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Editorial Notes 

 
n 1-3 November 2017, the International Confer-
ence of the Organising Committee for the Recon-
stitution of the Fourth International (OCRFI) will 

take place. Let us recall that the OCRFI was constituted on 
5-6 February 2016 in Turin (Italy) by 46 delegates from 17 
countries of Africa, the Americas, Asia and Europe as a re-
sponse to “the need to organise to ensure the political conti-
nuity of the Fourth International, founded by Leon Trotsky in 
1938 and re-proclaimed in 1993 with comrade Pierre Lam-
bert”, which at the time was the target of a revisionist liqui-
dationist offensive that threatened its existence. 
This offensive was revealed openly in late June 2015, inside 
what was then the French section of the Fourth Interna-
tional. In view of the fact that only free discussion will allow 
us to identify what is liquidationist revisionism and what is 
Trotskyism, the Steering Committee of the OCRFI has tabled 
for discussion the “Notes regarding the crisis of the Fourth 
International, the reasons for it and its significance”, which 
were published in Issue No.6 of our review.  
These notes are offered for discussion not only to the mili-
tant activists, groups and organisations that are part of the 
OCRFI, but also to the militant activists of the labour move-
ment, beyond any shades of opinion and disagreements 
that may exist. 
Of course, the main aim of the International Conference will 
be to pursue the discussion on the roots of the crisis of the 
Fourth International. But the aim will also be to discuss the 
issues we are facing internationally and in each country: 
which orientation to adopt? Which slogans? Which initia-
tives? Which strategy for building the revolutionary party as 
we embed ourselves in the labour movement internation-
ally and in each of our countries? 
Exploring these questions entails answering other ques-
tions. Is it still correct to affirm that imperialism – the high-
est stage of capitalism – is leading humankind into barba-
rism by destroying the productive forces, and therefore that 
there is no other way of saving humankind than by expro-
priating capital? And is it still correct to affirm that the crisis 
of humankind is reduced to the crisis of the revolutionary 
leadership of the proletariat? 
The International Conference of the OCRFI will take place 
100 years almost to the day after the Russian Revolution of 
October 1917. From our point of view, the relevance today 
of October 1917 lies above all in the relevance of the prole-
tariat seizing political power, “not in reforming capitalism 

but in its overthrow”, as the Programme of the Fourth Inter-
national says. Although this perspective has long been 
abandoned by the old leaderships of the labour movement 
(just as it has been abandoned by those who have re-
nounced the political independence of the Fourth Interna-
tional, seeking their own little “place in the sun” alongside 
the apparatuses), it nevertheless remains at the heart of the 
whole world situation.  
This issue of The Internationale places the spotlight on the 
activity of the Trotskyist militant activists in the United 
States. The objective situation in the world’s most powerful 
imperialist country highlights the degree to which the pro-
cess of keeping the bourgeoisie in power (in every country 
of the world, beginning with the United States), while the 
system of private ownership of the means of production 
continues to decay, is plunging humankind into barbarism. 
The decision taken by Trump and the Director of the CIA – 
made public on 19 July 2017 by the US press – to end the 
funding programme for armed groups in Syria, after having 
largely contributed to reducing the country to ashes, massa-
cring more than 350,000 Syrians and driving millions of oth-
ers from their homes, is an admission of what kind of policy 
imperialism is imposing in the Middle East, Central Asia and 
most of Africa. 
Firstly, because promoting the arms market can only hap-
pen if the destructive commodities that have already been 
produced are consumed (see the article “Once again on the 
productive forces” in Issue No.5 of our review), whilst rec-
ognising in fact that the pretext quoted to do this (in the 
specific case of Syria, to “remove Assad”) is indeed just a 
pretext. 
Secondly, because maintaining the world order requires 
that imperialism seek permanently to divide and dismem-
ber nations and peoples, to try to set one nation or people 
against another in an attempt to prevent the workers and 
peoples from uniting in a common struggle against capitalist 
barbarism. 
This is why the US administration is using the same pro-
cesses of military escalation against Iran and North Korea. 
No less than US$2 trillion has been applied to US military in-
terventions in Afghanistan, Iraq, Syria and Libya since 11 
September 2001 (“9/11”).  
Imperialist aggression is developing on every continent. As 
this Issue goes to press, Venezuela is facing the same chaos 
caused by imperialist interference as has been created in 
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the Middle East. Violent “opposition” demonstrations, a so-
called “general strike” to prevent the elections called by the 
Maduro government from being held, and more. It is be-
yond dispute that the situation of the popular masses in 
Venezuela is extremely difficult (despite a certain number 
of real measures taken in favour of the poorest sectors dur-
ing the Chavez era). It is also beyond dispute that the insti-
tutions of the old corrupt oligarchic State were never swept 
away by Chavez’s “Bolivarian revolution”. But it is US inter-
ference that is to blame for the chaos. And this falls within 
the framework of a continent-wide offensive: in Brazil, it is 
the government of ex-CIA informer Temer, established by 
the coup d’état in the summer of 2016, which is on the of-
fensive. In Argentina, the pro-imperialist Macri is applying 
more and more anti-worker measures and provocations 
aimed at exonerating those responsible for the crimes of 
the military dictatorship (30,000 activists kidnapped and 
murdered). 
However, the US bourgeoisie is more than ever beset by di-
vision, because none of the elements of its offensive can al-
low it to overcome the roots of the crisis: the death-agony 
of the system of private ownership of the means of produc-
tion. The soap opera that is the six-month Trump presi-
dency has been a series of settling of accounts at the high-
est levels of the State apparatus, an undeclared war be-
tween different State departments and institutions – includ-
ing the FBI and CIA – and the President. All of them know 
that in order to save Wall Street, they will need more than 
ever to crush the working class and peoples of the 
world…but how can they do this, how can they confront the 
working class and peoples without sparking off revolution-
ary processes? This is the reason why the capitalist class is 
tearing itself apart. 
The situation in Europe is no more stable. Washington has 
clearly indicated that Europe’s lesser imperialisms must be 
hands-on and will have to open their wallets. In order to do 
this, the institutions of the European Union will have to play 
to the full their role as reaction’s command centre for the 
continent. But no government in any of the major powers – 
despite all the attempts of increasing intensity to impose a 
corporatist order that would co-opt the labour movement – 
has been able to impose a major defeat on its own working 
class.  
Of course, terrible blows have been delivered and the living 
standards of the broad masses have fallen dramatically. But 
the capacity of the masses to change the course of events is 
there. In Germany, they are facing attempts by the Grand 
Coalition (with the social-democratic apparatus at the fore-
front) to impose the continuation of the Agenda policy (1); 
in France, they are facing the Macron government’s at-
tempt to impose on the trade unions a corporatist frame-
work of “co-constructing” the counter-reforms. Given that it 
rests on a “majority” elected by fewer than 15 per cent of 
registered voters, how long will the Macron government 
last? 
On every continent, therefore, it is indeed the question of 
the independence of the working class and its organisations 
that is posed; in other words, the question of the capacity 
of the working class – with the help of the vanguard – to 
complete its historical tasks. From this point of view, the or-
ganisations of the OCRFI are closely following the processes 

that are moving towards rebuilding the labour movement 
on a new axis. 
In Azania/South Africa, an event occurred in April 2017 the 
importance of which goes far beyond the borders of Azania 
and the African continent. A new trade union confedera-
tion, bringing together organisations which together repre-
sent 700,000 organised workers, was set up in a clear break 
with the policy of the Tripartite Alliance that has governed 
since the agreements reached with the apartheid regime 
(2). Although those agreements conceded political equality 
to the Black majority, they maintained all of the economic 
privileges of the white minority and subordinated the coun-
try to imperialism through the servicing of the debt which 
the racist regime took out in order to better repress the 
Black masses; debt repayments have been made, cash on 
the nail, since 1994.  
The setting-up of the new trade union confederation, the 
South African Federation of Trade Unions (SAFTU), is the re-
sult of a long process that emerged from the massive strike 
by Black miners in Marikana in August 2012, and it puts into 
question the political and trade-union monopoly enjoyed up 
to now by the Tripartite Alliance. The main conflict occurred 
when the tripartite government’s police force and Rama-
phosa (who today is vying for the leadership of the ANC) 
opened fire on the miners (3). 
Fractures resulted, and the crushing weight which the Sta-
linist apparatus of the Communist Party (SACP) and the ANC 
had succeeded in imposing on the labour movement was 
shaken. Conversely, by restating its unwavering commit-
ment to the Tripartite Alliance, which since 1994 has led the 
Black masses of Azania into limitless impoverishment, the 
recent SACP Congress has once again verified what was 
stressed by Leon Trotsky: the more the masses move to the 
left, the more the apparatuses move to the right.  
The setting-up of the SAFTU, together with the processes of 
the class struggle and the youth movement which are caus-
ing cracks in the rotten institutions of 1994, more than ever 
place on the agenda the perspective of a genuine Workers 
Party of Azania that will fight to give power to the Black ma-
jority, for a Black Republic. 
Because, more than ever, the crisis of humankind is reduced 
to the crisis of the revolutionary leadership of the proletar-
iat, the organisations, groups and militant activists that are 
preparing the World Conference of the OCRFI in November 
will have to reflect on the ways in which to translate, in the 
conditions of crisis facing the world labour movement in 
2017, all of the work done over decades – within the frame-
work, at the time, of the fight to reconstruct the Fourth In-
ternational with Comrade Lambert – to develop the transi-
tional method for building the revolutionary party and the 
Fourth International.  
In other words, to help towards regrouping those forces 
which sincerely mean to locate themselves on the ground of 
the class independence of the labour movement, on the 
ground of the fight for the Workers’ International and genu-
ine workers’ parties, without those forces necessarily shar-
ing the programme of the Fourth International. The crisis of 
the labour movement is producing elements of decomposi-
tion, but also of recomposition. This is why in Turin, we said: 
“In line with the 1991 Barcelona Conference that formed the 
International Liaison Committee of Workers and Peoples for 
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a Workers’ International, and in accordance with the initia-
tives of its organisers, we call on all everywhere to help en-
sure the success of the Mumbai World Conference Against 
War, Exploitation and Precarious Work.”  
That World Conference took place.  

Its Manifesto and its campaigns have already received a 
positive response from labour activists and organisations in 
more than 50 countries around the world.  
The organisations, militant activists and groups of the OCRFI 
are part of building and expanding the International Work-
ers’ Committee Against War and Exploitation, For the Work-
ers’ International (IWC), which was formed in Turin as a 
pole of independent regroupment through its initiatives  
 

(such as the initiative to free the 13 Maruti workers in India, 
who have been jailed for life). 

The editorial team 
____________________ 
(1) In 2005, SPD Chancellor Gerhard Schröder introduced a range of re-
actionary anti-labour measures, which he called Agenda 2010. Since 
then up to the present day, the term “Agenda policy” refers to the anti-
labour deregulation measures demanded by capital and the European 
Union. 
(2) The Tripartite Alliance is a coalition composed of the ANC, COSATU 
and the Communist Party (SACP), in power since the 1994 Kempton Park 
Agreements. 
(3) On 16 August 2012, the South African police opened fire on several 
hundred striking workers at a platinum mine in Marikana, killing 34 
workers.
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 ANALYSIS 
 

 
 
United States:  
Six Months of Trump’s Presidency  
The Struggle of Trotskyist Militants  
in the United States 
 
Interview with Alan Benjamin, national organiser 
of Socialist Organizer, section of the Fourth International in 
the United States 
 
The Internationale: Trump waged his entire presiden-
tial campaign on the theme of “bringing back jobs to 
America” and “making America great again”. Six 
months into his presidency, what is the balance-
sheet? 

 
Alan Benjamin: Trump has hollered victory about the fact 
that 280,000 new jobs have been created since he took office 
on 20 January 2017. This statistic is misleading in many ways. 
The new jobs created are predominantly part-time jobs with-
out benefits or union representation – and with hourly wages 
that are plummeting by the day. The jobs figure – in fact the 
very rosy figure of 4.5 per cent unemployment – masks the 
destruction of full-time jobs and the job-cuts in many of the 
federal agencies, such as the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
Trump promised that he would create “millions of great jobs” 
through a massive public-works programme funded through 
private and public investments. But this has gone nowhere, 
and will likely go nowhere. Private contractors have not 
bought into Trump’s stepped-up construction plan, while no 
additional funds have been earmarked for public works in the 
recent budget. It was all empty promises to rope in disaf-
fected workers in the Rust Belt (1). 
Trump also promised that he would prevent US companies 
from exporting jobs to Mexico. He held a press conference 
with Carrier Corp. in Indiana to make this point. It was later 
revealed in the press that only half the jobs mentioned by 
Trump would be preserved in that particular plant, and that 
Carrier was exporting thousands of jobs to Mexico and other 
locations from its other US plants. It was a staged event… 
that ultimately backfired. 

 
The unemployment figures are also fabricated. Workers who 
are no longer on the unemployment registers, their unem-
ployment insurance having expired, are no longer considered 
unemployed. 
Trump cannot tell truth from fiction. He claims that the 
United States has made “great strides toward being great 
again”. This is just grand-standing. The Wall Street Journal 
(July 17) noted that the current Republican Congress “is the 
most dysfunctional and least productive since the Civil War.” 
The article notes how the gridlock in Washington – primarily 
resulting from the crisis and divisions inside Trump’s own 
party – has prevented Trump from implementing his pro-
gram, be it to repeal or “fix” ObamaCare, reform the Dodd-
Frank Act (on financial deregulation), enact Trump’s her-
alded “border-adjustment tax” (to pay for the Wall along the 
US-Mexico border), or implement his regressive tax reform. 
On this last point, Trump announced publicly that he could 
not go ahead with his US$6.2 trillion in tax cuts for the rich 
until after the repeal of ObamaCare, which included US$592 
billion in tax cuts for business and investors over the next 20 
years. But with the failure of the Republicans to repeal and 
replace ObamaCare – a failure of immense significance – 
Trump’s major tax-cut plan may also be in jeopardy. 
The crisis is also political: Trump has not been able to fill 
more than half of the high-level executive branch positions. 
Wall Street has been “on hold” in anticipation of Trump’s ma-
jor tax cuts for Big Business and his plan to accelerate the 
deregulation of financial markets. But signs that Trump may 
not be able to deliver on his promises to the banksters (2) are 
already sending shock waves through Wall Street. 
At first, when Janet Yellen, chair of the Federal Reserve, an-
nounced that the Fed would start increasing interest rates, 
the Dow Jones index surged. But once the economic growth 
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projections were scaled back and uncertainty set in about 
the volatility of the financial markets, Yellen pulled back in 
terms of increasing interest rates. The backdrop to all of this 
is an economy skating on the thin ice of fictitious capital and 
unfettered speculation, an economy reflecting the impasse 
of a capitalist system in its death throes. 
The US news media, moreover, cannot hide the fact that 
Trump is the most unpopular president in recorded history 
at this time in his presidency. This is how the New York Times 
(July 13) put it: “Trump won his presidency with a populist 
call-to-arms to make ‘forgotten Americans’ his priority and to 
restore jobs to people still struggling amid the recovery. He 
has done neither. (…) Only 26 per cent have confidence in the 
Congress, and only 32 per cent support Trump’s policies six 
months into his presidency.” 
 
Trump has submitted his budget for fiscal year 2018. 
What are its main policy objectives? 
 
Trump promised that there would be a balanced budget – in 
fact, there would even be a US$16 billion budget surplus – by 
2027. Upon reviewing the budget proposal, the Congres-
sional Budget Office (CBO) said that Trump’s projections for 
economic growth were totally unrealistic. According to the 
CBO, we can expect a sharp downturn in the economy, be-
ginning in 2018. Hence, the budget deficit would increase to 
US$720 billion within the next 10 years. Their reasoning is as 
follows: even though Trump’s budget calls for massive reduc-
tions in domestic social spending, the budget for “defense” – 
that is, the war budget – and for Homeland Security is 
through the roof. 
The 2018 “defense” budget, the biggest line item, has been 
upped to US$696.5 billion, which is US$75 billion higher than 
Obama’s record-high war budget. According to the National 
Priorities Project report in May 2017, the US government has 
spent US$7.6 trillion on the military and homeland security 
since 9/11. And this does not even include the long-term 
costs of caring for the badly wounded soldiers. 
Another major budget item: US$2.6 billion for increased 
“border security”. 
In a word, it’s a budget of war against working people and 
the oppressed – at home and abroad. 
What also needs to be pointed out is the mounting crisis of 
the budgets of many states, which have seen federal funding 
cut drastically as well as decreased income because of major 
tax cuts to the rich. The state of Illinois, facing a US$6.2 billion 
annual deficit, passed its first spending bill in two years fol-
lowing the longest fiscal impasse since the Civil War. (One 
way it addressed this impasse was to slash the guaranteed 
public employee pension plans – plans into which workers 
had paid monthly to secure a decent retirement – by the 
whopping sum of US$2 billion.) 
The states of Maine and New Jersey have experienced partial 
shutdowns over the budget debates. 
 
Among the difficulties confronting Trump, one must 
note the following: The persistence within the frame-
work of the bourgeois State of segments of political 
democracy inherited from the American Revolution is 
an obstacle to the attempts by a sector of the US ruling 
class to impose a strongman. Is this the case? 

There is a growing political crisis of US imperialism. Its insti-
tutions, as you point out, are not fully adapted to the tasks 
of being the world’s policeman. The judicial system, for ex-
ample, is not totally subordinate to the imperial presidency; 
the 9th Circuit Court of Appeals has blocked major compo-
nents of Trump’s travel ban and has struck down aspects of 
Trump’s anti-immigrant policy. 

To some extent, the “checks and balances” in the US Consti-
tution make it more difficult to establish a neo-monarchical 
system such as Macron would like to institute in France. 
There is no Article 49.3 in the United States, for example. 

The “fourth estate” – namely, the media – is still able to ex-
press the sharp divisions that exist within the ruling class 
over how to steer the ship of state, despite the steady loss of 
independent newspapers and the concentration of news 
conglomerates. This is what explains Trump’s almost daily 
rant against the media for spewing so-called “fake news”. 
The mounting “Russia-gate” scandal, reported daily in the 
press, could possibly bring down Trump. The battle between 
Trump and the top officials in the FBI and Justice Department 
has concentrated much of the energy of the ruling class over 
these past six months; impeachment proceedings have been 
initiated by two California members of Congress. 

The tradition of “town hall meetings” about which De 
Tocqueville spoke so eloquently 180 years ago is still very 
much part of the fabric of the body politic. It is a holdover 
from an earlier period in US history. TrumpCare was brought 
down in large part by the tens of thousands of Trump sup-
porters who lambasted their elected officials in such meet-
ings up and down the country. Once-ardent Trump support-
ers in rural America exploded in anger over plans to slash 
Medicaid, and they made sure their representatives got the 
message. 

The issue of states’ rights also comes into play. States’ rights 
represented a concession in the US Constitution to the 
southern slave-holding states. Throughout US history, states’ 
rights have been deployed as a means to oppose any pro-
gressive legislation coming from the federal government. 
The best example was the clash between the federal govern-
ment and the Southern states during the Civil Rights upsurge 
in the 1960s. 

Today, however, states’ rights are being wielded by some 
state governors and legislatures to oppose the most reac-
tionary policies of the Trump administration. For example, 
many states are upholding their sanctuary status – whereby 
the state and municipal governments and police depart-
ments refuse to collaborate with the Immigration Control 
and Enforcement (ICE) forces – against directives from Wash-
ington. This is creating unprecedented scenarios. In Texas, 
the Trump administration is threatening to withhold funds 
and even issue severe prison sentences to any and all state 
and city officials who refuse to implement his directives on 
immigration “security”. 

