elec-
tions… And little by little, the militant activists began to understand 
the scope of the discussion. If this fight had not been waged at the 
time – initially together with Lambert, then without him after his 
death – against that faction, we would not be here. Is this a guaran-
tee that there will not be other crises? No. It is a guarantee that 
Marxism is alive, that the Programme of the Fourth International 
has been defended – undoubtedly with a lot of imperfections and 
mistakes, perhaps not early enough or clearly enough, all of which 
can be discussed – but with the means we had and with our 
strengths and weaknesses. But we did it. And today, we have the 
OCRFI, which has organised forces and links in 47 countries.” 
80 Thus, on 14 January 2015, the members of the International Sec-
retariat were dumbfounded to witness the following scene: follow-
ing the introductory report to the discussion presented by the com-
rade responsible for the International Secretariat, the person re-
sponsible for the CCI Secretariat had his turn to speak, and shouted: 
“If you want war, you will have war. It will be all-out war”. A few 
weeks later, that same official referred to the possibility of “a split” 
during a Political Committee meeting, and insisted that this formu-
lation should be included in the minutes distributed to all the mili-
tant activists. This was the same CCI Secretariat official who in the 
national delegate conference had denounced the two Trotskyist la-
bour cadres as “strike-breakers” for daring to question the days of 
action. 
81 To understand the milestone reached at the 50th Congress, we 
need to go back a little. From 2013-4 onwards, part of the leader-
ship openly opposed developing a specific party policy. This phe-
nomenon was noticeable to all the militant activists via the issue of 
presenting candidates in the municipal elections, a decision that 
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was taken in the CCI and POI Congresses but which was deliberately 
ignored by a broad sector of the leadership. 
The party was split down the middle. Whole party regions did not 
present any candidate lists in the municipal elections, while others 
applied the Congress decisions and regrouped almost 3,000 work-
ers on candidate lists who were fighting back against the Hollande 
government’s policy. 

The discussion then started. One contribution in the Internal Bulle-
tin analysed the reasons for not presenting candidate lists (let us 
repeat, contrary to what was voted in the governing bodies) and 
pointed out that, beyond the electoral issue, the question posed 
was: should building a party be the focus of the Trotskyist faction’s 
activities, or not? 

In June 2014, the 50th Congress was held after this discussion had 
begun. Pressure from the militant activists and the Congress re-
sulted in a resolution being adopted by the 50th Congress that re-
affirmed the role of the party and the necessary fight against the 
policy of the leaders who had just sabotaged the railworkers’ strike. 
It is precisely because, within the framework of the Congress, the 
resistance of the organisation (which was in the course of being in-
creasingly adapted to the apparatuses and abandoning the building 
of the party) had imposed a retreat on the group which had taken 
control of the leadership, that this leadership would concentrate its 
efforts on challenging the decisions of the 50th Congress, and then, 
one year later, would seek to prevent the Trotskyist militant activ-
ists from making use of their 51st Congress to collectively define 
their policy of building the Democratic Independent Workers Party 
(POID). 
As early as September 2014, Congress decisions were violated (we 
will not re-examine here the demonstration of this, point by point, 
as contained in the text dated 28 June 2015 calling for the formation 
of a tendency). This violation of the Congress decisions on the tasks 
of building the party was closely combined with an ever-greater ad-
aptation to the apparatuses in the class struggle. 
First of all, in October there was the significant episode of the strike 
by the Air France pilots, which was criticised in an editorial in Infor-
mations Ouvrières. (This episode is related in the “Letter to Comrade 
Alan Benjamin (of the United States) on the divergences within the 
French section on the issue of intervening in the class struggle”). 
After two years of a Hollande government, pressure was rising in 
the working class, as it sought the path of confrontation. We related 
this in the “Letter to Comrade Alan”: “The result was the inter-pro-
fessional strike on 9 April [2015] at the call of the four trade union 
federations against the “responsibility pact” and the Macron Law. 
There was no disagreement in the leadership of the CCI over this ori-
entation.  
But from that success (which, by itself, did not compel the govern-
ment to block the implementation of the Responsibility Pact, though 
it expressed the power of the working class, paving the way for fur-
ther developments in the class struggle) – there developed within 
the CCI leadership a new theory. It began with the argument that 
“we occupy increasingly important positions in the labour move-
ment” (which is true), and then continued with “our positions are 
historically unprecedented” (which is also true) to eventually be-
come a declaration made to the delegates gathered at the CCI con-
ference on 7 March: “We occupy a front-line leadership position in 
the workers’ organisations, it was here in our offices that the deci-
sion to convene the 9 April strike was made”, inducing the idea that, 
in fact, we occupy a leading position in the labour movement. During 
the same period, the National Leadership heard a member of the PC 
question the idea (which for Trotskyists is very basic) that the 
worker-bourgeois apparatus constantly attempts to put pressure on 
our positions, stating: “it’s wrong, because we can now even say 
that we are the ones influencing the labour movement”. (…) Hence 