But this is only part of the story. While segments of political 
democracy still exist, and are fostering a growing crisis in the 
summits of power, they are being whittled away bit by bit 
with each passing day. The Patriot Acts 1 and 2 have drasti-
cally curbed democratic rights. Peace activists are being 
taken off commercial airlines for wearing antiwar T-shirts. 
The imperative of “national security” has given the State the 
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right to curtail basic rights enshrined in the Bill of Rights (the 
first 10 amendments to the US Constitution). 
So, while some aspects of US imperialist policy have been 
hampered, imperialism’s destructive power continues to 
wreak havoc and devastation upon working class and op-
pressed peoples the world over, including in the United 
States. 
 
In issue no.5 of The Internationale, we published an 
article that deals with the expansion of the arms econ-
omy, which is destroying the productive forces. Trump 
announced that he wants to increase the US military 
budget by US$54 billion. He signed some hefty con-
tracts for arms sales to Saudi Arabia in anticipation of 
a future war against Iran. The US government has also 
increased its threats against North Korea and an-
nounced that 5,000 additional US troops will be sent 
to Afghanistan. What are the broad outlines of 
Trump’s foreign policy? 
 
Trump won the presidency in part based on his claim of being 
an “isolationist” – that is, he would finally pull the US out of 
all the hotspots in the world to focus on creating jobs and 
“making America great again”. The American people are 
tired and wary of all the wars abroad. Poll after poll continue 
to register the prevailing anti-war sentiment of the working-
class majority. As most people see it, an estimated US$1.26 
trillion has been spent in Iraq and Afghanistan alone, and the 
world is no safer; in fact, it is far more dangerous. 
Trump’s so-called “isolationism” was a lot of bunk. As I noted 
earlier, he has increased the war budget to its greatest levels 
ever. What is more, the Republican-controlled Congress did 
not stop at Trump’s proposed US$54 billion; it increased mil-
itary spending by US$72 billion for fiscal year 2018. 
As the Trump-Macron Bastille Day military review in Paris 
made clear, US imperialism will continue to insist that its “al-
lies” shoulder more of the burden of military interventions 
across the globe, while also insisting on the US government’s 
right to intervene any and everywhere it deems fit. Trump is 
putting more pressure on China to “rein in” North Korea, for 
example, while revving up the US war machine against North 
Korea with the new THAAD missiles. 
At the same time, Trump is escalating the shipment and sale 
of arms to Saudi Arabia (US$110 billion for the financial year 
of 2018) to use proxy forces to intervene in neighbouring 
countries, notably Iran and Syria. And US support for the Zi-
onist state of Israel and its war of annihilation against the Pal-
estinian people is unrelenting; no longer is there even a pre-
tense of support for the “two-state” so-called solution. 
The US wars abroad are heating up and are likely to become 
explosive in many regions across the globe. 

In a recent newsletter of the International Workers 
Committee (IWC), a number of trade unionists – 
Nancy Wohlforth, Donna Dewitt and Gene Bruskin – 
expressed their concerns over the fact that Trump’s 
US$54 billion military build-up did not elicit any oppo-
sition from the leadership of the AFL-CIO, particularly 
from Richard Trumka, its main leader. Is this an indi-
cation that the American people are now supporting 

the US wars begun by George W. Bush and then pur-
sued, and deepened, by Obama and now Trump? 
 
The failure of the top leadership of the AFL-CIO to utter a sin-
gle word in reply to the war build-up and increased arms 
spending in Trump’s 2018 proposed budget was sharply crit-
icised in the US by leaders of the labour and anti-war move-
ments. US Labor Against the War organisers asked how AFL-
CIO President Richard Trumka expected to see job creation, 
and the preservation of public education and public services, 
when the military is siphoning off the huge bulk of the “peace 
dollars”. 
A USLAW leadership statement noted that the top union 
leadership’s silence on this question “contradicts the AFL-CIO 
Executive Council’s own statement of August 2011, which de-
clared that ‘the militarization of our foreign policy has proven 
a costly mistake. It is time to invest at home’.” 
USLAW activists and supporters are gearing up to present a 
series of anti-war resolutions to the upcoming AFL-CIO con-
vention in St. Louis. No. The American people do not support 
the wars being waged around the world in the name of the 
“fight against terrorism”. The 2016 presidential election wit-
nessed the second-largest rate of abstention in recent US his-
tory. The people rejected the twin candidates of war and ex-
ploitation; if anything, to many people Trump appeared to be 
the lesser-evil, and Hillary Clinton the military hawk. 
 
An important delegation of trade union and Black ac-
tivists was present in Mumbai (3) and considers itself 
to be part of the International Workers Committee, 
which has placed the fight against war and exploita-
tion at the centre of its activity. What initiatives might 
be forthcoming to turn things around and build mass 
opposition to these imperialist wars and interven-
tions? 
 
At the initiative of supporters of the International Workers 
Committee, union resolutions have been adopted – and ac-
tions organised – in opposition to the US wars/interventions 
in Syria, Afghanistan, Iraq, Korea and Venezuela (where US 
operatives are fomenting a coup against the legitimate gov-
ernment of Nicolas Maduro). 
However, the scope of these actions is far below what is 
needed to stay the hand of the US warmongers. As Socialist 
Organizer, US section of the OCRFI, we have examined the 
reasons why there are no mass, united-front actions in the 
streets, as existed during the Vietnam War. There are many 
objective reasons for this - the main one being the end of the 
draft and the return to a volunteer army. 
But there are also major subjective reasons. First is the fail-
ure of the leadership of the US labour movement to take up 
the banner of the fight against US wars. In addition, the main 
anti-war coalitions are embroiled in bitter sectarian fights, 
many stemming from political positions which, from far-dif-
fering standpoints, turn their backs on the simple and neces-
sary demand of “US Out Now!” 
Some coalitions insist on coupling the demand of “US Out 
Now!” with the call to support the Assad regime (which, of 
course, is unacceptable). Conversely, other coalitions insist 
on coupling “US Out Now!” with the call to end all foreign 
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interventions in Syria, thereby placing “Russian and Ira-
nian intervention” on an equal footing with US intervention, 
which leads them to call for support to US-financed Islamic 
forces – also unacceptable. 
The Labor Fightback Network (LFN) arose, in part, to forge 
unity in the US anti-war movement around the “Out Now!” 
and “Money for Jobs, Not War!” demands. At the Third Na-
tional Labor Fightback Conference, held on 21-23 July, a res-
olution calling to promote the fight against war on a united-
front basis was approved. Representatives of many of the 
main antiwar coalitions were present. 
 
During the last presidential election, and consistent 
with its policy of “lesser-evilism,” the AFL-CIO leader-
ship supported Hillary Clinton, who was not only the 
Democratic Party’s candidate, she was Wall Street’s 
candidate. After the election, hundreds of thousands 
of people demonstrated in the streets on 19, 20 and 
21 January to express their rejection of different as-
pects of Trump’s reactionary agenda (in defense of im-
migrant workers, against the privatisation of public 
education, etc.). But the leadership of the AFL-CIO was 
absent from these protests. Later, Trumka met with 
Trump and expressed his willingness to co-operate 
with the new president. But Trump’s program calls for 
extending the “right to work” (for less) laws through-
out the United States. These laws are aimed at deci-
mating the trade union movement. What can you say 
about this? 
 
The massive outpouring of anger and resistance to Trump’s 
reactionary plans far exceeded all expectations. It is now es-
timated that more than 3 million people took part in the ac-
tions on 19-21 January in more than 520 US cities. In many 
cities, trade union locals were present. Hundreds of thou-
sands of unionists were also out in the streets, but the large 
majority were not in organised union contingents. 
The big missing player was the organised labour movement, 
whose leaders were meeting with Trump in Washington and 
offering their support to Trump’s supposed “job creation” 
plan – an absolute myth – and his plan to “reform” the immi-
gration system to “protect US workers” (thus reverting to 
retrograde positions that the AFL-CIO had abandoned in the 
late 1990s). 
At those meetings, I should add, the top labour officials did 
not challenge, let alone denounce, Trump for his insistence 
on expanding “right-to-work” legislation (4) across the 
United States with his proposed federal “right to work” law. 
And we cannot mince words here: this is an all-out and un-
disguised assault to obliterate the organised labour move-
ment in the United States. 
The image of what lies ahead can be seen in the US South, 
where “right-to-work” legislation has existed since the early 
days of the trade union movement. The rate of unionisation 
hovers around 3 per cent of the workforce; strikes and work-
place actions are non-existent. Exploitation runs amok. 
Transnational corporations that faced union drives in Mexico 
or Korea are now relocating to the US South, where there are 
no unions and corporate profits can rise sky high. 

The image of what lies ahead can also be seen in the state of 
Wisconsin, where public employees first organised on a mass 
scale in the late 1940s and early 1950s. After the Democratic 
Party betrayal of the Wisconsin uprising of 2011, the 
rightwing backlash was merciless. Governor Scott Walker 
and the Republican state legislature enacted “right to 
work”, and trade unionism plummeted drastically across the 
state, opening the door to the full-scale destruction of public 
schools and social services. There then followed “right-to-
work” legislation in the industrial heartland of Michigan. 
It was an outrage, widely denounced in the ranks and mid-
levels of the US labour movement that Trumka and the heads 
of the building trades should be meeting in Washington to 
essentially give “critical support” to the Trump anti-labour 
agenda. 
 
Despite the top labour leadership’s bending to the 
bosses’ policies, there is resistance at all levels of the 
trade union movement. You yourself are a trade union 
activist in California. Can you explain the significance 
of the Resistance Committee formed by the San Fran-
cisco Labor Council, and the Resistance Summit con-
vened by the California Federation of Labor? 
 
The resistance is deep and widespread at all levels of the US 
labour movement. But there is great anxiety as well. In scores 
of cities across the country, Labor Resistance committees 
have been formed by central labour councils, together with 
chapters of Jobs with Justice, to fight against all the Trump 
anti-labour directives. In San Francisco, the Labor Council is 
part of this committee, which is focusing on defending immi-
grant workers, putting a stop to the privatisation of public 
education fostered by Education Secretary Betsy DeVos, sup-
porting a real jobs programme and prevailing wages for con-
struction workers, and fighting “right-to-work” legislation. 
On 28-29 June, a state-wide Labor Resistance Summit was 
held in Los Angeles to organise the resistance to “right-to-
work” legislation state-wide. Close to 800 designated dele-
gates from all across California attended the summit. This 
was positive; it marked a first effort to centralise a fightback. 
The keynote speaker was AFL-CIO President Richard Trumka. 
But the summit itself was very disappointing. Rather than 
prepare the fight to stop the dismantling of the trade unions 
under “right-to-work” laws, Trumka and the California Fed-
eration of Labor leadership focused on how labour needs to 
organise new members once “right-to-work” legislation is 
enacted by the Republican Congress and then ratified by the 
Republican Supreme Court. In a word, they conceded defeat 
before even waging a fight. 
What trade unionists gathered in Cleveland for the Labor 
Fightback Conference said is that conditions are ripe, with 
the major schisms in the summits of political power in Wash-
ington and with the massive resistance movements in the 
streets, for labour to go on the offensive and organise na-
tional days of action and strikes to stop “right-to-work” – in 
conjunction with labour’s allies (because when unions are 
destroyed, so are wages and improved working conditions 
for all working people, whether organised or not). 
The doom-and-gloom scenario projected by Trumka in Los 
Angeles is disarming and self-defeating. But it is a scenario 
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that is being challenged by growing numbers of trade union-
ists at all levels who are not satisfied with the responses be-
ing offered by those at the helm of the trade union move-
ment. 

The AFL-CIO will be holding its convention in St. Louis 
this coming October. Right now, Trump’s goal of re-
pealing and replacing ObamaCare is in trouble. How is 
this vital question of healthcare posed at this time, 
and what are the stakes of this convention? 

The issue of healthcare – of the absolute need to win Single 
Payer (5) – is at the centre of the political situation in the 
United States. With the rifts among the Republicans, the time 
is ripe for the labour movement and the massive numbers of 
Single Payer activists to go on the offensive to enact Single 
Payer. There is no other solution to the healthcare crisis than 
to expand Medicare (a single payer system that works well 
for seniors) to people of all ages. 
The national AFL-CIO convention held in Pittsburgh (Pennsyl-
vnia), in October 2009 voted to support Single Payer. This 
was very significant. But no sooner had they approved this 
resolution for Single Payer than they shelved it by voting to 
support and lobby for the Affordable Care Act (ObamaCare), 
a system based on expanded private (and costly) health in-
surance. Trumka said: “We are for Single Payer in the long 
run, but it is not an attainable goal at this time, so we must 
take incremental steps by supporting the Affordable Care 
Act”. 
Things were so bad that the AFL-CIO leadership supported 
the Democratic National Committee’s decision at the July 
2016 Philadelphia Democratic Party convention to ban any 
discussion of Single Payer at the convention, as such lan-
guage could be seen as harmful to Hillary Clinton and to her 
chances of winning the Democratic Party nomination and the 
presidency. Needless to say, Bernie Sanders’ supporters, 
who made Single Payer their main campaign slogan, felt be-
trayed by the DNC and by the top officials of the US labour 
movement. 
But here, too, this is not the end of the story. Single Payer 
advocates are out in force in the streets nationwide. They are 
proposing statewide Single Payer initiatives (such as SB 562 
in the state of California) and are building coalitions and alli-
ances to advance this issue. The Labor Campaign for Single 
Payer Healthcare, which is supported by top labour officials 
in more than 28 states, and by hundreds of local unions, is 
one of the most dynamic wings of the labour movement. And 
they are picking up more steam as they go. 

One of the most brutal aspects of Trump’s anti-work-
ing-class policies is the ramping up of the policies al-
ready implemented by Obama against immigrant 
workers. These are workers who were forced to flee 
Mexico and Central America by the ravages created by 
the “free trade” agreements and by the drugs and ma-
fia-style economies.  
These policies are concentrated in Trump’s proposal 
to build a Wall all along the US-Mexico border. And 
this at a time when the workers’ and popular mobili-
sations are growing against the government of En-
rique Peña Nieto in Mexico. What discussions have 

taken place, what common initiatives have been 
agreed to, by Socialist Organizer and by the comrades 
of the OCRFI in Mexico? 

This is a major question for us, on both sides of the border. 
At the Cleveland Conference of the Labor Fightback Network, 
held on 21-23 July, a Call for a binational campaign and con-
ference was issued publicly – endorsed by 100 labour and 
community activists (50 from the United States and 50 from 
Mexico), including by Baldemar Velasquez, president of the 
Farm Labor Organizing Committee (FLOC, AFL-CIO). Allow me 
to quote a few excerpts from this Call: 
“Donald Trump – in an openly racist drive to scapegoat immi-
grants for all the ills of a failed US corporate economy - is pro-
posing to build a wall over the entire border and increase the 
number of deportees to more than 700,000 per year, more 
than double the number under the Obama administration. 
This Wall of Shame, as it is called on both sides of the border, 
is the outcome of more than 20 years of US-imposed “free 
trade” policies (NAFTA and CAFTA, in particular) (6) that have 
destroyed Mexico’s economy, turning a sovereign nation into 
one big maquiladora (7) pass-through sweatshop for the 
transnational corporations. These policies have forced mil-
lions of Mexican and Central American peasants, workers, 
and youth to flee to the United States in the hope of finding 
a way to feed their families. 
In Mexico, NAFTA has been the main weapon of the US trans-
national corporations to promote so-called “reforms” – in re-
ality counter-reforms – aimed at privatising railroads, Mex-
ico’s national oil corporation (PEMEX), telecommunications, 
electricity, mining, public education, and other public enter-
prises and services, including healthcare. NAFTA destroyed 
the nation’s agricultural production; today, 45 per cent of 
what is consumed in Mexico in basic products comes from 
abroad. Mexico now depends on the United States for beans, 
corn, rice, sugar, and wheat. NAFTA also destroyed Mexico’s 
meat industry; US imports of meat have grown by 750 per 
cent over the past 25 years. (…) 
Trump is out to “renegotiate NAFTA” – but only to benefit US 
corporations, NOT to benefit workers in Mexico or the United 
States. The new agreement that Trump is pushing will only 
deepen the attacks on working people and their organisa-
tions, primarily their unions. Meanwhile, in Mexico, Peña 
Nieto has appointed Luis Videgaray as his Foreign Relations 
Secretary; he is the man who will be “renegotiating” NAFTA. 
Videgaray is Wall Street’s man in Mexico. (…) 
More than ever, workers and youth need to reach out across 
the border and unite in an independent struggle to tear down 
the Wall of Shame, stop NAFTA and CAFTA, and stop and re-
verse all the policies emanating from the “free trade” corpo-
rate agenda. We have the same interests, and we are waging 
the same struggles to protect our interests as working peo-
ple.  
To promote this cross-border fightback, we, the undersigned 
unionists and activists call upon our sisters and brothers on 
both sides of the border to endorse this appeal and promote 
it as widely as possible among your labor and community or-
ganisations. Let’s work together to build a broad-based bi-
national conference around these common demands, the 
date and place to be determined by the initial signatories. 
– Tear Down the Wall of Shame! 
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– Not One More Deportation! 
– Stop NAFTA and CAFTA! 
– Stop All Privatisations and Counter-Reforms! 
– Support Workers’ Rights to Unionisation and Collective Bar-
gaining on Both Sides of the Border!” 
 
All the problems that we have raised here bring us 
back to one question: faced with Trump, himself the 
expression of the profound crisis of the capitalist re-
gime on a world scale and in the United States, the US 
working class does not have its own political represen-
tation, its own party. The trade union leaders remain 
subordinated to the Democratic Party, one of the twin 
parties of the US bourgeoisie. In his discussions with 
the leaders of the Socialist Workers Party (8) in the 
late 1930s, Leon Trotsky put forward the perspective 
of a Labor Party – that is, a workers’ party based on 
the powerful trade union movement. Is this perspec-
tive still valid today? 
 
The call for a Labor Party based on the unions and linked to 
the struggle for an independent Black political party is more 
relevant today than ever before. The trade union movement, 
though severely weakened by decades of reliance on the 
Democratic Party, still remains a formidable force. And its po-
tential power, if unleashed from its subordination to the 
Democrats, is exponentially greater. 
Just in the 2016 presidential election, the unions spent 
US$400 million to support Clinton; SEIU (9) alone put up 
US$70 million. The unions mobilized tens of thousands of 
canvassers and knocked on 9.5 million doors, according to 
the AFL-CIO. They spent US$40 million alone in registering 
new voters. 
The unions, of course, mobilised to support THE candidate of 
Wall Street, someone who was rejected by a huge number of 
union members; Clinton just narrowly beat Trump among 
trade union households. This is why their effort failed. But 
the fact is that these resources still exist and could be placed 
at the service of independent working class political action. 
As we have stated time and again in the editorial pages 
of The Organizer newspaper, the number one obstacle facing 
working people in the United States is the subordination of 
the leadership of the trade unions – the only organisations 
that represent and organize the workers on a class basis – to 
the Democratic Party. Helping to break the unions away from 
that vice-grip is therefore one of the central tasks facing in-
dependent labor activists. 
Working people are looking for alternatives. 
Nnamdi Scott ran as an independent Black working-class can-
didate for City Council in Baltimore and garnered close to 10 
per cent of the vote, with only a small and poorly funded 
campaign. What is needed are dozens of Nnamdi Scott-type 
campaigns around the country in 2018. 
What's needed now is a national organizing committee, with 
labor, Black and Latino leaders at the helm that promotes a 
new political strategy for labor. Such a committee – modelled 
after Labor Party Advocates (10) – would, of course, promote 
independent mass actions of resistance in the streets, but its 

focus would be to get the ball rolling to run genuinely inde-
pendent labour/community candidates for local and state of-
fice in 2018. 
Three years ago, in the aftermath of the crushing Democratic 
Party debacle in the 2014 mid-term elections, 19 rank-and-
file trade unionists in Ohio, at the initiative of the now de-
ceased secretary of the Labor Fightback Network, Jerry Gor-
don, sent an Open Letter to the Cleveland Central Labor 
Council urging it to run independent labour/community can-
didates for public office. Their message is of great relevance 
today. They wrote, in part: 
“In assessing the crushing defeat suffered by labor in the 4 
November elections, the need to re-evaluate our election 
strategy is imperative. In our view, labour – together with our 
community partners – needs to run its own independent can-
didates for public office and not rely on any political party to 
do for us what we must do for ourselves. (…) 
People are fed up with the two major parties and soundly re-
pudiated the Democratic Party on 4 November, a party we 
continue to support each election cycle with funding and 
boots on the ground. It’s time for a change! It’s time to de-
velop an effective alternative! 
The lack of a critical voice from labour and its allies in the 
electoral arena has resulted in a monopoly of power by the 
big corporations and their political bagmen, with Wall Street 
popping the champagne corks as a result of the elections. 
Tough times lie ahead for the labor movement. What is ur-
gently needed now, we believe, is a debate throughout the 
movement regarding what must be done to gain real clout in 
the political and electoral arena. Let those who advocate 
sticking with the Democrats (or turning to the anti-labour Re-
publican Party) have their say. But let advocates of independ-
ent labour/community political action be heard as well. 
Therefore, we urge and hope that the North Shore AFL-CIO 
Federation of Labor will schedule such a debate in the days 
ahead.” 
The time is now to take this Open Letter and transform it into 
resolutions to be submitted to unions and labour councils 
across the country. The time is now to hold a broad-based 
conference of labour and the oppressed to promote running 
independent labour/community candidates and moving the 
discussion around the need for a new political party of the 
working-class majority – a party based on the unions and the 
communities of the oppressed. 
This is the perspective that many of us put forward at the 
Labor Fightback Conference in Cleveland on 21-23 July – and 
that was approved by the conference. 
 
The Black question in the United States has always 
been understood by Marxists as a particular national 
question that remains unresolved. The SWP, before 
degenerating, had adopted the Freedom Now! Mani-
festo. In it, the SWP sought to formulate the Marxist 
position on the Black question and on the call for an 
independent Black political party. In recent months, 
The Organizer newspaper has interviewed Black mili-
tants, including activists in the Ujima People’s Pro-
gress Party (11) in Baltimore, who ran candidates for 
local office in the recent elections. These activists 
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were present in Cleveland. What are the perspectives 
today for independent Black political action? 
 
Indeed, as the Freedom Now! Manifesto of 1965 made it 
clear, a major component of the fight for working-class unity 
and independent political action is the Black liberation strug-
gle, and more specifically the fight for an independent Black 
Party.  
The murder of Michael Brown in Ferguson sparked the be-
ginning of a mass upsurge against police violence based on 
the assertion that Black Lives Matter. A new Civil Rights 
movement is taking shape. We are at the beginning of a long 
struggle that must uproot white supremacy and a system 
based on racism. 
There is a state of emergency in Black America, with mass 
unemployment at depression levels, mass incarceration and 
an epidemic of police violence. Many gains of the Civil Rights 
era have been eroded or destroyed. Voting rights are under 
attack, and income inequality affects Black people at a dis-
proportionate percentage. 
Austerity and the assault on public-sector employment have 
translated into a further setback for living standards in the 
Black community. Because of a history and pattern of dis-
crimination in the private sector, Black people are 30 per 
cent more likely to find employment in the public sector. 
Budget cuts during the “Great Recession” were devastating 
to an already vulnerable population. 
The struggle against police brutality and racism is an urgent 
task that cannot be simply reduced to one of class against 
class.  
White supremacy has been and continues to be the central 
source of division within the working class in the United 
States. To help overcome this obstacle, we must fight for the 
labour movement to champion the rights of Black people for 
self-determination. This will require breaking with the Dem-
ocratic Party. 
The struggle for a Labor Party – including the fight for an in-
dependent Black Party linked to the struggle for a Labor Party 
– remains the principal means today for US workers and their 
organisations, with their oppressed allies, to break free of 
the stranglehold of the capitalist parties. 
A three-person delegation from the Nnamdi Scott for City 
Council campaign attended the Labor Fightback Conference 
in Cleveland, where they explained that we need dozens of 
Nnamdi Scott-type campaigns around the country in 2017 
and 2018. Their message was to the point: “We need to be 
bold enough to offer working class people an alternative to 
the Democrats.” 

Issue No.6 of The Internationale in English was distrib-
uted in the United States, and the Preparatory Notes 
for the World Conference of Sections of the OCRFI 
(November 2017) were read and discussed widely, not 
only by members of SO but by supporters who have 
known and supported the Fourth International over 
many years. In a few words, what were the reactions 
to this document?  
 
Reactions overall have been extremely positive. Comrades 
are interested in exploring the political roots of the crisis, 
and, more particularly, of the CCI’s adaptation to the upper 

echelons of the trade union bureaucracy. This in turn has 
sparked a discussion about the “Correspondence Commit-
tee” supporters in Brazil, who formed a bloc with the Lula 
leadership of the Workers Party in a common caucus, thus 
turning their backs on the historic program of the Fourth In-
ternational. Meetings have also taken place with active sup-
porters of Socialist Organizer to discuss issue No.6 of The In-
ternationale. The discussion has only just begun in the US 
section around this seminal document. 
 
One-hundred years after the October 1917 Revolu-
tion, Socialist Organizer had decided to hold educa-
tional conferences devoted to the study of this revo-
lution. The October Revolution produced upheavals in 
the US labor movement, just as it did throughout the 
labour movement worldwide. Does it still make sense 
to speak of October 1917 in… 2017? 
 
US journalist John Reed’s Ten Days that Shook the World re-
vealed the big impact that the Russian Revolution had among 
workers and activists in the United States. The “Russian ques-
tion”, as it was called, was at the heart of the internal strug-
gle in the US Communist Party that ultimately led James P. 
Cannon and his supporters to break with the CP and found 
the Trotskyist movement in the United States in the late 
1920s. For more than 70 years, the debate over the Soviet 
Union and the policies of the Soviet bureaucracy were at the 
center of all the disputes within the labour and revolutionary 
movements. 
Most of the groups on the US left now argue that with the 
demise of the Soviet Union, the lessons of the October Rev-
olution are no longer relevant for today. We disagree 100 per 
cent. The impasse of the capitalist system poses with greater 
force today the alternative of socialism or barbarism. 
Socialist Organizer will be holding an educational conférence 
later this summer to underscore the relevance of the Russian 
Revolution for workers and youth today. 

This interview took place on the sidelines of the Third Na-
tional Conference of the Labor Fightback Network, held in 

Cleveland (Ohio), 21-23 July 2017 
 
___________________________ 
(1) The “Rust Belt” is a region in the Midwest and Northeast of the 
United States (from Chicago to the Atlantic Coast, along the Great 
Lakes). It is so designated because of the deindustrialisation that 
struck this region from the 1980s onwards. 
(2) “Bankster” is a neologism formed by combining the words 
“banker” and “gangster”, and designates crooked speculators. 
(3) On 18-20 November 2016, the World Conference Against War, 
Exploitation and Precarious Work was held in Mumbai, India. It 
brought together hundreds of delegates from all over the world. At 
the conclusion of its deliberations, it formed the International 
Workers Committee Against War and Exploitation, For a Workers’ 
International (IWC). 
(4) Far from aiming to provide a general guarantee of employment 
to people seeking work, “right-to-work” laws are statutes (currently 
in 28 US states) which in practice threaten the right to organise 
trade unions and help to drive down wages. Under these laws, em-
ployees in unionised workplaces may not be compelled to join a un-
ion, nor compelled to pay for any part of the cost of union repre-
sentation, while generally receiving the same benefits as union 
members who do contribute.  
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(5) Single Payer refers to a system of healthcare with only one payer 
– thereby removing the private insurance companies from the pic-
ture – based on workers’ solidarity. 
(6) NAFTA: The North American Free Trade Agreement, signed in 
1994 between Canada, Mexico and the United States for the benefit 
of US capitalists. CAFTA (Central American Free Trade Agreement), 
signed in 2004 and 2009, established a “free trade” area between 
the United States and the following countries: Costa Rica, Domini-
can Republic, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras and Nicaragua. 
(7) A maquiladora is a factory in Mexico run by a foreign company 
and exporting its products to that company’s country of origin. 
(8) The Socialist Workers Party followed the Communist League of 
America. It was founded in 1938 and became the US section of the 
Fourth International founded by Leon Trotsky in the same year. It 
was one of the most powerful sections after the extermination by 
Stalin of the Bolsheviks-Leninists in the USSR. With its main leader, 
James P. Cannon, the SWP rejected Pabloite revisionism in 1950-53 

but participated in the 1963 “unprincipled reunification” with the 
Pabloites. By the end of this degeneration, the SWP abandoned any 
formal reference to Trotskyism in the early 1980s and switched to 
Castroism. 
(9) The Service Employees International Union (SEIU) is a trade un-
ion in the United States and Canada with 2.2 million members in 
services, healthcare, and security and maintenance. 
(10) Labor Party Advocates was formed in the early 1990s by trade 
union activists and union federations and locals [branches] fighting 
for a Labor Party. 
Led by Tony Mazzocchi (who died in 2003), it was an organising 
committee that ultimately paved the way for the formation of a La-
bor Party based on the trade unions in 1996.  
Socialist Organizer militants were involved in this effort. 
(11) The Ujima People’s Progress Party is a Black workers-led politi-
cal party based in Baltimore, Maryland. In 2016, it stood Nnamdi 
Scott as a candidate for Baltimore City Council. . 
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ANALYSIS  

 
 
France 
Regarding France Unbowed and its policies 
 
 
May 2017, France: In the first round of the 
presidential election, the candidacy of Jean-
Luc Mélenchon attracted over 7 million votes 
(19.6 per cent). He was standing on behalf of 
a movement, La France Insoumise [France 
Unbowed], which did not exist one year ear-
lier. Undoubtedly, something happened, and 
a proportion of the workers and youth who 
had mobilised on a massive scale together 
with their trade union organisations in 
Spring 2016 for the withdrawal of the El 
Khomri law – a counter-reform of the Labour 
Code – were drawn to that candidacy (an-
other significant proportion of the workers 
and youth expressed their rejection in the 
form of massive abstention by registered  
voters from the whole election process). 
 
 

ll around the world, the deep crisis of the labour 
movement, which has worsened over the last 25 
years, has led hundreds of thousands of activists to 

ask themselves: How do we fight back? Which policies? 
Which regroupments to turn to? 
For our part, as militant activists in France who are fighting 
for the reconstitution of the Fourth International, we do not 
confuse – on the one hand – the millions of workers and 
youth of this country who wish to put an end to the policy of 
destruction dictated by the European Union in the interests 
of the capitalist class, and who sought to express that wish in 
the deformed arena of the elections by voting for Mélenchon 
in the first round of the presidential election, with – on the 
other hand – Mélenchon’s policies, since in our opinion he 
turned his pack on that wish. As we do not ask anyone to 
simply take our word for it, we would like to present our 
point of view to the readers of The Internationale on the ba-
sis of facts and direct quotes. 

1 – Who is Jean-Luc Mélenchon, and where did he 
come from? 
Jean-Luc Mélenchon, his friends and the France Unbowed 
movement present themselves as “new men”, as bearers of 

an “innovative” project, both in substance and appearance. 
But Mélenchon has 45 years of political activity under his 
belt: he has been, in turn, a party official, a senator, a gov-
ernment minister and a member of the European “Parlia-
ment”. Some members of his close political entourage, who 
are mainly from the next generation, also have 30 years of 
political activity behind them. 
Mélenchon’s life in politics began in 1972, when he was a stu-
dent and a member of the UNEF student union in the city of 
Besançon. He joined the Internationalist Communist Organi-
sation (OCI), the organisation led at that time by Pierre Lam-
bert, which was waging the fight for the reconstruction of the 
Fourth International. His commitment to the ranks of the 
Fourth International was brief: he broke with the OCI in 1975 
and joined the Socialist Party (SP) the following year. 
His rise was swift. With Mitterrand’s direct support, he be-
came First Secretary of the SP Federation of Essonne (a big 
département (1) in the Paris region) in 1981. He was elected 
to Massy municipal council in 1983, became an Essonne gen-
eral councillor in 1985, and was elected senator in 1986 – be-
coming France’s youngest senator at the age of 35. At that 
time, he belonged to the majority current in the Socialist 
Party, headed by François Mitterrand, First Secretary of the 
SP, who had been elected President of the Republic on 10 
May 1981. In 1983, Mitterrand, who had been elected two 
years previously on the slogan of “breaking with capitalism”, 
abruptly ditched his campaign commitments and opened the 
door to privatisation and mass lay-off programmes (in the 
steel and auto industries, among others), acting under the 
influence of Finance Minister Jacques Delors, who repre-
sented the government faction that supported the associa-
tion of capital with labour as well as the European institu-
tions that were taking shape. 
This “austerity turn” in 1983 did not prevent Mélenchon 
from remaining part of the “Mitterrandist” majority in the SP. 
The balance-sheet of the man referred to by Mélenchon as 
his “mentor” is still defended tooth and nail by the mentee:  
“When I draw the balance-sheet of Mitterrand’s policies, (…) 
I begin to say: the nationalisation of all the banks and one-
third of French industry, the abolition of the death penalty or 
the decriminalisation of homosexuality, the fifth week of paid 
holiday, the 39-hour working week, retirement at 60, and so 
on (…). People have forgotten about this transformation of 
their lives. A whole generation have lived their lives on the 
basis of these gains.” (2) 

A 
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Here, Mélenchon was referring to (and embellishing) some 
measures taken during the first year of the Mitterrand pres-
idency. But he was forgetting the main point: the “austerity 
turn” of 1982-3 was the start of a clearly anti-labour policy of 
privatisation and overturning social gains that continued un-
der the various Mitterrand governments right up to 1995. He 
justified the “austerity turn” in these terms: “We hit a brick 
wall in terms of money in 1983, we needed to develop a new 
strategy. The supporters of “another kind of politics” didn’t 
really have a serious programme. I was one of them. I am 
aware that what we were proposing then was not worth try-
ing. There was no social dynamic to make that big leap for-
ward outside of the system. François Mitterrand had to open 
up a new path all on his own: the horizon of the European 
project as a new space for socialism.” 
To summarise: Mitterrand could not do anything other than 
commit to the policies of Europe, and the workers were to 
blame for not creating a “social dynamic” for doing some-
thing else. As for presenting the European Union as “a new 
space for socialism”, this is just a rehash of the fairy-stories 
of a “social Europe” within the framework of the Maastricht 
Treaty (signed in 1992). Let us remember that this treaty de-
fined the EU as a space founded on “the market economy”, 
in other words it carved in stone the sacrosanct private own-
ership of the means of production as an impassable horizon. 
In fact, in December 1991 the Socialist Party – joining the 
movement of all the apparatuses at the time of the collapse 
of the Soviet Union (which was provoked by the Stalinist bu-
reaucracy on behalf of imperialism) – adopted a fundamental 
programme that proclaimed “Capitalism sets the limit of our 
historic horizon”. 
 
Maastricht, a “political counterweight to the free move-
ment of capital”? 
Three years earlier, in 1988, Jean-Luc Mélenchon and the ex-
Pabloite Julien Dray had set up the Socialist Left, a current 
within the SP that presented itself as “the left wing” of the 
party. Left-wing, really? In 1992, Mitterrand put the ratifica-
tion of the Maastricht Treaty, the founding treaty of the Eu-
ropean Union, to a referendum. The militant activists of the 
Fourth International in France, at that time organised in the 
Workers’ Party (PT), were the first to call for a “No” vote and 
set up united grassroots committees to organise for its vic-
tory. For their part, Mélenchon and the Socialist Left called 
for a “Yes” vote.  
Mélenchon explained at the time: “If the vote is ‘no’, I think 
everyone is beginning to understand that we are heading into 
uncharted territory full of adventures, and not under good 
conditions. Because whether or not there is a Maastricht 
Treaty, the Single European Act will apply, and therefore we 
will have the free movement of capital, goods and people 
without any political counterweight. Maastricht is the politi-
cal counterweight to the free movement of capital and 
goods. If ‘Yes’ wins, (…) we will have something new, some-
thing that I think is wonderful: greater power for the Euro-
pean Parliament, greater power for the democratic bodies of 
the European Community, and therefore we will finally start 
to have the beginnings of a citizens’ Europe” (3).  
Mélenchon has certainly acknowledged since then that he 
was “mistaken” to vote “Yes” to Maastricht. Duly noted. But  
 

he has nevertheless failed to conclude from this that there is 
a need to break with the institutions of the European Union 
constructed by that same treaty. We will come back to this. 
 
Mélenchon, minister in the “Plural Left” government   
Shaken by the powerful strike of November-December 1995 
against the Juppé Plan on pensions and the Social Security 
system, in Spring 1997 (right-wing) President Chirac dis-
solved the National Assembly, favouring the election of a 
“left” majority and a government that brought together the 
SP, the Communist Party (CP) and the Greens, which in the 
bourgeoisie’s view would be better able to carry out the of-
fensive against the working class. This was the “Plural Left” 
government, headed by Lionel Jospin. 
This government applied a brutally anti-labour policy: mass 
privatisation (France Telecom, GAN [insurance company], 
Crédit Lyonnais [bank], Air France, etc. – never had a govern-
ment privatised as much); insecure employment for the 
youth with the “youth jobs” programme; the ratification of 
the Amsterdam Treaty, which imposed the “Stability Pact” 
and tight monetary policy and introduced the euro; the pri-
vatisation of the state-owned electricity company and the 
extension of the retirement age by five years (signed at the 
European Council in Barcelona); the Aubry Laws to increase 
employment flexibility; rubber-stamping mass lay-offs (for 
example, the 7,500 jobs cut at Michelin); re-introducing night 
work for women in industry (which had been banned in 
France since 1892!) in the name of the European directives; 
participating in NATO’s intervention in Afghanistan; and so 
on. 
In March 2000, Mélenchon became this government’s Min-
ister responsible for Vocational Education. He was the author 
of the reform that introduced the “vocational secondary 
school”. What did this involve? During the revolutionary 
wave of 1945 in France, the working class had won – among 
other gains – the provision that vocational education was the 
exclusive responsibility of the State, thus depriving the 
bosses of the opportunity to superexploit the youth in the 
guise of “training” them. But the new “vocational secondary 
schools” were aimed precisely at allowing the bosses have 
access to a young workforce under training and do what they 
liked with them.  
One trade unionist explained in Informations Ouvrières [La-
bour News], which at that time was the weekly newspaper of 
the Workers’ Party: “This new type of secondary school is re-
quired to be a ‘resource centre’ for companies. This means 
that the students and teachers, as well as the machinery and 
work material of the vocational schools and technical 
schools, are required to be at the disposal of enterprises, in 
other words at the disposal of their order books, their produc-
tion needs, and so on – and personally I would add to this list 
their need to make profits.” (4) Here again, we have a policy 
favourable to the bosses and against the interests of the 
youth and the working class. 
These policies would result in the defeat of Jospin on 21 April 
2002 in the presidential election; he was eliminated in the 
first round. For Mélenchon, this was a real shock: “His fall 
from power triggered depression in me, the real thing, the ill-
ness. What happened hit me so hard and seemed so deeply 
unfair to me, that I fell ill.” (5) 
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But are not the reasons for the defeat to be found in the ul-
tra-reactionary character of the Jospin government’s poli-
cies? This is not Mélenchon’s view, today as much as in 2002. 
Thus, on 13 May 2017, during the national convention of the 
France Unbowed candidates standing in the legislative elec-
tions, Mélenchon – looking positively on the possibility of a 
cohabitation government in which he would become the 
Prime Minister of a newly-elected President Macron – in-
voked the precedent of “a fruitful cohabitation, like the one 
from 1997 to 2002 between the Socialist Prime Minister Li-
onel Jospin and Jacques Chirac. In his eyes, this was ‘one of 
the most positive times in the life of the French economy’ 
(…).” (6). Positive for the capitalist class, no doubt. But for the 
workers and youth, this was a period during which they suf-
fered blows of rare brutality.  
 