the repeated assertion: Nothing outside of 9 April. Hence the rejec-
tion of the amendments we presented combining the fight to break 
with the European Union and against the government, and our in-
tervention in the class struggle. Hence the statement that was 
raised against us, namely that the outcome is concentrated in the 
success of April 9 and will arise from the class struggle itself, confus-
ing the movement of the working class (without which no outcome 
in the interests of the working class is possible) with its outcome, 
that is to say, the political response which is up to the vanguard to 
formulate.” 
The position that nothing could be undertaken other than preparing 
a day of action was expressed in spectacular fashion in a CCI na-
tional conference on 7 March 2015. Two long-standing working-
class militant activists of the French section, who held responsibili-
ties in the two biggest trade union confederations, were actively 
preparing the strike on 9 April; they were violently taken to task by 
the rapporteur who, in front of 150 Trotskyist militant activist dele-
gates to the Conference, called them strike-breakers…on the 
grounds that in a meeting with other union delegates, they had re-
flected on the possible follow-up to the day of action. The delegates 
to the CCI national conference were dumbfounded to discover that 
when the apparatuses called a day of action for 9 April, a Trotskyist 
(and more generally a worker) did not have any right whatsoever to 
reflect on 10 April. Everything had to be dependent on the decision 
of the leaderships. After the break, this course became more pro-
nounced. “We must not underestimate the pressure which is already 
being exerted and which will increase against all labour leaders. Pol-
iticians, the bosses, and above all the government will try to strait-
jacket them in order to tarnish and break their independence by any 
available means.” This identification between the working class, its 
organisations and its leaderships – which constitutes the axis of the 
resolution of the neo-CCI’s national leadership in September 2015 
– brought us to fundamental theoretical questions and marked a 
break. 
As highlighted in the document “A milestone has been reached”, 
adopted by the constitutive conference of the TCI: “if today there 
were, as the Plenum resolution suggests, an identification between 
the working class and its leaderships – described as “labour leaders” 
without any other qualification – then one should conclude from this 
that Lenin was wrong in his analysis and in the conclusions he drew 
from it (the need for the Third International). Similarly, if the working 
class and its leaderships are camped on the same ground of class 
independence, then Trotsky was misguided in identifying the historic 
significance and social roots of Stalinism. He would have been wrong 
to define the Stalinist bureaucracy as a foreign body in the labour 
movement, a transmission-belt of the capitalist class within the 
workers’ state. In that case, Trotsky would also have been wrong to 
make the link between the analysis of the destruction of the 
productive forces and the need, in order to allow the working class 
to overcome the crisis of humanity that is dragging it towards 
barbarism, to resolve the central strategic task: the crisis of the 
revolutionary leadership of the proletariat – which involves the 
Fourth International fighting for the traditional organisations of the 
proletariat to break with the political semi-corpse of the 
bourgeoisie. Similarly, if the international working class, its various 
organisations and their leaderships constituted a single entity, one 
and the same “camp”, then during the crisis of 1950-2 the majority 
of the French section together with Comrade Lambert would have 
been wrong to stand against Pabloism which, by abandoning the 
independence of the Fourth International, entrusted the 
bureaucratic leaderships (and in particular the Stalinist apparatus) 
with a progressive mission: placed in the exceptional circumstances 
of the “coming” war, Stalinism would be led to build socialism in its 
own fashion over the course of centuries of transition.” 
As we have seen previously, this theoretical affirmation, identifying 
the working class with the organisations and the apparatuses, was 
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In the space of a few months (between 2009 and 2010), this 
group came out of the shadows and openly challenged the 
political orientation that had been created in the French 
section over decades under Lambert’s direction. Obviously, 
all of these phenomena have a social root: the renunciation 
of revolution, the renunciation of fighting independently for 
the rebuilding of the labour movement on a new axis, the 
increasingly pronounced tendency to adapt to the 
apparatuses, a tendency which had already provoked a fierce 
political struggle against it during Lambert’s lifetime and 
under Lambert’s direction, a struggle which steadily grew, 
improved and flourished following Lambert’s death. And yet, 
they have failed. The revisionist current that tried to take 
control of the French section of the Fourth International, 