From the SP to the Left Front 
It was during this period that Mélenchon gradually took the 
path that was to lead to his leaving the Socialist Party. In 
2005, the SP and the right called for a “Yes” vote in the ref-
erendum on the European Constitution, which was intended 
to bring the establishment of a European supranational 
structure one step closer. An extraordinary popular mobilisa-
tion resulted in a successful “No” vote. Mélenchon joined 
this movement and drew closer to the French CP. In 2008, he 
quit the SP and founded the Left Party (PG). A year later, at 
the time of the European elections, the PG allied itself with 
the CP in an electoral coalition, the name of which summa-
rised its political orientation: Left Front to Change Europe. 
“Change Europe” within the framework of the European in-
stitutions, or break with those institutions which were dictat-
ing (as they continue to do today) a policy of social destruc-
tion to every government? It is no misrepresentation of Jean-
Luc Mélenchon’s positions to say that at that time he stood 
resolutely within the framework of transforming the Euro-
pean institutions. Mélenchon was elected a member of the 
European Parliament in 2009, and re-elected in 2014. It was 
within the framework of the Left Front, hence with the sup-
port of the CP, that he stood in the 2012 presidential elec-
tion, in which he achieved 11 per cent of the vote in the first 
round and then called for a vote for Hollande in the second 
round. 
In an interview he gave to Informations Ouvrières (published 
in Issue No.224, 1 November 2012), Mélenchon clearly set 
out his orientation in relation to the anti-democratic capital-
ist institutions of the European Union. Informations 
Ouvrières questioned him about the Left Front’s “big gap”: 
on the one hand, it opposed the new European treaty, the 
TSCG (7), and on the other it voted in the French parliament 
in favour of certain anti-labour measures of the Hollande 
government (like the "jobs for the future" programme, inse-
cure jobs designed for young people), the faithful executor 
of the directives of the European Union. 
Mélenchon replied that “the members of the Left Front (…) 
took a very different position in their assessment of the na-
ture and content of the new government”, conceded that this 
“heterogeneity” of the Left Front “contains an ambiguity”, 
but explained that “the Left Front is a process, the form and 
content of which are not set in stone. Everyone retains his or 
her freedom. Everybody (…) has his/her place in the Left Front 

process. But the linchpin is rejection of the European treaties, 
of all the treaties.” 
So, as far as Mélenchon was concerned, it was possible to 
(verbally) reject the treaties, but to support (with his vote in 
Parliament) certain measures of the Hollande government 
that flowed from those treaties. This is more than “an ambi-
guity”, it is double-speak that results from refusing to break 
with the European Union, its treaties and its policy of de-
struction. 
 
To break or not to break with the EU, an “absurd” question? 
To the question posed by Informations Ouvrières: “Regarding 
‘rejection of all the treaties’, is the Left Front in favour of re-
pealing Maastricht, Amsterdam and the TSCG?”, Mélenchon 
replied: “This is a recurring question on your part. Allow me 
to say in a friendly way that it is absurd. The question has 
been settled since 2005. The Constitutional Treaty contained 
all of the previous European treaties, including Maastricht. 
Whoever voted ‘No’ in 2005 opposed all the treaties and in-
stitutions. We have expressed this in three formulations: ‘we 
need to exit the European treaties’, then (…) ‘free ourselves 
from the European treaties’, and the statement by [CP Na-
tional Secretary] Pierre Laurent: ‘we need to throw the trea-
ties in the rubbish bin’. I do not see how we could do better 
on this. (…) We want another kind of Europe, a Europe of fis-
cal and social harmonisation to the highest common denom-
inator.” 
The question posed at the time by Informations Ouvrières is 
far from “absurd”. 
Because precisely during that period, Mélenchon regularly 
made a show of siding with the Alexis Tsipras, the leader of 
the Radical Left Coalition (SYRIZA) in Greece. SYRIZA repre-
sented a modest force in the Greek Parliament, but it would 
gradually benefit from growing support among the Greek 
workers and popular masses, as soon as its spokesperson, 
Tsipras, declared himself “in favour of repealing all of the 
Memorandums” – the murderous austerity programmes that 
had been strangling the Greek people since February 2010 – 
in 2012. These programmes were dictated by the IMF and the 
European Commission and were implemented by successive 
governments: those of Papandreou, Papademos and Sama-
ras. Now, what does repealing the Memorandums mean? It 
means taking a step towards breaking with the European Un-
ion, without this perspective being formulated explicitly. 
SYRIZA and Melenchon’s Left Party are members of the Eu-
ropean Left (PGE), along with most of the current and former 
Communist Parties in Europe. This is a party group that re-
fuses any kind of break with the European institutions, since 
it is itself an emanation of them, funded by the European in-
stitutions and cultivating the myth of a “social Europe” within 
the framework of the European institutions. 
Tsipras’s call in 2012 for the immediate repeal of all the aus-
terity programmes dictated to Greece by the European Com-
mission was – let us say it – much more “radical” than what 
Mélenchon was saying in 2012 or 2017.  
Furthermore, this was the reason why millions of Greeks 
voted for SYRIZA in January 2015 and brought Tsipras to 
power. However, six months later, Tsipras rode roughshod 
over the majority referendum vote by 61 per cent of the 
Greek people demanding the rejection of the diktats by the 
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IMF and European Commission, and over all of his previous 
promises to repeal the Memorandums. 
Because, beyond all the speechifying, Tsipras and SYRIZA pre-
cisely did not want to cross the “red line” of breaking with 
the European Union, which would presuppose calling for the 
mobilisation of the masses to impose it. There was nothing 
“absurd” for the Greek masses – who had been crushed by 
five years of murderous austerity programmes – in the ques-
tion posed at that time: to break or not to break with the Eu-
ropean Union? 
 
Breaking with imperialism, or not 
But in Europe, subordination to the European institutions is 
just one form of expression of subordination to the failed sys-
tem of private ownership of the means of production, irre-
spective of any “anti-capitalist” speechifying. This refusal to 
break with the European Union is in fact a refusal to break 
with the capitalist system based on private ownership of the 
means of production, and therefore a refusal to break with 
imperialism. 
Mélenchon was part of the Jospin government which partic-
ipated in the military intervention in Afghanistan alongside 
Bush within the NATO framework, and then in the occupa-
tion of that country, which has continued uninterrupted 
since then. This intervention on its own allows us to charac-
terise the reactionary imperialist nature of the Jospin govern-
ment. In October 2001, the militant activists of the French 
section of the Fourth International, acting within the frame-
work of the Workers’ Party, were in the streets demonstrat-
ing to chants of “Bush, Blair, Chirac, Jospin, Gayssot (8), 
hands off Afghanistan!”, while the entire “Plural Left” gov-
ernment was engaged in a war of terror against the Afghan 
people. 
This position of (sometimes “critical”) support for imperialist 
interventions was then assumed by Mélenchon.  
Two days after the start of the US-British-French air strikes 
against Libya, he stated in an interview: “The policy being car-
ried out [by French President Sarkozy, who was intervening 
militarily – Editor] is in line with the interests of France” (9). 
He added: “My position is consistent: I support international 
order guaranteed by the UN”; also: “If the Left Front gov-
erned the country (…), would we have intervened directly? 
No. we would have asked the UN for a mandate.” But the in-
tervention in Libya, decided upon by Obama, was actually 
“covered” by UN Security Council Resolution 1973. 
More recently, in June 2017, Mélenchon reacted to the use 
of white phosphorus bombs by the international coalition 
that is intervening in Syria on the pretext of combatting ISIS. 
He said: “There are undoubtedly other means of waging war 
that are less cruel for the civilian populations (…). Really, I 
would implore those who are making the decisions to give up 
using these weapons, even if this means using others; it is 
war, it is war, we understand that. But not phosphorus 
bombs, because that is terrible” (10). Nobody can deny that 
these munitions, which result in horrible burns and are 
banned under international conventions, are barbarous 
weapons… But is bombing civilian populations with conven-
tional weapons more acceptable? As far as Mélenchon is 
concerned, imperialist interventions are supposedly accepta-
ble provided they are carried out within the UN framework, 
or if they occur using “clean” weapons! 

When he became a member of parliament for France Un-
bowed, Mélenchon stated on 17 July 2017, regarding the mil-
itary interventions in which French imperialism is engaged, 
in Afghanistan, Mali, Libya, Iraq, Syria, etc.: “Whatever one 
thinks of the value of military spending, whatever one thinks 
of the conflicts in which our armed forces are engaged, it is 
still the country’s duty to take responsibility for its decisions.” 
“Whatever one thinks of the conflicts”? But what are we to 
think of those interventions, in Mali, in the Central African 
Republic, in Iraq, Syria, Libya and Afghanistan, if not that they 
express imperialism’s barbarism against the peoples? And 
what does Mélenchon think of the fact that according to the 
UN, just in the year 2016 no fewer than 13,500 Afghanis – 
including 3,500 children – have died as a result of the occu-
pation?  And what does Mélenchon think of the 330,000 Syr-
ians who have died since 2011? The position of France Un-
bowed is one of alignment with French imperialism and US 
imperialism (11). 
 
2 – 2016-17: France Unbowed 
 
Although – as we shall show – this refusal to break with im-
perialism and its institutions has remained a constant in 
Melenchon’s political positions, one cannot ignore the fact 
that a turn was taken in 2016, with the constitution of the 
France Unbowed movement. 
The France Unbowed movement was founded in February 
2016 with the perspective of Jean-Luc Mélenchon’s candi-
dacy in the 2017 presidential election. According to the defi-
nition given on its website, it “is not a political party. It is a 
movement of individual citizens who relate to Jean-Luc Mé-
lenchon’s approach, without nevertheless joining a party or 
an association”. 
The “main goal of the new way of functioning is to get rid of 
the power issues as definitively as possible. They in fact eat 
away the life of the political parties by transforming every 
question into an issue of conflict and the exercise of influ-
ence”. (12) 
The first hallmark of France Unbowed is therefore the claim 
that it is not a political party. A party which therefore would 
be synonymous with “power issues”, in which every question 
becomes “an issue of conflict”, leading to inevitable decay. 
Fashionable language with which the workers are familiar in 
every country of the world, and which clearly relies on the 
justified feeling held by many workers that they have been 
deceived or even betrayed by the old leaderships of the la-
bour movement, and by the old “Socialist” or “Communist” 
parties which have long since passed over to the camp of de-
fending the bourgeois order. And yet, is the question one of 
“power” in general, of “parties” in general, or is the real 
question the anti-labour policy operated on behalf of the 
bourgeoisie by the leaders of those parties? 
Let us give Jean-Luc Mélenchon credit for being clear. In an-
other text, he states: “There can be no question of transform-
ing ‘France Unbowed’ into a political party. It is about being 
and remaining in movement. (…) Every one of the proposals 
that I have heard of or received in person simply reproduce 
the old structures and preoccupations of the past, linked to 
the specific form of a political party.” (13) 
To the “political party” which he rejects, Mélenchon counter-
poses the “movement”, because, he writes: “Just as the party 
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is the form of organisation devoted to a social class, the 
movement is the form of organisation linked to the existence 
of the people” (14). 
His stubborn refusal to build a party is the consequence of 
abandoning any reference to class, which is something he 
calls for. 
In March 2017, a journalist asked Mélenchon the presidential 
candidate: “Between the moment you entered political life 
and now, have your principles changed?” Mélenchon replied: 
“Yes. Before, one only referred to class interests. For me, now, 
it is the general human interest that must come first, because 
the ecosystem is at risk for everybody” (15). 
We are familiar with these “theories” that try to separate 
man from his environment, in order to turn this into some-
thing that avoids class relations and to counterpose a sup-
posed “general interest” to the irreconcilable relations be-
tween the social classes. As if the environment (and man!) 
were not at risk today due to the decay of the capitalist sys-
tem! 
Mélenchon acknowledges that there is indeed a link between 
the wish to build a political party and the political represen-
tation of a social class. And on this he is completely correct: 
in a political democracy, political parties proceed from the 
need of each social class, hence of the working class, to build 
political representation for itself with the aim of taking 
power. 
As regards the working class, Marx and Engels established in 
the Manifesto of the Communist Party, as early as 1847, that 
the “immediate aim” of the Communists was to help the pro-
letariat to constitute itself in a party in order to accomplish 
its historic tasks: “Formation of the proletariat into a class, 
overthrow of the bourgeois supremacy, conquest of political 
power by the proletariat.” Marx reiterated this perspective in 
his Inaugural Address of the International Workingmen’s As-
sociation (First International) on 28 September 1864: “To 
conquer political power has, therefore, become the great 
duty of the working classes. They seem to have compre-
hended this, for in England, Germany, Italy, and France, there 
have taken place simultaneous revivals, and simultaneous ef-
forts are being made at the political organisation of the work-
ingmen’s party.” 
Contrary to these principles that founded the labour move-
ment, to give up any reference to class interests and to re-
nounce building a party, and hence taking power, is – what-
ever the pretexts and motives – to acknowledge the decaying 
capitalist system as an “impassable horizon” and to accept 
that the consequences of maintaining that system can only 
be mitigated, at best. It is to give up fighting for the over-
throw of capitalism. 
 
Plan A, Plan B or break with the European Union? 
During his presidential campaign, Mélenchon developed two 
themes which appeared to set him apart from the other can-
didates: the European Union and the institutions of the Fifth 
Republic. 
Regarding the European question, over the course of the 
2017 presidential campaign the France Unbowed candidate 
often referred to the need to “exit the treaties” of the Euro-
pean Union. For him, this meant renegotiating the treaties in 
order to “refound the European Union”. He called this Plan A. 
But Mélenchon added that if it proved impossible to apply 

Plan A, then he would carry out Plan B, which could lead to 
an “orderly exit” from the European Union. 
Just after the 23 June 2016 referendum in the United King-
dom, in which the British working class voted massively to 
leave the European Union (inflicting a defeat on Cameron 
and Obama, but also on those leaders of the Labour Party 
and the Trades Union Congress who had called for a vote to 
“remain in the European Union”), Mélenchon declared: “Ei-
ther we change Europe, or we leave it.” 
This was an apparently radical statement, since the eventu-
ality of exiting the EU was referred to. But only in appear-
ance. “Change Europe” – which Mélenchon was already call-
ing for in 2012? This was Mélenchon’s Plan A, which claimed 
that it was possible – within the framework of the European 
Union – to “stop the liberalisation of public services, the pol-
icy of free trade” and to “bring finance to heel”. But the work-
ers in the 28 countries of the European Union know through 
their own experience that, whatever the political colour of 
the government and the intentions of those in power, it is 
always the same policy of destroying social gains in disregard 
of the most basic sovereignty of the people that is applied 
within the framework of the European Union, its treaties, its 
directives, its single currency and its “Parliament”. As long as 
those institutions are not broken up and dismantled, it is this 
policy that will remain the priority. 
In the case of a refusal by France’s “partners”, Mélenchon 
foresaw a Plan B: “Unilateral exit from the European treaties 
by France”. But he added, on 10 March 2017, in Rome: 
“There will not only be one Plan B. According to the country, 
Plan B will not be the same.” As always, of the two alterna-
tives, it is always the worse one that prevails… “We cannot 
go forward if we fear to advance towards socialism”, Lenin 
said (16). To paraphrase him regarding Mélenchon’s Plans A 
and B, we cannot advance towards a break if we fear to ad-
vance towards a break. 
What is more, a few days before the first round of the presi-
dential election, Mélenchon delivered his truth. On 18 April, 
he stated: “Don’t believe those who tell you: ‘He [Mélenchon] 
wants to leave Europe and the euro” (…), come on now, let’s 
be a bit serious”. (17). Breaking with the European Union is 
indeed a “red line” which Jean-Luc Mélenchon does not in-
tend to cross. 
 
Is the Sixth Republic compatible with the Fifth Republic? 
In 2017, the situation in France is marked by a deep crisis of 
the reactionary Bonapartist institutions of the Fifth Republic 
that resulted from the 1958 coup d’état by De Gaulle (see the 
article on France in the “Correspondence of the Fourth Inter-
national” section in this issue). 
During his campaign, the France Unbowed candidate re-
ferred to the subject of convening a Constituent Assembly in 
order to break with “the presidential monarchy of the Fifth 
Republic” and to “move on to the Sixth Republic”. But what is 
a Constituent Assembly? If we refer to what France Unbowed 
wrote in its programme “Changer de Republic pour faire 
place au peuple” [Change Republics to make room for the 
people], we learn that this Assembly would have “two years 
to develop a draft constitution”, running from its election to 
the establishment of new institutions. According to France 
Unbowed’s programme, it is “legally” “possible to convene a 
Constituent Assembly”, because “Article 11 of the current 
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Constitution allows the President of the Republic to put to a 
referendum a bill ‘concerning the organisation of the public 
authorities’.” In another paragraph, France Unbowed’s pro-
gramme specifies that the members of the Constituent As-
sembly will be appointed partly via an election using propor-
tional representation and partly via the drawing of lots. This 
proposal to use the drawing of lots is justified by the need to 
“diversify the recruitment of the members of the Constituent 
Assembly”. 
To summarise: France Unbowed proposes that the President 
of the Fifth Republic, the only person able to invoke Article 
11 of the current Constitution, should decide to call a refer-
endum which – if it results in a decision to convene a Constit-
uent Assembly – would begin a two-year process to develop 
a new Constitution…two years during which the previous in-
stitutions (those of the Fifth Republic) would continue to ap-
ply. In addition, election to the Constituent Assembly would 
be partly by the drawing of lots. 
Now, as we have written in argument against this position: 
“Essentially random, the drawing of lots prevents the expres-
sion of contradictory social interests, as if it were irrelevant 
whether an employer or a worker takes the seat, as if the for-
mer could represent the latter… In reality, this proposal 
amounts to repudiating the class struggle.” (18) 
Moreover, to have the convening of the Constituent Assem-
bly depend on the institutions which it is intended to replace 
is to repudiate the very nature of the Constituent Assembly 
as a revolutionary process. By definition, the first act of a 
Constituent Assembly is to sweep away the institutions of the 
old regime. In the course of the French Revolution, after the 
fall of the King and the election of the National Convention 
by universal suffrage in 1792, the National Convention de-
clared itself “sovereign” (assuming all powers) and “constit-
uent” (establishing the foundations of the First Republic) all 
as part of the same movement. It neither asked for the King’s 
authorisation or patronage, nor established a “waiting pe-
riod” during which it would develop new institutions while 
the monarchy continued to function. 
Contrary to the notion – as developed by France Unbowed – 
of a Constituent Assembly drawn by lots and co-existing with 
the institutions of the former regime, we have developed our 
own conception of the fight for the Constituent Assembly: 
“The workers’ party (POID) (19) declares itself in favour of the 
election of a sovereign Constituent Assembly. Our aim is to 
establish a Workers’ Republic, the decisions of which will be 
guided by the satisfaction of the needs of the vast majority, 
not of a handful of capitalists, and which – to this end – will 
place the means of production of wealth in the hands and in 
the service of those who produce that wealth, not of the ex-
ploiters. Of course, a Constituent Assembly will not neces-
sarily decide to establish a Workers’ Republic. But, even if 
they are in the minority, the representatives of a workers’ 
party in such an assembly would be able to state their case in 
favour of this solution. But on one condition: that this assem-
bly is elected in a completely democratic manner, with its 
members – mandated and subject to recall – being appointed 
in precise proportion to the number of votes received by the 
lists representing the political parties, currents and organisa-
tions taking part. (…) [S]uch an assembly must not accept any 
limitation of its prerogatives, any waiting period, any post-
ponement.” (20)  

The true content of the “Constituent Assembly” referred to 
by Mélenchon is given by the fact that he rallied around the 
institutions of the Fifth Republic when he envisaged becom-
ing Macron’s Prime Minister, stating on 13 May 2017: “We 
are candidates everywhere with one objective: to govern the 
country, to form a new majority.”  
One month later, Mélenchon stated, regarding the legislative 
elections: “This is an important election, because members of 
parliament have power under the Fifth Republic: they are the 
ones who approve the budget, they are the ones who approve 
the Social Security budget, who pass the laws, they can pass 
a vote of no confidence, and that is very important – this 
means that they can bring down the government. So this car-
ries a lot of weight, also due to the fact that they generally 
vote on everything that can organise national life” (21). 
So we are presented here with previously unknown virtues 
of the institutions of the Fifth Republic, which since 1958 has 
reduced Parliament to the role of a “rump”, bowing to do the 
President’s bidding (and if this is not the case, the President’s 
wishes can be cheerfully approved by using Article 49.3 or 
ordinances) (22). 
Whether it concerns the European Union or the Fifth Repub-
lic, Mélenchon cultivates the art of (sometimes noisily) bran-
dishing slogans referring to a break…only to render them 
compatible with the existing institutions and therefore with 
keeping those institutions in place. 
 
3 – “Post-Marxism”, “dégagisme”  
and “populism” 
 
“Our ideology is humanist populism. In many respects, we 
have adopted the populist strategy of Chantal Mouffe and 
Ernesto Laclau”, Raquel Garrido, a leading figure in France 
Unbowed, stated in an interview with the US quarterly mag-
azine Jacobin (reproduced in Europe solidaire, 12 April 2017). 
Who are Chantal Mouffe and Ernesto Laclau, the inspirers of 
France Unbowed? After being active in leftist currents during 
the 1970s and 1980s, these two “thinkers” theorised what 
they called “post-Marxism”. What is this about? 
During a 2012 debate with Chantal Mouffe and Jean-Luc Mé-
lenchon in Buenos Aires, Ernesto Laclau explained: “Old so-
cialism believed that there was an absolutely homogeneous 
social base that was the working class, and that it was neces-
sary to wait for capitalist development to dissolve society so 
that this working-class base could come to the fore. Today, 
we know that this alternative must be built via political me-
diations, and that these political mediations come down to 
building a people.” 

Laclau went on to say that this is why “I think that claiming 
the term ‘populist’ from a left-wing point of view is a funda-
mental semantic task for the left itself.  (…) If a political alter-
native arises in Europe, it will have to be a left-wing populist 
alternative, namely an alternative programme with the aim 
of constituting a people. Because, in the end, what does ‘con-
stitute a people’ mean? Constituting a people means putting 
together a large number of social demands around certain 
symbols” (23). 

This pretentious and indigestible gibberish has a specific po-
litical content. For Laclau and Mouffe, “old socialism” – which 
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according to them is out-of-date – is the struggle of the or-
ganised working class to take power, expropriate capital and 
reorganise society on other foundations, through the social-
isation of the means of production and exchange, allowing 
for a new development of humankind’s productive forces 
and, ultimately, the extinction of social classes and the State. 
For Mouffe and Laclau, the out-of-date character of Marxism 
derives from the fact that the class struggle is no longer soci-
ety’s fundamental antagonism. This is why there is no longer 
any need for working-class organisations, parties, trade un-
ions, etc., and instead there is the need to “constitute a peo-
ple” (if possible, around a man capable of “federating the 
people” around him, as Mélenchon set himself the aim of do-
ing in an interview with l’Humanité, on 20 September 2016). 
Because if the issue is no longer “the emancipation of the 
workers” as “the act of the working class itself”, what is the 
use of building and defending the trade unions and the work-
ing-class parties? “Old socialism”, based on the working 
class’s struggle to expropriate capital, must be replaced with 
“left-wing populism”. These are the basic premises of the 
theoretical inspirers of France Unbowed. 
 
Populism versus socialism, “general interest” versus class 
struggle 
This is why, during the recent presidential election, the 
leader of France Unbowed rightly refrained from being a can-
didate who spoke on behalf of the working class. “Before, 
one only referred to class interest. For me, today, it is the gen-
eral human interest that comes first”, he stated in an inter-
view quoted earlier (24). 
Some people were surprised, in 2017, by the ban – we do 
indeed use the word “ban”, which was explicitly used by Mé-
lenchon himself – during rallies on the singing of The Interna-
tionale and on the presence of red flags (and, more generally, 
the flags of pollical parties or organisations) in favour of the 
French national anthem, The Marseillaise, and the French tri-
colour flag of blue, white and red, which definitively became 
the flag of the bourgeoisie, of the Versailles-supporters, dur-
ing the crushing of the Paris Commune in May 1871. 
Debating with the founders of “post-Marxism” in Buenos 
Aires, Mélenchon had already said on this subject: “In France, 
we have a flag of blue, white and red. And national flags, 
which were no longer used by the left in France, are gradually 
emerging; the red flag is already over.” 
To claim, as does Mélenchon, that there exists a “general hu-
man interest” shared by both exploiters and the exploited 
means in practice the denial of the need for the working class 
to come together as a class in order to struggle against the 
capitalist class. 
 
Time and again, corporatism  
But the denial of class antagonisms, whether this is justified 
by reference to the homeland, God or the general interest, 
has a specific origin. This is the reheated old corporatist hash, 
inspired by the Catholic Church’s social doctrine in the 19th 
century and formulated in 1891 by Pope Leo XIII in the en-
cyclical Rerum Novarum (sub-titled “On the Condition of 
Workers”), which defined a “common good” between the 
employers and the workers, all of them members of the 
same social body. At that time, this corporatist doctrine was 

aimed at combatting the labour movement, which was grow-
ing dramatically during that period. 
This corporatist doctrine inspired a lot of widely varying re-
gimes. It is especially inspiring the Macron-Philippe govern-
ment currently in power in France. Thus, Macron’s Labour 
Minister, Muriel Pénicaud, stated by way of justifying his 
counter-reform of the Labour Code: “We need to regard the 
workplace not as a systematic place of conflict, but also as a 
human community serving an objective of economic and so-
cial progress.” But it should be noted that member of Parlia-
ment Mélenchon – because he also stands on the ground of 
the “general interest” – echoed this by stating, during the 
parliamentary debate: “Everything is not a conflict in a work-
place, I agree; and yesterday I even heard one of you venture 
a formulation which we would be ready to sign up to imme-
diately. The workplace, he said, is ‘a common asset’. Put that 
formulation to the vote: we will pass it straight away!” 
Is it an exaggeration to say that renouncing the class struggle 
in the name of the “general interest” can only lead to finding 
common ground with the exploiters against the workers? 
For their part, the Trotskyist militant activists say: “We are 
the Fourth International, because the class struggle is the 
driving-force of history and because this involves the uncom-
promising 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 organ-
isations against attempts to co-opt and integrate them into 
the state and the international institutions of capital (IMF, 
European Union, G20, free trade agreements), against all the 
forms of corporatism that threaten both the independence of 
the labour movement and the very foundations of political 
democracy.” (25) 
 
Regarding “dégagisme” 
Chantal Mouffe gave a concise definition of populism when 
she said that “politics consists of building a ‘them’ and an 
‘us’.” Raquel Garrido has commented that populism is a 
“strategy of demarcation between them and us. This can 
mean an ethnically pure ‘us’ against foreigners, which is far-
right populism, but it can also mean ‘us’, the people, against 
‘them’, the oligarchy. The latter is our strategy” (26) 
It is true that what these two types of populism have in com-
mon is that they locate themselves above the social classes; 
they claim to transcend social classes via “the people”. This 
is the theme which Mélenchon popularised in France under 
the name of “dégagisme”. This new political term was cre-
ated from the popular slogan “Dégage!” [“Clear Out!”] used 
by the revolutionary movement in Tunisia in 2011, which 
“cleared out” Ben Ali. It also echoes the popular mobilisa-
tions in Argentina in 2000, when the masses chanted “Que se 
vayan todos!” [Let them all clear out!]. 
But Mélenchon’s “dégagisme” has a completely different 
content. As we wrote in a political note of the TCI, French 
section of the Fourth International: “When the masses in Tu-
nisia or Latin America shout ‘Dégage!’ or ‘Que se vayan!’, this 
is of course a spontaneous movement of mobilisation to put 
an end to the old corrupt regimes of oppression and exploita-
tion that have sold themselves to imperialism. But ‘dé-
gagisme’ as a political programme is something else. 
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In the presidential election, three of the four candidates who 
led in the first round shared this same theme, even though 
they stood on the ‘left’, the ‘centre’ and the ‘far-right’ of the 
political chessboard. In itself, dégagisme has no class content 
whatsoever and it allows the focus to fall on the renewal of 
individuals while circumventing the question of the institu-
tions and their relationship to the social classes.” (27). 
For its part, the POID in France said in its statement following 
the second round of the legislative elections (19 June 2017): 
“It is the Fifth Republic that must be cleared out! Those who 
campaigned on a position of ‘clearing them all out’ are today 
patting themselves on the back for the disappearance of 
three quarters of the political personnel of the last Parlia-
ment. But, strangely, they have stopped being advocates of 
“clearing out” when it comes to the institutions of the Fifth 
Republic. And yet the legislative programmes announced by 
Macron – on the Labour Code, the Social Security system and 
pensions – extend and worsen the previous programmes of 
Hollande and Sarkozy; like the others, Macron’s programmes 
are dictated by the European Union and the capitalist class. 
Defending labour rights and democracy cannot limit itself to 
‘clearing out’ failed government ministers and members of 
parliament; in fact, some of them have recycled themselves 
under new political labels. Defending labour rights and de-
mocracy calls for clearing out the institutions. Otherwise, a 
“clearing out” that focuses on individuals and ignores the in-
stitutions would only confirm a line from a famous film (28): 
‘For things to remain the same, everything must change’.”  
 
The “new Popular Front” 
Such are the policies of Mélenchon and his France Unbowed 
movement. By way of conclusion, let us point out that in 
France these policies received the firm support of the lead-
ership of the CCI (namely, of those who in June 2015 as-
sumed the responsibility for blowing apart the Fourth Inter-
national). This was stated clearly in the editorial of Issue 
No.458 of Informations Ouvrières (22-28 June 2017), signed 
by Marc Gauquelin, which said in particular: “(…) we commit-
ted ourselves wholeheartedly in the battle to support and 
make a success of everything that the vote for Mélenchon 
embodied. We did this unconditionally, without however ig-
noring the differences that could appear on this or that is-
sue.” 
So the CCI leadership supported “everything that the vote for 
Mélenchon embodied”, and did so “unconditionally”. But 
what embodied the vote for Mélenchon was eminently con-
tradictory! As we have seen in this article, there was the de-
mand to repeal the El Khomri law, a rejection of Hollande’s 
policy, and so on. But there were also the old environmental-
ist ideas, the denunciation of “productivism”, the renuncia-
tion of defending class interests, the condemnation of politi-
cal parties, the tricolour flag versus the red flag, The Marseil-
laise versus The Internationale… And all this without the 
slightest reservation, without the slightest distancing in the 
pages of Informations Ouvrières. 
Let us note that things stepped up a notch in the evening of 
the second round of the legislative elections; on 18 June 
2017, Mélenchon issued a call for “the formation everywhere 
of a new political, social and cultural popular front”. Since the 
Popular Front has always been, anytime and anywhere, a 
“coalition of the proletariat with the imperialist bourgeoisie” 

(29), we should not be surprised at this reference coming 
from the mouth of someone like Mélenchon. 
What is new in this call to form a “new Popular Front” is that 
it received a positive response from the CCI. In fact, Issue 
No.458 of Informations Ouvrières published Mélenchon’s 
speech calling for “the formation everywhere of a new politi-
cal, social and cultural popular front” without the slightest 
criticism or distancing (30). This decision is by no means in-
significant for people who do not ignore the fact that for the 
Fourth International, “there is not and there cannot be a 
place for it in any of the People’s Fronts”, as our programme 
affirms, because “the conciliatory politics practiced by the 
‘People’s Front’ doom the working class to impotence and 
clear the road for fascism. ‘People’s Fronts’ on the one hand 
– fascism on the other: these are the last political resources 
of imperialism in the struggle against the proletarian revolu-
tion.” 
For our part, as militant activists of the Internationalist Com-
munist Tendency, French section of the Fourth International, 
acting within the framework of the OCRFI and building in 
France the Democratic Independent Workers Party, we 
counterpose to this popular front policy the struggle for the 
workers’ united front. To this policy of adapting to the dom-
inant discourse, repudiating the class struggle in the name of 
the “general interest” and aiming to subordinate the work-
ing-class organisations to the interests of the bourgeoisie, we 
counterpose the struggle for the independence of the work-
ing class, for the unity of the workers with their organisa-
tions. To this “apartidaire” policy (31), we counterpose the 
struggle for a genuine workers’ party that sets itself the ob-
jective of helping the masses – without any supreme sav-
iours! – to seize power in order to remedy the problem at its 
root, through the expropriation of capital.  
 

Emmanuel Kazan 
 
___________________________ 
(1) A département is an administrative political unit roughly 
equivalent to a province or county. There are 96 départements in 
metropolitan France, which today are grouped together to form 18 
regional units, plus 5 overseas départements, which are also 
classified as regions. 
(2) French quarterly review Charles, Issue No.16, January 2016, on 
the occasion of the 20th anniversary of Mitterrand’s death. 
(3) Speaking on the regional TV channel FR3 Languedoc-Roussillon, 
4 September 1992. 
(4) Informations Ouvrières, Issue No.519, 2 January 2002. At that 
time, and indeed since its foundation in 1958 by Comrade Pierre 
Lambert, Informations Ouvrières was the main publication for the 
Trotskyists to express themselves in France. There is a world of dif-
ference between that and what Informations Ouvrières has become 
since the crisis of June 2015; currently, it is the barely unofficial 
mouthpiece of “Mélenchonism”. 
(5) “Mélenchon, l’homme qui avançait à contre-courant” [Mélen-
chon, the man who swam against the current], a documentary by 
Gerard Miller broadcast on the national TV channel France 3 in Jan-
uary 2017. 
(6) French national daily newspaper Le Monde, 13 May 2017. 
(7) The Treaty on Stability, Coordination and Governance in the Eco-
nomic and Monetary Union, also referred to as the Fiscal Stability 
Treaty. 
(8) CP member Gayssot was Transport Minister. 
(9) French national daily newspaper Libération, 21 March 2011. 
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(10) “Revue de la semaine” [Weekly review] No.32, 16 June 2017, 
on Mélenchon’s blog website www.melenchon.fr. 
(11) This fact alone is enough to characterise the break with the 
most fundamental principles of the Fourth International carried out 
by the leadership of the CCI, which at no time whatsoever has dis-
tanced itself in the slightest from any of Mélenchon’s statements in 
support of the interventions by his own imperialism.  
(12) “En campagne sans trêve” [Relentlessly campaigning], 28 May 
2017, on Mélenchon’s blog website www.melenchon.fr. 
(13) “Dans l’été qui commence” [In the coming summer], 10 July 
2017, on Mélenchon’s blog website www.melenchon.fr. 
(14) Ibid. 
(15) French regional daily newspaper Le Parisien, 23 March 2017. 
(16) V.I Lenin, “The Impending Catastrophe and How to Combat It” 
(October 1917), Collected Works, Vol.25. 
(17) Le Monde, 18 April 2017. 
(18) Daniel Gluckstein, “Parti ouvrier et Assemblée constituante” 
[Workers’ party and Constituent Assembly], published in La Tribune 
des Travailleurs [Workers’ Tribune] Issue No.89, 17 May 2017. 
(19) POID: Democratic Independent Workers Party, of which the In-
ternationalist Communist Tendency (TCI), French section of the 
Fourth International, is a current. 
(20) Daniel Gluckstein, “Workers’ party and Constituent Assembly”, 
op.cit. 
(21) Video clip listed as “Revue de la semaine” [Weekly review] 
No.31, 8 June 2017, on Mélenchon’s blog website www.melen-
chon.fr. The quoted passage begins at 1:01. 
(22) Under Article 49.3 of the 1958 Constitution, the President can 
have the Prime Minister commit the government to a bill without a 

vote. The bill is deemed to be carried, unless a motion of no confi-
dence in the government is tabled within 24 hours by the opposition 
in the National Assembly and then passed.  
An ordonnance is a statute passed by the Council of Ministers in an 
area of law normally reserved for statute law passed by Parliament. 
(23) The French transcript of this debate is available on Mélenchon’s 
old blog website (at http://www.jean-luc-Mélenchon.fr/2015/09/ 
29/) as “Populism and cultural hegemonies: a Laclau-Mouffe-Mé-
lenchon debate”. 
(24) French regional daily newspaper Le Parisien, 23 March 2017. 
(25) “Who are we?”, Part One of “Preparatory notes for the OCRFI’s 
International Conference, regarding the crisis of the Fourth Interna-
tional, the reasons for it and its significance”, published in The In-
ternationale, Issue No.6, May 2017. 
(26) Interview with the US quarterly magazine Jacobin, reproduced 
in Europe solidaire, 12 April 2017. 
(27) Documents of the TCI, 19 May 2017. 
(28) The Leopard by director Luchino Visconti, based on Giuseppe 
Tomasi di Lampedusa's novel of the same name 
(29) Leon Trotsky, “Committees of Action – Not People’s Front”, 26 
November 1935, published in Whither France? 
(30) Let us note on this point that the Brazilian organisation allied 
to the CCI in the “Correspondence Committee” published in its 
newspaper, O Trabalho (Issue No.809, page 12), a truncated version 
of Mélenchon’s speech, from which any reference to forming a 
“new Popular Front” had disappeared. The future will tell if this in-
dicates a differentiation or not. 
(31) The French term apartidaire is borrowed from the 1974 Revo-
lution in Portugal, when it meant “non-party” with a connotation of 
“anti-party”, hostility to any party affiliation. . 
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DOCUMENT  

 
Centenary of the Russian Revolution 
Some documents from Cahiers du Mouvement Ouvrier 
 
 
The organisations grouped together in the Or-
ganising Committee for the Reconstitution of 
the Fourth International (OCRFI) are organis-
ing initiatives around the world to commemo-
rate the 100th anniversary of the Russian 
Revolution. 
When it is not being erased from the official 
world history, the story of the greatest revo-
lution is covered in lies and falsifications to 
make it appear like a coup d’état or a histori-
cal aberration. 
The hidden history of February and October 
1917 remains a political issue for whoever 
wishes to change the world and overthrow 
capitalism. 
This is why we are informing our readers about 
the publication of the two latest issues (Nos.73 
and 74) of the Cahiers du Mouvement Ouvrier 
[Notebooks of the Labour Movement], which 
are devoted to this question. The Cahiers du 
Mouvement Ouvrier is a review of the history of 
the labour movement, founded in 1997 by the 
late Soviet historian Vadim Rogovin and our 
comrade Jean-Jacques Marie. It publishes – in 
French on a quarterly basis – previously un-
published material and study papers on all cur-
rents of the international labour movement. To 
obtain your copies, please contact the editorial 
team of The Internationale.  
Issue No.73 covers “The Revolution of February 
1917”, and Issue No.74 covers “From July to Oc-
tober 1917, towards the seizure of power by 
the Bolsheviks”. We publish below some  
documents excerpted from both issues. 
 