then of the Fourth International itself, on behalf of the 
counter-revolutionary apparatuses that stand in the way of 
the working class’s movement, and in the final analysis, on 
behalf of the bourgeois state, delivered a blow to the Fourth 
International. But their attempt to destroy it has failed. This 
is this significance of the OCRFI constituted in Turin in 
February 2016, and the World Conference of the Sections of 
the OCRFI in November 2017.  
One hundred years after October 1917, the Fourth 
International, whose programme is based on that of the 
Bolsheviks, and which aims, like them, to help the working 
class take power, continues to stand on the shoulders of its 
predecessors.  
It lives on in the OCRFI’s fight to reconstitute it.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
given concrete expression during the four months of intense class 
struggle that occurred in France in the spring of 2016. The national 
leadership of the neo-CCI drew the balance-sheet of this class strug-
gle in the following terms: 
“We know that, faced with the collapse of the country’s industrial 
base, faced with the collapse of the public services made even worse 
by a territorial reform that turns whole portions of the country into 
desert…only the mobilisation of the broadest masses against the 
very foundations of the capitalist system is capable of putting a stop 
to that process and laying the foundations for reconstruction. And 
although we are convinced of the working class’s power and of the 
solid leverage-points it has available to it within the working-class 
organisations (revealed in the five months of mobilisation by the 
workers and the organisations against the Labour Law), we do not 
forget for an instant that the swing towards a general strike did not 
take place. We know, because we have verified this, that it is not 
enough to accuse the leaderships to understand why this was the 
case. We know that within the working class, the political conditions 
for rising up were not mature and that the majority of the workers 
hesitated, knowing that the general strike posed the question of 
power”.  

By writing this, the leadership of the neo-CCI shifted onto the work-
ing class the responsibility for the fact that the mobilisation against 
the El Khomri law had not resulted in its withdrawal. In doing so, the 
neo-CCI leadership were evading the crucial question of the leader-
ships’ policy, as posed by the Programme of the Fourth Interna-
tional: the crisis of humankind is reduced to the crisis of the revolu-
tionary leadership of the proletariat; the Fourth International ac-
cuses the traditional leaderships of the proletariat of refusing to 
break with the political semi-corpse of the bourgeoisie (to be spe-
cific, with the institutions of the European Union and of Fifth Re-
public, and with subordination to the needs of finance capital). By 
directing their accusation at the working class, the neo-CCI leader-
ship showed the extent to which they have turned their backs on 
the programme on which the Fourth International was founded.  
Thus, from abandoning the building of the party in 2013-4 in favour 
of preparing a day of action, in less than two years they reached the 
point of saying that a day of action could not be criticised, then of 
stating that this was an intelligent tactic of struggle, then of turning 
the adoption of an anti-labour law into a governmental defeat, and 
finally of accusing the masses themselves. For them, the crisis of 
humankind is no longer the crisis of leadership.  
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List of useful documents 
 

A clarification is needed: the documents presented here do not constitute an exhaustive list – far from it. This list is not based 
on a choice aimed at presenting some documents from our history as being more important than others. It is simply a ques-
tion of providing reference-points to enable or deepen a good understanding of the text, and to present the documents re-
ferred to in any one of the text’s four parts. 

 The Transitional Programme. The founding programme of the Fourth International, adopted in 1938. Written by 
Leon Trotsky with respect to the discussion with the militant activists of the International Left Opposition who would 
go on to form the Fourth International, it presents our current’s basic analysis of the capitalist system, the nature of 
the counter-revolutionary apparatuses and the tasks of the Fourth International. 

 Quelques enseignements de notre histoire [Some lessons from our history], first published in 1970. A work produced 
under the responsibility of Comrade Lambert and led by Nicole Dorey, which reviews the various stages of building 
the Trotskyist organisation in France from the start of the Left Opposition in the 1920s up to the eve of the 1968 
general strike in France. This brochure re-examines in particular the Pabloite crisis of 1950-3.  

 Two reports tabled for the preparatory discussion for the 1993 World Conference of the Sections – “Has the 
programme of the Fourth International been verified by the events?” and “The fight for the reproclamation of the 
Fourth International” – were published in La Vérité-The Truth Issue No.5 (February 1993). The written report 
“Should the World Conference of the Sections proceed to reproclaim the Fourth International?” was published in La 
Vérité-The Truth Issue No.7 (August 1993). These three documents form a whole. They reaffirm the validity and 
relevance today of the Transitional Programme in the new period opened after the collapse of the Stalinist 
bureaucracy. They contain a detailed retelling of the history of the Fourth International, focusing on the various 
stages of the fight for its reconstruction. The development of the transitional method for building the party is 
explained at length. They also contain several chronological reference-points from 1953 to 1993. 

 Several quotes by Comrade Lambert can also be found in La Vérité-The Truth Issue No.60-61 (March 2008), known 
as the “Lambert Special Issue”, which reproduces documents and articles written by him on several subjects over 
the course of his life as a militant activist.  

______________________ 

 

More recently 

 

• The constitutive platform of tendency, “Return to a policy of building the party”, June 2015. This document 
establishes how a discussion developed in the French section of the Fourth International since the 50th Congress. It 
establishes how the mandate from that Congress was violated. The violation of the mandate, the gradual but 
increasingly pronounced challenging of the positions adopted at the Congresses and the refusal of any amendment 
led to conflicting votes in the CCI national leadership from February 2015 onwards. These votes were the focus of a 
regroupment of 23 militant activists in the national leadership and hundreds of militant activists who shared those 
positions. 

• The “Letter to the militant activists of the Fourth International who want to judge for themselves based on the 
facts” denounces the campaign of Stalinist-style slanders that was launched and establishes the facts, proving that 
the group which took control of the CCI had prepared the split and had organised practical measures such as taking 
physical control of offices and officially registering publication titles in secret.  

• The constitutive texts of the TCI (31 October to 1 November 2016) and of the 51st Congress of the French section of 
the Fourth International – First Congress of the TCI (9-10 April 2016) – review the independent intervention of the 
Trotskyists in the class struggle, the initiatives to build the party and the evolution of the revisionist current. 

• The constitutive documents of the OCRFI, appealing to all the militant activists of the Fourth International for the 
opening of an international discussion, were published in The Internationale Issue No.1, March 2016. 
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