Introduction 

ince then the world clock has shown a different time. 
Millions of deadly shots were fired in the Great War, 
the weightiest, most powerful and  

[A demonstration by the women of Petrograd on 8 March 1917. The first 
banner says: “Increase rations for the families of the defenders of freedom 
and peace between the peoples”; the second banner says: “Feed the chil-
dren of the defenders of the homeland”.] 
 
most far-reaching projectiles ever devised by ballistic engi-
neers. But no shot went farther and was more fateful in mod-
ern history than the train that, carrying the most dangerous 
and determined revolutionaries of the century, races from the 
Swiss border across the whole of Germany to arrive in Peters-
burg, where it will blow the order of that time to pieces.” 
(Stefan Zweig, “The Sealed Train”, in Shooting Stars: Ten His-
torical Miniatures, 2015). 
“The revolution has broken out in Russia!” 
At midday on 2 March (1), as Lenin was preparing to leave to 
work at the library after eating, a Polish activist entered his 
lodgings in a frenzy, shouting at him: “So you haven’t heard 
anything? The revolution has broken out in Russia!” There 
had been signs of the coming revolution, but nobody ex-
pected it.  
Since 1914, the Russian army had enlisted 15 million men, of 
whom 1.5 million had died, more than 2 million had been 
wounded and disabled, 3 million had been taken prisoner, 
and half a million had deserted. The military defeats; the 
steady procession of countless dead and wounded; the de-
moralisation of millions of soldiers who were poorly dressed, 
poorly fed, badly shod and badly armed, tramping through 
the snow and mud while waiting for the next retreat and the 
next massacre; the negligence of senior staff officers who 
specialised in parades, march-pasts and prayer services; the 
corruption of leading circles wallowing in the spoils of war; S 
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the disrepute of the royal family, and the hate triggered by 
the arrogant German-born Empress, tarnished by her rela-
tions with the scheming, licentious monk Rasputin, who had 
been murdered in December 1916; the fall in industrial pro-
duction; the growing paralysis of the transportation system, 
which was slowing down resupply – all of this undermined 
the regime. At the highest levels of government, some were 
thinking that in order to avoid catastrophe, they should re-
move the Empress and replace Nicholas II with his brother 
Michael.  
The British and French governments, which feared that in or-
der to avoid the disaster that threatened his regime, Nicholas 
II would sign a separate peace with Wilhelm II, favoured to a 
greater or lesser degree the various projects that gestated in 
the shadows of the palace corridors but which usually were 
aborted after barely being mapped out (with the sole excep-
tion of the murder of the Empress’s adviser, the monk Ras-
putin, in late December 1916). But could they replace the 
Tsar at a time of war without hastening the looming threat? 
The shadows of conspiracy were dispelled by this fear. 

1916: over 500,000 men and women on strike 
In 1915, the first strikes and demonstrations, especially 
worker demonstrations, expressed the population’s growing 
rejection of the war and the regime. The regime responded 
with repression; it decapitated all of the socialist organisa-
tions, jailing or exiling most of their officials. Despite this re-
pression, just over 500,000 men and women went on strike 
during 1916 (221,136 participants in economic strikes and 
280,943 participants in political strikes). At the start of 1917, 
the police rendered the Petrograd Committee of the Bolshe-
vik Party leaderless, and even arrested the group of Menshe-
viks – supporters of the war and so-called defensists – who 
wanted to make the war industry function despite the in-
creasing obstacles created by the tsarist bureaucracy! 
Agricultural production fell. Fear of hunger haunted the cit-
ies, where bread became rare. In early 1917, the economic 
machinery broke down: prices climbed, speculation became 
rampant and unleashed passions, the supply of food to Pet-
rograd slowed down, the queues outside bakeries grew 
longer in the glacial cold. 

The strike by the textile workers of the Vyborg district 
On 23 February, International Women’s Day, textile workers 
– without any political party calling on them to do so – 
stopped work and started to march, shouting “Bread, 
bread!”. The next day, the strike spread and the workers 
spilled into the city streets; the Cossacks resisted them half-
heartedly; police blocked the bridges, so the workers 
marched across the frozen River Neva, invaded the city cen-
tre, fought with the police, and fraternised with the soldiers. 
In his massive novel, March 1917, Solzhenitsyn claimed that 
bread and meat were plentiful in Petrograd, and reduced the 
movement to a systematic ransacking of shops and a huge 
exercise in pillage organised by hooligans. 
At midday on 26 February, the workers occupied the city cen-
tre, and here and there police officers who were manning 
machine-guns on the roofs opened fire. In the evening, a 
company of the Pavlovsky Regiment mutinied and tried to 
rouse the neighbouring regiments. The general strike be-
came insurrectional. In the morning of 27 February, workers 
and mutineers joined forces to attack the police stations. The 

insurgents raided the arsenal, forced open the prisons and 
set fire to the courthouse. For Solzhenitsyn, this was the start 
of the apocalypse: “The city fell prey to pillage, flames and 
murder” (2). 
In the evening of 27 February, the constitutive session of the 
Petrograd Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies was held 
in the seat of the Duma (Parliament) (3), bringing together 
delegates who were elected or hastily appointed in the fac-
tories and the barracks, plus two delegates for each socialist 
party. The Soviet decided to publish a newspaper, Izvestia 
[“News” or “Reports”], then elected an Executive Commit-
tee, chaired by the Menshevik Chkheidze. In a nearby meet-
ing-room, the members of the Duma formed a provisional 
committee responsible for defending to the end the dying 
tsarist regime or, if this proved impossible, to take up the ba-
ton to defend Russian capitalism and continue to wage war 
until victory; in fact, until the country was exhausted in order 
to meet the demands of Anglo-French capital, soon to be fol-
lowed by US capital. 
The paradox of February 
On 2 March, a provisional government was formed, headed 
by the big landowner Prince Lvov, which decided to continue 
the war. The Provisional Government was supposed to ema-
nate from the Duma that had been elected for a four-year 
term in 1912, the existence of which had been arbitrarily ad-
journed by decree of Nicholas II, in order to avoid elections 
taking place in wartime that were likely to result in political 
defeat. On that same day, 2 March, the Tsar abdicated... The 
monarchy collapsed. On 9, the Synod of the Orthodox 
Church, which the Tsar had greatly helped to grow fat, saw 
his abdication as “God’s will”. 
For the Mensheviks and the SRs [Socialist-Revolutionaries], 
the sole aim of the democratic revolution that was underway 
was to eliminate the vestiges of feudalism in Russia in order 
to allow capitalism to boom; it was therefore vital not to 
touch private ownership of the land and the means of pro-
duction, and power needed to remain under the bourgeoi-
sie’s control. The Mensheviks and the SRs, who were the ma-
jority in the Soviet, handed power back to the ghosts in the 
Duma. This was the paradox of February, which government 
minister Guchkov expressed when he said: “The Provisional 
Government exists only so long as it is permitted by the So-
viet.” The labour lawyer Kerensky, who was close to the SRs 
and a member of the Soviet, was appointed Minister of Jus-
tice in a personal capacity, and gave the Soviet’s public ap-
proval to the government. The male and female workers and 
soldiers who had overthrown the monarchy in fact only 
trusted the Soviet, whose leaders supported the Provisional 
Government at arm’s length by criticising this or that deci-
sion, monitored it and even censured it.  
A Contact Commission set up for this purpose made official 
this dual power – a permanent state of imbalance, and hence 
a necessarily temporary state. The Mensheviks and the SRs 
saw the Contact Commission as a source of balance based on 
consultation and then co-operation between the Petrograd 
Soviet and the Provisional Government.  
Soviet Order No.1, issued on 2 March, the same day that saw 
the formation of the Provisional Government and the abdi-
cation of Nicholas II, expressed this impossible balancing-act. 
While the SRs and the Mensheviks declared themselves in fa-
vour of militarily defending Russia – now rid of the Tsar – and 
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therefore of continuing the war, Order No.1 invited the sol-
diers to elect committees in every unit, to which all of the 
units’ political actions would be subordinated. The govern-
ment and the chiefs of staff could not therefore exercise un-
fettered control over their armed forces, at a time when half 
a million deserters were already roaming the countryside… 
The crisis in the leading circles was therefore already becom-
ing apparent from the very first day of the government’s ex-
istence. 
At the same time, this was just one instance in a world crisis 
that was tearing apart to varying degrees every one of the 
countries engaged in the war.  

Jean-Jacques Marie 
 
_________________________ 
(1) According to the old Julian calendar used at that time in Russia 
(and which applies to the dates referred to in this introduction). Ac-
cording to the more widely used Gregorian calendar, the date was 
15 March. This 13-day difference meant that when the February 
Revolution took place in Russia, elsewhere in the world it was al-
ready March. 
(2) Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, March 1917, Volume 1, p.498. 
(3) The seat of the Imperial State Duma was the Tauride Palace. 
 

* 
*   * 

 

24 February 1917 
 

Excerpt from the report by the Chief of the 
Okhrana (1) to the Director of the Police De-
partment, General Vassiliev, on the events 
in the capital 
 

he strike yesterday due to the lack of bread contin-
ued today; over the course of the day, 131 enter-
prises with a total workforce of 158,583 stopped 

work. The workers at the enterprises on strike went to the 
factories early in the morning, and after a short meeting 
some of them went home and others took to the streets and 
created disorder. 
At 9 a.m., a crowd of workers who had left the Kan factory 
met up, on Bolshaya Pushkarskaya Street, with workers from 
the Erikson factory who were heading in the opposite direc-
tion. Together they went around the neighbourhood, inciting 
workers to strike who until their arrival had not disturbed the 
public order. 
This is how the crowd grew to 2,000-3,000 men. At the cor-
ner of Bolshoy Avenue and Bolshaya Grebetskaya Street, the 
demonstrators ran into a detachment of police that was not 
big enough to arrest them and therefore had to let them 
pass. On Kamennoostrovsky Avenue, the crowd was dis-
persed by Cossacks and mounted police. Among the demon-
strators there were several high-school and university stu-
dents.  
After the road had been cleared and the workers had moved 
back onto the pavements, someone in the crowd in front of 
No.4 Kamennoostrovsky Avenue fired a shot from a revolver 
at the police, without any result. A little later, an unknown 
person in the crowd near No.8 Posadskaya Malaya Street, 

where people had once again regathered in a crowd, also 
fired a shot, and an unidentified woman was fatally wounded 
in the head; she died before reaching Peter and Paul Hospi-
tal. At around 9 a.m., 3,500 workers arrived the Ayvaz factory 
and gathered in the auto department workshop; they held a 
meeting in which speakers from outside gave speeches 
against the government and called on the workers to unite 
and strongly deliver to the Duma the demand for the govern-
ment to resign.  
The speakers emphasised that this demand was supported 
not only by the industrial workers but also by employees of 
the railways, the tram system, the post office and the tele-
graph office. These demands should be supported with 
demonstrations, but without acts of destruction. People 
should walk in small groups, not in a big crowd, and arrive [to 
demonstrate] at the Duma around 3 p.m. At the end of the 
meeting, a resolution was passed demanding the govern-
ment’s resignation. 
Workers leaving the factories of Vyborg District 1 at 9 a.m. 
joined up with those from District 2, who were arriving at 
Alexandrovsky Bridge and wanted to cross, but a detachment 
of police officers dispersed them. Workers who had left the 
Promet factory incited the munitions workers of the rifle car-
tridges sector to strike. 
The troublemakers dispersed by the police started to wander 
around (sic!) various districts, gathering crowds around them 
with whom they marched through the streets, demonstrated 
and engaged in excessive behaviour, of which the following 
instances were noted. 
A crowd of around 200 people went up Basseinaya Street, 
shouting “Bread!” 
A crowd of workers from the Vyborg Districts and Petrograd, 
around 100 in number, attempted to incite the workers of 
the tobacco factory and the Siemens and Galsk factory to 
strike, but it was dispersed by the police detachment from 
Vyborg District 2. 
A crowd of workers looted the Staroverov butcher’s shop at 
No.47-49 Bolshaya Spasskaya. Women then smashed the 
shop window of the Shmarov and Ivanov bakery at No.60 Ni-
kolaevsky Street. 
A crowd of around 1,000 people stopped a tram bus near the 
Moscow Gate and took away the driver’s handle switch. 
A crowd of workers ransacked a shop at No.19 Sezhinsky 
Street. 
On Nevsky Prospekt, near the Gostiny Dvor department 
store, a crowd of around 900 gathered and headed towards 
Nikolaev Station.  
A crowd of around 300 workers who had left the Franco-Rus-
sian factory burst into the Admiralty Shipyard on Galerny Is-
land and incited 1,300 workers to strike, after which all of 
them attempted to stop tram buses but were dispersed by 
the police. 
Workers from the Siemens and Galsk factory, around 2 000 
in number, who were roaming the streets singing revolution-
ary songs were dispersed by the police. 
A crowd of workers attempted to incite the workers at Mili-
tary Ironwork factory at No.52, 17th Line to strike, but it was 
dispersed by the police. 
At 1.30 p.m., a crowd of around 300 people once again gath-
ered in front of Kazan Cathedral and headed towards Sado-
vaya Street. 

T 
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Around the same time, a crowd of around 100 workers gath-
ered on the Vasilievsky Island side of Bolshoy Prospekt and 
headed towards the Nikolaev Bridge. 
At around 2 p.m., the crowd that was queuing outside 
smashed the shop windows of the Barsky bakery at 2/62 
Lakhtinsky Street and the Erofeev bread shop at No.5 Gesler-
ovsky Prospekt. 
A crowd of around 300 workers that was moving up Nevsky 
Prospekt stopped at No.80 and listened to a speech by a 
speaker who called for the overthrow of the existing regime; 
the speaker proposed that people should gather at noon the 
next day, 25 February, in front of Kazan Cathedral. 
The crowds that were marching in this way smashed shop 
windows, looted shops and blocked tram buses until the po-
lice arrived and dispersed them. 
At around 6 p.m., a tram bus was stopped by the crowd in 
Shamshevaya Street. As order was being restored, Director 
Vassiliev received two light injuries to the back of the neck. 
At the same time, two tram buses were overturned at the 
corner Vedensky Street and Sezhinsky Street. 
Today, the ticket-inspectors and drivers at the Rozhdestven-
sky Tram Depot presented economic demands. 
 

Major General Globachev 
Chief of the Okhrana in Petrograd 

 
_____________________________ 
(1) Okhrana: the commonly used abbreviation for the Tsar’s secret 
police, the Department for Protecting Public Security and Order. 

 
* 

*   * 
 

Motion adopted by the workers 
of the Putilov Works 
11 October 1917 (1) 
 
1. We, workers at the Putilov Works (2), demand that all 
power passes to the Soviet of Workers’, Soldiers’ and Peas-
ants’ Deputies. 
2. We demand an armistice on all fronts. 
3. We demand that peace be proposed to all of the warring 
powers based on democratic principles. 
4. We demand that the lands belonging to private landown-
ers, the State, the big feudal lords and the Church be imme-
diately handed over to the peasants’ committees. 
5. We demand immediate control over production. 
6. We demand the immediate convening of an All-Russian 
Congress of Soviets. 
7. We demand the immediate release of all members of the 
Land Committees who were arrested by state prosecutors 
and then imprisoned. 
8. We demand the immediate release of all those arrested 
for the political action of 3-5 July (3) and who are languishing 
in the Republic’s prisons. 
9. We protest against the removal of the troops of the Petro-
grad garrison; we demand that the Petrograd garrison be 
equipped with every sort of weapons; we also demand the 

arming of the whole of the revolutionary working class in or-
der to ensure the defeat of the enemy of the revolution in 
our country and also against the enemy beyond our borders, 
against the German Kaiser. 
10. We fully share every decision of the Soviet! Long live the 
Soviet! All power to the Soviet! 
______________________ 
(1) Quoted in Piontkovsky, Anthology on the History of the October 
Revolution, Moscow, 1926, p.184. 
(2) In 1917, the Putilov metal and engineering works was the biggest 
enterprise in Petrograd by far, employing over 26,000 workers 
(other sources say as many as 36,000) out of the city’s total of 
around 400,000 factory workers. It produced various heavy goods, 
including railway products, artillery pieces and shells, and was a ma-
jor supplier of the latter to the Imperial Russian Army. 
(3) Historically referred to as the July Days. 

 
* 

*   * 
 

Podvoisky 
Lenin, the Bolsheviks  
and insurrection 
 
 

few days before 
mid-October, Lenin 
had called to a 

meeting at his hiding-place B. 
I. Nevsky, Antonov-Ovse-
enko, Rakovsky and Podvoi-
sky, in order to get a clear 
idea of the preparations for 
insurrection. Antonov-Ovse-
enko said that he did not 
have the elements needed to 
judge the frame of mind of 
the Petrograd garrison; he 
was sure that the fleet would put out the initial call, but he 
doubted that it could arrive in Petrograd in time! Nevsky and 
Podvoisky pointed out that the frame of mind of the garrison 
troops was manifestly favourable towards insurrection, but 
it was nevertheless necessary to postpone this by 10 to 15 
days in order to pose the issue clearly and to technically pre-
pare in a decisive fashion for the insurrection, all the more 
because the troops who had demonstrated in July (the Pav-
lovsky, Grenadersky and Moskovsky Regiments, the First Re-
serve Regiment and others) had partly been disbanded and 
because the preparations for insurrection by other regiments 
that were previously reactionary (Preobazhensky, Se-
menovsky) needed verification. 
Podvoisky also emphasised that Kerensky could rely on the 
special march battalions brought back from the front, in 
which the Bolsheviks had not carried out sufficient propa-
ganda, detachments that were likely to prevent the success 
of the insurrection until the arrival of reinforcements from 
the front, where it is still possible to find troops with a reac-
tionary orientation. Nevsky emphasised that one could be 
sure of the sailors at Helsingfors and elsewhere, but that the 

A  
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movement of the fleet to Petrograd would encounter colos-
sal difficulties, because the insurrection would undoubtedly 
arouse the opposition of the officers, resulting in their arrest; 
one could doubt that the sailors who would replace them 
could guide the ships through the minefields and would be 
capable of giving battle at the gates of Petrograd. In general, 
therefore, everybody agreed to postpone the insurrection by 
a few weeks, and each one recommended using this time to 
intensively prepare the uprising in Petrograd, in the country-
side and at the front.  
In order to prepare the army and those in the countryside, it 
was proposed to send commissars to the fronts as well as to 
Moscow, Kiev, Ekaterinoslav, Saratov, Nizhny, Yaroslavl, 
Tver, Tula, Kostroma, Minsk and other places, to organise 
Military Revolutionary Committees, to communicate to them 
the tasks of the insurrection and the measures that had to be 
taken as soon as possible after the seizure of power in the 
capital, and especially to ensure that after the successful in-
surrection in the capital the planned decrees on land, peace, 
nationalisation and the transfer of the factories to the work-
ers are not hidden from the masses, but widely distributed in 
order to gain the sympathy of the masses regarding the new 
government. 

However, all of these arguments did not in any way convince 
Vladimir Ilyich. He stated that fundamentally, the decrees by 
the new government would in fact only be the confirmation 
of what is already being partially done in reality, and that 
therefore the first news regarding the new government 
would only reinforce automatically what the localities and 
the front had long awaited.  
He said that any delay to the insurrection would result in the 
[current] government and the political parties, which obvi-
ously were informed and prepared to respond to the insur-
rection, would prepare even further during this delay: 
“It is particularly important that the uprising takes place be-
fore the Congress of Soviets, he added, so that this Congress, 
whatever it is finally, will have before it the fait accompli of 
the seizure of power by the working class and will consolidate 
that government as quickly as possible.” 
 
 

“The Military Organisation of the RSDLP(B)  
and the Military Revolutionary Committee”, 

in Krasnaia Letopis [Red Chronicle],  
Issue No.8, 1923, note on p.16. 
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 OUR HISTORY 
 
 

1947: The Fourth International  
against the partition of Palestine 
 
Introduction 

 
By Dominique Ferré 
 
Autumn 2017 will mark the 70th anniversary of 
the partition of Palestine, the tragic conse-
quence of the vote to pass United Nations (UN) 
Resolution 181(II) dated 29 November 1947. 
For The Internationale, it is also the occasion to 
republish two documents issued by the Fourth 
International at that time. The first, more well-
known document is entitled “The Partition of 
Palestine”, an editorial in the November-De-
cember 1947 issue of Quatrième Internationale 
[Fourth International], the review of the Inter-
national Secretariat of the Fourth International 
at the time. The second document, entitled 
“Against Partition!”, was published shortly be-
fore the first, in September 1947. This is an arti-
cle in Hebrew from the bulletin Kol Ham’amad 
[The Voice of the Class], which was published 
and distributed in Palestine by the group which 
at the time presented itself as“the  
Palestinian section of the Fourth International”.  
 
 

gainst all odds, the positions set out in these two 
documents have remained the positions of the 
Fourth International on the Palestinian question for 

the last 70 years: rejection of partition and imperialist inter-
ference; the Palestinian people’s unconditional right to de-
cide its own fate; and a Constituent Assembly including all of 
the component parts of a future Palestinian nation in order 
to establish a single, secular and democratic state covering 
the whole of the historic territory of Palestine. These have 
continued to be our positions and we have expressed them 
at every point in the Palestinian Revolution. Swimming 
against the current, we maintained them in 1993 when eve-
ryone else lined up behind the so-called “peace agreements” 
signed in Oslo (1) on the backs of the Palestinian people, un-
der the auspices of US imperialism. Pushing the “logic” of 
partition to its very end, the Oslo Accords set up a Palestinian 

Authority, an ersatz state with no sovereignty whatsoever 
over just 22 per cent of Mandatory Palestine (2), which today 
is divided between the Gaza Strip, strangled by 10 years of 
blockade, and the bantustans of the West Bank, a confetti 
patchwork of Palestinian land that is being eaten away, day 
after day, by new Israeli settlements and military check-
points.  

To put these two documents in context, we need to recall the 
conditions in which the partition of Palestine was carried out. 
The delay of the world proletarian revolution, the epoch of 
which had been opened by the October Revolution in 1917 – 
a delay due exclusively to the treachery of the old (social-
democratic and Stalinist) leaderships of the working class – 
had led to the barbarism of the Second World War. Amongst 
other ways, this barbarism manifested itself in the extermi-
nation of six million European Jews by the Nazis. But the 
gains of October 1917, which lived on in the consciousness 
of the Soviet masses, led in 1943 to Stalingrad, a first victory 
of the workers over barbarism. Stalingrad was the starting-
point of a revolutionary wave that swept across Europe and 
then the colonial empires. Basing themselves on the victory 
at Stalingrad, workers and oppressed peoples sought to free 
themselves from fascism, but also from what had formed the 
breeding ground for fascism: capitalist exploitation and the 
colonial yoke. From India to the Balkans, from Italy and 
France to North Africa and Indochina, the working classes 
and oppressed peoples confronted the old world of war, ex-
ploitation and fascism.  

It took the full weight of the counter-revolutionary unholy al-
liance between the imperialist powers that emerged victori-
ous from the war (the United States and a severely weakened 
British Empire) and the Stalinist bureaucracy in power in the 
USSR to force back the global wave of revolution. In the name 
of the counter-revolutionary pact reached in Yalta and Pots-
dam, the national agencies of the Stalinist bureaucracy 
played a leading role in re-establishing “order”. In France, 
Communist Party (CP) Secretary General Maurice Thorez, 
who had just returned from Moscow, demanded the disarm-
ing of the patriotic militias in favour of “one state, one army, 
one police force” – those of the bourgeois state, which 
needed to be rebuilt, working hand-in-hand with de Gaulle. 
Although the revolution was certainly “confiscated” by the 
apparatuses, with the Stalinist apparatuses in the forefront, 
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in France as in other countries of Western Europe the work-
ing class nevertheless won major gains from a bourgeoisie 
which had narrowly avoided losing one crucial thing: power. 
In Algeria, which at that time was a French colony, the Stalin-
ists dared to denounce as “Hitler’s agents” the militant activ-
ists of the Algerian People’s Party (PPA) who, together with 
the Algerian masses held demonstrations on 9 May 1945 in 
Satif and Guelma; the ensuing repression by the colonial 
forces resulted in tens of thousands of deaths. Although the 
unholy alliance was unable to prevent a revolution in Yugo-
slavia, the agreements between Stalin and Churchill led to 
the bloody repression in Greece of the partisans led by the 
CP, who in practice controlled most of the country. When 
William Gallacher, member of parliament and a leader of the 
British CP, protested in the House of Commons against the 
crushing of the Greek Communist partisans by His Majesty’s 
armed forces, Churchill – relying on the guarantees obtained 
from Stalin – told him half-ironically and half-threateningly 
to take care, as people who were talking like him at that time 
in Moscow were being sent to prison. 

And what of the colonial possessions of the expiring British 
Empire, where the peoples were seeking to free themselves 
from oppression? The Palestinian Trotskyist militant activists 
wrote in Kol Ham’amad: “In our current period, the period of 
social revolutions and revolts of the enslaved peoples, impe-
rialism rules by means of two main methods: ruthless and 
brutal repression (as in Indonesia, Indochina and Greece), or 
by breaking the class war through national conflicts. The sec-
ond way is cheaper and more secure, and enables imperial-
ism to remain behind the scenes.” In India, as in Palestine, US 
imperialism – with the direct help of the Stalinist bureaucracy 
– rallied behind Britain’s manoeuvres towards partition, thus 
“holding the hand” of a British Empire in decline. In India, 
partition in August 1947 divided the former “British Raj” on 
a religious basis, between majority-Hindu India on the one 
hand, and two “Muslim” entities a full 1,600 kilometres 
apart, named West Pakistan (present day Pakistan) and East 
Pakistan (which became Bangladesh after the national liber-
ation war of 1971). This provoked the forced displacement of 
12 million now-rootless people, and one million deaths in 
pogroms and clashes. The Indian Stalinist apparatus, which 
had condemned the uprising by the Indian masses in 1942, 
supported partition. The Fourth International and its Indian 
section, the Bolshevik-Leninist Party of India (BLPI), opposed 
it.  
As highlighted by Quatrième Internationale, in Palestine “as 
in India, partition has proved itself to be the most effective 
way to divert, at one and the same time, the struggle of the 
Arab masses and the discontent of the Jewish working popu-
lation from an anti-imperialist explosion in the direction of a 
fratricidal struggle.” In Palestine, imperialism was to make 
use of the tragedy of the extermination of Europe’s Jews over 
the course of the war by employing for its own designs a rac-
ist and reactionary current which up to that point had only 
played a secondary role: Zionism. (3) At a time when hun-
dreds of thousands of survivors of the Nazi death-camps 
sought to flee from Europe, the imperialist powers closed the 
borders of Britain, the United States, Canada and Australia, 
using arguments that would not have been rejected by the 
racist ideologues of Hitler’s Reich. 

“Imperialism created the problem of the refugees from the 
concentration camps when it closed the gates of all countries 
to them. The fate of refugees is its responsibility”, the Pales-
tinian Trotskyist rightly insisted in their September 1947 doc-
ument. As recalled by the great writer and Palestinian revo-
lutionary activist Ghassan Kanafani: “If Nazism was responsi-
ble for terrorising the Jews and forcing them out of Germany, 
it was “democratic” capitalism – in collaboration with the Zi-
onist movement – that was responsible for directing compar-
atively large numbers of Jewish migrants to Palestine, as il-
lustrated by the following: of 2,562,000 Jews that fled Nazi 
persecution, the USA accepted only 170,000 (6.6%), Britain 
50,000 (1.9%), while Palestine received 8.5% and 1,930,000 
(75.2%) found refuge in the USSR.” (4) After the war, as 
pointed out in the Quatrième Internationale editorial, the 
Fourth International campaigned in the US, Britain and else-
where for Jewish refugees to be admitted into those coun-
tries unconditionally. The imperialist powers refused to do 
so, in order – with the help of the Zionists – to direct the Jew-
ish migrants towards a single destination: Palestine. Of 
course, imperialist interference on the principle of “divide et 
impera” (5) was nothing new in the Near-East, which had al-
ready suffered the secret Anglo-French agreement of 1916 
(6), the Balfour Declaration in 1917 for the establishment of 
a so-called “national home for the Jewish people” in Pales-
tine, and the first plan to partition Palestine envisaged by the 
British in reaction to the powerful Palestinian general strike 
of 1936. But it would take the shameful use of the fact that 
six million Jews were murdered by the Nazis for the Zionists 
and imperialism to impose partition.  

However, one cannot pass the responsibility for partition 
only onto the imperialist powers and their subsidiary tool, Zi-
onism. Nothing would have been possible without the direct 
assistance of the Stalinist bureaucracy in power in the USSR 
(and, secondarily, of the social-democratic leaderships, par-
ticularly the leadership of the British Labour P, which played 
their role of “labour lieutenants of the bourgeoisie” per-
fectly). In a book that serves as a benchmark (7), the historian 
Henry Laurens recounts the circumstances of the vote at the 
UN, which took place after several attempts. “The Great 
Powers agreed to convene an extraordinary session of the UN 
General Assembly to consider the question of Palestine. An 
Arab proposal asking for Palestinian independence to be in-
cluded in the agenda was rejected (1 May 1947). To general 
surprise, the Soviet delegation declared itself in favour of a 
binational state in Palestine, or, if this was not possible, of 
Palestine to be partitioned. (…) On 31 August 1947, the [UN 
Special] Committee [on Palestine, or UNSCOP] published its 
report. It unanimously recommended an end to the Mandate 
and independence for Palestine. The majority proposed a 
plan for partition [into an Arab State and a Jewish State] with 
an economic union and international status for Jerusalem; 
the minority (India, Iran and Yugoslavia) suggested the crea-
tion of a federal state comprising an Arab State and a Jewish 
State with Jerusalem as the capital of the federation. The 
Arab Higher Committee (8) immediately rejected both plans. 
The Zionists supported the plan for partition. The matter was 
referred back to the UN General Assembly. The United States 
and the Soviet Union adopted a position in favour of parti-
tion, Great Britain announced its intention to abstain and 
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France hesitated: on the one hand, its deep-rooted sympa-
thies lay with Zionism, but on the other, the weight of its Mus-
lim empire (in North Africa first and foremost) pushed it to-
wards abstention. (…) The main debate took place in the UN 
sub-committees responsible for studying the two proposals 
from the committee of enquiry, from end-October 1947 on-
wards. Thanks to especially strong US pressure, several Latin 
American states changed their voting decision at the last mi-
nute, leading to the acceptance of the partition plan on 29 
November 1947 (the same applied to France, which after a 
lot of hesitation voted in favour of partition).” 

It was most definitely the support of the Kremlin bureau-
cracy, maintaining the continuity of the counter-revolution-
ary Yalta and Potsdam agreements, which was the determin-
ing factor. The Palestinian Trotskyists of 1947 were abso-
lutely right to condemn the attitude of the Communist Party 
of Palestine (i.e. the Stalinist party, which itself was soon to 
split along ethnic-religious lines over the partition “model”) 
when they wrote in Kol Ham’amad: “[The CP] apparently is 
waiting for the “just” UN solution. In any case, it continues to 
sow illusions regarding the UN, and in this way helps to dis-
guise and implement the plans of imperialism.” Since 1947, 
how many times have we heard that it should be left to the 
UN to ensure that the national rights of the Palestinian peo-
ple are respected? How many times, when it was precisely 
within the UN framework that the agreement was reached 
between imperialism and the Stalinist bureaucracy to try to 
strangle the legitimate national aspirations of the Palestinian 
people? Let us also point out that since 1947, such calls to 
leave it up to “the UN Resolutions” have no longer been the 
monopoly of the Stalinists. They have also been relayed by 
renegades from Trotskyism (Pabloites, etc.) as well as by the 
majority of the Palestinian leadership itself. But back then, 
just like today, leaving it to the UN “helps to disguise and im-
plement the plans of imperialism”. 

This article is not the place to recount the story of what fol-
lowed the UN vote in November 1947: the Nakba (9), exile, 
national oppression, the wars of 1948, 1956, 1967 and 1973, 
and the so-called “peace plans” up to Oslo (1993). Let us 
simply say that of the two states foreseen by the UN’s parti-
tion plan, only one, the State of Israel, saw the light of day, 
just as Quatrième Internationale had predicted: “The estab-
lishment of an Arab state independent of Palestine is, in fact, 
highly unlikely.” First and foremost because “King Abdullah 
of Transjordan, the no.1 pawn of the City of London in the 
Arab world, could very well succeed in unifying Eastern Pal-
estine to his present kingdom”.  
 
This is indeed what happened. As early as 1947, Quatrième 
Internationale rightly warned against false allies of the Pales-
tinian people: “the effendis (10) and the imperialist agents, 
(…) the manoeuvres of the Egyptian and the Syrian bourgeoi-
sie”, or to put it simply: the reactionary Arab regimes. These 
were prophetic words. Because the fatal illusions regarding 
the “help” that the region’s Arab regimes (without excep-
tion) could offer the Palestinian Revolution were at the root 
of many of the bloody defeats and betrayals, from “Black 
September” in Jordan to the Camp David Agreements be-
tween Sadat’s Egypt and Israel, via the securing of Israel’s 
border in the Golan Heights by Assad’s regime in Syria. As for 

the Palestinian leadership, all of its various fractions ulti-
mately – first in 1988 and finally with the Oslo Accords in 
1993 – renounced the Palestinian national Charter, which set 
the target of liberating the whole of Palestine and establish-
ing one state whose citizens would all have equal rights, 
whatever their religion. Every one of the fractions of the Pal-
estinian leadership – not just the PLO – shared in this renun-
ciation of the national Charter, including Hamas which, on 1 
May 2017, officially declared itself “ready to support the [Pal-
estinian] state on 1967 borders” (in other words, the West 
Bank and the Gaza Strip). There is no possible “third way” be-
tween a democratic state and a war of extermination. “The 
only alternative to a two-state solution is one single secular 
and democratic state with equal rights for everyone, Chris-
tians, Muslims and Jews, on all of historic Palestine”, declared 
Saeb Erekat, chief negotiator on behalf of the Palestinian 
leadership, in February 2017…only to immediately rule out 
this “only alternative”, which would presuppose breaking 
with imperialism, which the Palestinian leadership does not 
want to do. But the Palestinian Revolution originates in the 
Palestinian people’s unceasing will to establish one nation on 
the historic territory of Palestine. Its driving force is the un-
wavering will of millions of refugees and their descendants 
to demand their right to return. Despite the defeats and be-
trayals, the Palestinian Revolution remains alive because the 
Palestinian people has not renounced its national rights. And 
because as early as 1947, it has opposed the high-level agree-
ment between imperialism and the Stalinist bureaucracy, 
and it has been, is and will remain one of the levers of the 
world revolution. 

As for the State of Israel, it was established in 1948 within 
the framework of partition. From 1948 to the present day, it 
has obeyed the “logic” which the Zionist leaders always en-
visaged: the permanent attempt to expel and exterminate 
the Palestinian people. This was pointed out as early as 1940 
by Joseph Weitz, head of the Jewish Agency’s Colonisation 
Department in Palestine: “Amongst ourselves it must be clear 
that there is no room in the country for both peoples. (…) We 
shall not achieve our goal of being an independent people 
with the Arabs in this small country. (…) The only solution is a 
Land of Israel, at least a western Land of Israel [i.e. Palestine], 
without Arabs. There is no room here for compromises. (…) 
There is no way but to transfer the Arabs from here to the 
neighbouring countries, to transfer all of them, save perhaps 
for [the Arabs of] Bethlehem, Nazareth, and Old Jerusalem. 
Not one village must be left, not one tribe.” (11)  

But this state, which Quatrième Internationale rightly de-
scribed as a “miniature state”, a pawn of the big powers in 
“their power game towards the Arab world”, could not be an-
ything other than a factor of extermination for the Palestin-
ian people, just as it could not be anything other than a 
“trap” for the Jews. “The trap which Palestine constitutes for 
the Jews, according to Trotsky’s words, today quite simply 
has closed”, and Quatrième Internationale noted that “by a 
bitter irony of history, the establishment of an independent 
Jewish state, which (…) was definitively to undermine world 
anti-Semitism, has been the beginning of a savage pogromist 
outbreak in Aden and a new rise in anti-Semitism throughout 
the world.” Zionism succeeded in re-forming the ghetto at a 
time when the secular democratic struggle of the oppressed 
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Jews called for equal rights as the means for political eman-
cipation. Seventy years later, in reality the “minia-
ture state” only survives through being drip-fed financial and 
military aid by US imperialism. In 2013, the Israeli newspaper 
Haaretz estimated (12) that the total amount of military and 
economic aid given by the United States to the State of Israel 
since 1948 (adjusted for inflation) was US$233.7 billion! 
Opening – as early as 1947 – the perspective of a Palestinian 
Constituent Assembly (including all of the component parts 
of the future Palestinian nation), Quatrième Internationale, 
rightly insisted that the precondition for a shared struggle by 
the Arab masses and the working-class Jewish population in 
Palestine, was that it “takes up its position, unequivocally, 
against the partition of the country and the establishment of 
the Jewish state.” This is the old adage by Marx: “a people 
which oppresses another people cannot be free”. The Jewish 
immigrants in Palestine could only hope to become Palestin-
ian citizens in equality with their Arab brothers and sisters if 
they renounced the status of privileged settlers, in other 
words if the conditions were created “for wider [Jewish] lay-
ers to break from criminal Zionism.” 

On the eve of partition, the Nakba and the tragedies that 
were to befall the region, despite everything we find in this 
written material the formulation of a positive perspective for 
the masses. A minority current in the labour movement (and, 
at that time, physically persecuted by Stalinism in the four 
corners of the planet), Quatrième Internationale laid claim to 
stand as “the vanguard of the struggle against partition, for 
a united, independent Palestine, in which the masses will su-
premely determine their own destiny for electing a Constitu-
ent Assembly.” For the last 70 years, “realists” of every polit-
ical persuasion have continued to oppose this position with 
accusations of “utopia” and “lack of realism”. 

Let us recall how our comrade Pierre Lambert replied to 
them in June 1982, in a rally of the Internationalist Com-
munist Party (PCI) in Paris following the Sabra and Shatila 
massacre: “We say: in order for that Palestinian nation – 
which is the only path to progress and peace in that part of 
the world – to come about, we must fight for the Palestinian 
Constituent Assembly, a Constituent Assembly that will de-
fine the equal rights and obligations of each of its component 
parts, Jews and Arabs, within a single nation. This is why we 
are against the State of Israel. For years, we have heard the 
retort: that is utopian. Comrades, where have the realists, all 
those who have explained to us that our position and our 
struggle were utopian, where have they led the peoples? 
Where are they leading that part of the world today, where 
the shooting, killings and destitution are raging unchecked? 
No, there is no solution other than the democratic solution, 
and the democratic solution, which is the only one that can 
lead to peace in that region, requires the disappearance of 
the State of Israel, it requires the Palestinian Constituent As-
sembly, building the Palestinian nation with its two compo-
nent parts. Comrades, any plan, any solution which does not 
have this democratic solution as its starting-point is doomed 
to result in wave after wave of killing. There was the war of 
1948, there was war in 1956, there was war in 1967, there 
was “Black September” in 1970, that black September which 
saw the King of Jordan use the forces supplied by US imperi-
alism to crush or attempt to crush the Palestinians. There was 

war in 1973, there was Tel al-Zaatar (13) in 1976. Maintain-
ing the State of Israel can only lead to war. The realists tell 
you that the struggle for the Palestinian nation is utopian, but 
it is the struggle of the international proletariat, the solidarity 
struggle of the peoples, the only struggle that can offer the 
prospect of liberation and emancipation, because it is the rev-
olutionary struggle of the peoples of the Middle East, of the 
peoples of the Near East, of which the Palestinian Revolution 
is the spearhead. I repeat: because we are internationalists, 
we support the peoples’ right to self-determination, and be-
cause we support the peoples’ right to self-determination, we 
say: the State of Israel must be eliminated! (…) We say that 
the democratic approach not only opens up the only real so-
lution to the questions that are posed in that region of the 
world, but because it is the democratic solution, it alone can 
save the age-old democratic traditions of the Jewish people. 
Israel was born from a negation of the democratic traditions 
of the Jewish people. Sharon and Begin are their grave-
diggers. Oppressed for thousands of years, the Jews have ac-
quired and won through struggle a culture and a tradition. 
The State of Israel, as the oppressor, stands against that cul-
ture and those traditions. With the State of Israel comes ig-
norance, the worst kind of reaction, the use of fascist militias. 
Begin and Sharon are the gravediggers of those traditions, 
the State of Israel are their negation. Comrades, to those who 
– and we understand why – refer to the Holocaust organised 
by the Nazis, we say: the torn and broken body of a Jewish 
child in the Warsaw Ghetto cannot be worth more than the 
torn and broken body of a Palestinian or Lebanese child in 
Tyre, Saida or Beirut. The crimes of one do not excuse the 
crimes of others”. 
 

Dominique Ferré 
15 July 2017 

________________________________ 
(1) See the 1993 statement by the Fourth International. 
(2) In other words, Palestine at the time of British colonial rule un-
der the League of Nations’ “Palestine Mandate” (1920-1948). 
(3) A tiny minority current among the oppressed Jewish masses of 
Europe up to the Second World War, Zionism was fought against by 
every current of the labour movement, especially in Eastern Europe 
and Russia. The old Bund (full name: General Jewish Labour Bund) 
was a secular Jewish socialist party active in Poland and the tsarist 
Empire; at its Fourth Congress in 1901, it explicitly opposed Zionism 
by stating: “Congress finds that the final goal of political Zionism – 
the attainment of a territory for the Jewish people – as a matter 
which does not have great significance and does not solve the ‘Jew-
ish question’”. 
(4) Ghassan Kanafani, The 1936-39 Revolt in Palestine, Committee 
for a Democratic Palestine, New York, 1972. 
(5) Latin for “divide and rule”, the slogan of the ruling classes since 
the Roman Empire. 
(6) Usually referred to as the Sykes-Picot Agreement, this act of se-
cret diplomacy was disclosed by the Bolsheviks in Pravda after the 
October Revolution. 
(7) Henry Laurens, Le retour des exilés. La lutte pour la Palestine de 
1869 à 1997 [The return of the exiled: the struggle for Palestine 
from 1869 to 1997], Bouquins, Paris,1998. 
(8) A body representing the bourgeoisie and the Palestinian feudal 
lords. 
(9) During the 1948 Nakba, which means “catastrophe” in Arabic, at 
least 780,000 Palestinians were driven from their land.  
(10) A Turkish word dating from the Ottoman occupation describing 
the representatives of the privileged classes. 
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(11) Diary entry dated 20 December 1940, quoted in Benny Morris, 
The Birth of the Palestinian Refugee Problem, 1947-1949, Cam-
bridge University Press, 1987. 
(12) Ora Corend and Nadan Feldman, “U.S. Aid to Israel Totals 
$233.7b Over Six Decades”, Haaretz, 20 March 2013. 
(13) Tel al-Zaatar was a Palestinian refugee camp housing 50,000-
60,000 people in northeast Beirut (Lebanon). The Tel al-Zaatar mas-
sacre was committed on 12 August 1976 by right-wing Lebanese 
Christian militias. A six-month blockade was followed by a full-scale 
military assault during the month of July. The final artillery barrage 
in August was followed by widespread slaughter as the militias en-
tered the camp. The Syrian regime of Hafez el-Assad, whose troops 
were nearby, decided not to intervene.  
 

* 
*   * 

 

 
Jaramana Palestinian refugee camp (Syria, 1948) 

 

Documents 
 
The partition of Palestine 
Editorial in Quatrième Internationale  
[Fourth International] (November-December 1947) 

 
he vote at the United Nations was no more than a 
formality after the “Big Three” had reached agree-
ment, the partition of Palestine was virtually an ac-

complished fact. British imperialism withdraws in the Near 
East to a second line of defence, comparable to that which 
was put in place when India was divided. In the two states, 
Jewish and Arab, Great Britain retains the whole of its eco-
nomic and financial positions.  
The Arab Legion of the hypothetical Arab state and the Ha-
ganah (1) equally will operate in close agreement with the 
British War Office, as do the armies of the Hindus and the 
Moslems in India. And, as in India, partition has proved itself 
to be the most effective way to divert, at one and the same 
time, the struggle of the Arab masses and the discontent of 
the Jewish working population from an anti-imperialist ex-
plosion in the direction of a fratricidal struggle. 
The manoeuvres of British imperialism have been made nec-
essary by its dwindling resources. This obliges the imperial-
ists to reduce its “international commitments”, so as, at one 
and the same time, to save dollars, manpower and tanks. 
This is presented under a still more favourable aspect in the 

specific case of Palestine. The establishment of an Arab state 
independent of Palestine is, in fact, highly unlikely. For this 
reason, King Abdullah of Transjordan, the no.1 pawn of the 
City of London in the Arab world, could very well succeed in 
unifying Eastern Palestine to his present kingdom, and 
thereby bring about the first stage towards the formation of 
the Empire of Greater Syria, the final objective of his dynasty 
and of the British bourgeoisie in the Near East. London will 
continue to rule without that costing the British taxpayer a 
single penny. The only people to suffer from it, of course, will 
be the masses of Palestine themselves.  
For American imperialism, as for the Soviet bureaucracy, to 
accept partition means above all the liquidation of the British 
mandate and the opening of a struggle to inherit the aban-
doned position. The Kremlin welcomes the opening of a pe-
riod of troubles in the Near East, through which it will do its 
best to weaken further the British positions and to prepare 
its own penetration, whether under the cover of a “Mixed 
Commission of the United Nations” or of a “trusteeship of 
the Big Three” over Jerusalem.  
American imperialism finds itself placed in Palestine, as ear-
lier in Greece, before the problem of seeking a replacement 
to occupy the positions on the imperialist front which the 
British ally finds itself obliged to abandon. After the British 
troops are evacuated, Haganah will be the only military force 
in possession of modern equipment, a force foreign to the 
Arab world and which would serve if the occasion arose, to 
combat a native insurrection or a Russian thrust threatening 
the sources of oil.  
We should not therefore be surprised from now on if Ameri-
can imperialism attempts, whether by the method of financ-
ing or by that of forming a “Jewish League”, to become the 
predominant influence on the leadership of Haganah and to 
make it an instrument of its own imperialist policy in the near 
East. However, it remains evident that the minute Jewish 
state, like the Zionist movement which preceded it, is consid-
ered by the great powers merely as a stake in their power 
game towards the Arab world.  
This state, far from receiving open and permanent “protec-
tion” from any one of these powers, will never cease to find 
itself in a precarious, uncertain position, and for its people 
from now on will open up a period of privations of terror and 
of terrible tension, which will only become sharper as the 
forces fighting for emancipation of the Arab world increase. 
The partition of Palestine and the clear overthrow of the Zi-
onist positions – including those of most of the extremists – 
in the face of British imperialism, have struck a mortal blow 
to all the impressionist theories which bloomed in the light 
of the bombs of the Irgun. The fundamental solidarity of the 
Zionist movement, of Haganah and even of the Irgun with 
imperialism against the Arab masses has revealed itself in the 
clearest fashion.  
The whole crime of Zionism appears clearly in the fact that, 
thanks to its reactionary function, the first movements of the 
Arab masses in favour of a united, independent Palestine, are 
directed against the Jewish population, and not directly 
against imperialism. The most reactionary leaders of the 
Arab Committee for Palestine will thus have the opportunity 
to re-gild their coat of arms by spilling the blood of the un-
fortunate Jews who are victims of the Zionist deception. The 
Zionist leaders throughout the world feted the establishment 

T 
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of the miniature state as a great victory. What a miserable 
mistake: The trap which Palestine constitutes for the Jews, 
according to Trotsky’s words, today quite simply has closed. 
Without a radical reversal of the world situation and of the 
Zionist tendency of the Jewish workers’ movement in Pales-
tine, the complete extermination of the Jewish people, on 
the outbreak of the Arab revolution, will be the price paid by 
the Jewish people for the sad victory won at Lake Success (2). 
And, by a bitter irony of history, the establishment of an in-
dependent Jewish state, which, according to the profound Zi-
onist theoreticians, was definitively to undermine world anti-
Semitism, has been the beginning of a savage pogromist out-
break in Aden and a new rise in anti-Semitism throughout the 
world. 
The position of the Fourth International towards the Pales-
tinian problem remains clear and plain as in the past. It will 
be the vanguard of the struggle against partition, for a 
united, independent Palestine, in which the masses will su-
premely determine their own destiny for electing a Constitu-
ent Assembly. Against the effendis and the imperialist 
agents, against the manoeuvres of the Egyptian and the Syr-
ian bourgeoisie, who try to divert the struggle for emancipa-
tion of the masses into a struggle against the Jews, it will is-
sue calls for the agricultural revolution, for the anti-capitalist 
and anti-imperialist struggle, which are essential driving 
forces of the Arab revolution. But it can only wage this strug-
gle with the possibility of success on condition that it takes 
up its position, unequivocally, against the partition of the 
country and the establishment of the Jewish state.  
More than ever, it is necessary at the same time to call on 
the working people of America, Britain, Canada and Aus-
tralia, the working people of every country, to struggle for 
the frontiers of their countries to be opened without any dis-
crimination to the refugees, the displaced persons, to all the 
Jews who wish to emigrate. It is only on condition that we 
seriously, effectively and successfully carry on this struggle 
that we can explain to the Jews the reasons for which they 
should not go into the Palestinian ambush. The terrible expe-
rience which awaits the Jewish masses in the “miniature 
state” will at the same tine create the premises for wider lay-
ers to break from criminal Zionism. If this break is not made 
in time, the “Jewish state” will go down in blood. 
_________________________________ 
(1) A Zionist paramilitary militia created in 1920. In 1948, it formed 
the framework of the Israeli army. 
(2) The status of Palestine was negotiated in 1947 at Lake Success, 
a small town outside New York which at that time hosted the United 
Nations. 

* 
*   * 

 

Against Partition! 
Originally published in Hebrew in the review Kol 
Ham’amad [The Voice of the Class] – September 1947 
 

he members of the UN Committee showed “under-
standing” and “did a wonderful job in a very short 
time”. With these words the Jewish Agency’s repre-

sentative, Golda Meier, endorsed the partition proposal. 
Most of the Zionist parties agreed with them, with certain 
reservations regarding the “form” of the solution. 
The American Foreign Secretary Marshall also shared this 
opinion. It is well known, however, that the fate of the per-
secuted peoples is not usually the main concern of the Amer-
ican Foreign Secretary. So his reaction might cause appre-
hension among those who believed in the good intentions of 
the UN Committee. 

What does the UN proposal give to the Jews? At first sight, 
everything: an immigration quota of 150,000 and more; po-
litical independence; about two thirds of Palestine; three big 
ports and almost all the coastline. That is more than what the 
optimists among the Jewish Agency members dared to ask 
for. 

Are not this “understanding” and “friendliness” a bit suspi-
cious? Why did the representatives of Canada, Holland and 
Sweden, who have close ties with the Anglo-Saxon powers, 
vote for this proposal? And why did the representatives of 
Guatemala, Peru and Uruguay, whose policies are dictated 
from Washington, vote for it? All the Zionist periodicals, as 
well as the semi-Zionist ones (the Communist Party of Pales-
tine organs) refused to pose this question. And of course, 
they did not answer it. 

But that is precisely the determining question. More im-
portant than the contents of the proposal are the motives of 
those who submitted it. Let us make no mistake! Behind the 
– in Marshall’s words – “neutral” countries, stand the powers 
which have a major interest in this issue. The calculations 
that produced the partition proposal are precisely the same 
that brought about the partition of India. 

What are these calculations? In our current period, the pe-
riod of social revolutions and revolts of the enslaved peoples, 
imperialism rules by means of two main methods: ruthless 
and brutal repression (as in Indonesia, Indochina and 
Greece), or by breaking the class war through national con-
flicts. The second way is cheaper and more secure, and ena-
bles imperialism to remain behind the scenes. 

Imperialism has until now successfully employed “divide and 
conquer” methods in this country, by using Zionist immigra-
tion as divisive factor. In this way, it created national tension, 
which, to a large extent, allowed the anger caused by impe-
rialism among the Arab masses in Palestine and the Middle 
East to be directed against the Jews. But lately, this method 
ceased to produce the desired results. In spite of the national 
tension, a strong and combative Arab working class devel-
oped in the country.  

A new chapter in the history of Palestine opened when the 
Arab and Jewish workers cooperated in large-scale strikes, in 
order to force the imperialist exploiters to make concessions. 
And the failure of the latest attempt to force the inhabitants 
of Palestine into a new whirlpool of mutual bloodshed by 
means of provocations has taught the imperialists a new les-
son. Now they have drawn their conclusions: if you refuse to 
fight each other, we will put you in such an economic and 
political position that will force you to do so! That is the real 
content of the partition proposal. T 
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Perhaps the partition proposal will materialise the Jewish 
people’s dream of political independence? The “independ-
ence” of the Jewish state will boil down to choosing, in a 
“free” and “independent” way, between two options: to 
starve or to sell itself to imperialism. Foreign trade – both im-
ports and exports – remains as before under control of impe-
rialism. The key sectors of the economy – oil, electricity and 
minerals – remain in the hands of foreign monopolies. And 
the profits will continue to fill the pockets of foreign capital-
ists. 
A Jewish statelet in the heart of the Middle East can be an 
excellent instrument in the hands of the imperialist states. 
Isolated from the Arab masses, this state will be defenceless 
and completely at the mercy of the imperialists. And they will 
use it in order to fortify their positions, while at the same 
time lecturing the Arab states about the “Jewish danger” – 
i.e. the threat represented by the inevitable expansionist 
tendencies of the tiny Jewish state. And one day, when ten-
sion reaches its highest peak, the imperialist “friends” will 
abandon the Jewish state to its fate. 
The Arabs will also receive “political independence.” Parti-
tion will bring about the creation of a backward feudal Arab 
state, a sort of Trans-Jordan west of the Jordan River. In this 
way, they hope to isolate and paralyse the Arab proletariat 
in the Haifa area, an important strategic centre with oil refin-
eries, as well as to divide and paralyse the class struggle of all 
the workers of Palestine. 
What about “saving the refugees from the concentration 
camps”? Imperialism created the problem of the refugees 
from the concentration camps when it closed the gates of all 
countries to them. The fate of refugees is its responsibility. 
Imperialism is not a philanthropic enterprise. If it sends as a 
“gift” the refugees to Palestine, it will do it for one reason 
only: to use them for its own purposes. 
The partition proposal, apparently so “favourable” to the 
Jews, contains several aspects that are highly desirable from 
the point of view of imperialism:  

1) The concessions to Zionism will be used as bait in order 
to get the approval of the Jewish majority;  

2) It includes several provocations, such as the incorpora-
tion of Jaffa to the Jewish state and the denial of any port 
to the Arab state, which infuriate the Arabs;  
3) These provocations enable Great Britain to appear as a 
“friend of the Arabs”, which will “struggle” for a second, 
more just partition. This in turn will help them swallow the 
bitter pill. In other words, we have here a pre-planned divi-
sion of the labour movement. 

To sum up: the proposal of the UN Committee is a solution 
neither for the Jews nor for the Arabs; it is a solution purely 
and exclusively for the imperialist countries. The Zionist pol-
icy-makers have avidly seized the bone imperialism threw to 
them. And the “left-wing” Zionist critics, in the name of ex-
posing the imperialists’ game, half-heartedly attack the par-
tition proposal and call for...a Jewish state in the whole of 
Palestine! The proposal of a state comprising both nations, 
according to the Hashomer Hatzair (1), is just a fig-leaf for the 
right of the Jews to impose on the Arabs – without their con-
sent and against their will – Jewish immigration and Zionist 
policies. 
What about the Communist Party of Palestine? It apparently 
is waiting for the “just” UN solution. In any case, it continues 
to sow illusions regarding the UN, and in this way helps to 
disguise and implement the plans of imperialism. 
Against all this, we say: Let us not fall into the trap! The solu-
tion of the Jewish problem, like the solution of the problems 
of the country, will not come “from above”, from the UN or 
any other imperialist institution. No “struggle”, “terror”, or 
moral “pressure” will make imperialism abandon its vital in-
terests in the region (oil stock gave 60% dividends this year!). 
In order to solve the Jewish problem, in order to free our-
selves from the burden of imperialism, there is only one so-
lution: common class war with our Arab brothers, a war 
which is an inseparable link of the anti-imperialist war of the 
oppressed masses in all the Arab East and the entire world. 
The strength of imperialism lies in partition – our strength 
in international class unity. 
_____________________________ 
(1) A “left” Zionist organisation. 
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 Correspondence of the Fourth Internationale 
 
 
 
Germany 
Discussion document published in the review 
Freie Plattform für Arbeiterpolitik  
[Open platform for working-class politics] 
Issue No.14 dated 15 July 2017 
 

 
s we head towards the federal elections on 24 Sep-
tember 2017, we must once again ask ourselves the 
question: what are the stakes in these elections to 

the Bundestag (Parliament) for the working population and 
youth? 

The defeats in the regional elec-
tions (1) are a clear expression of 
rejection of the course set by the 
SPD leadership around Gabriel, 
then Schulz. The mass abstentions 
in working-class districts clearly ex-
pressed the fact that the working 
class in Germany does not have po-
litical representation, due to the 
SPD leadership submitting – always 
with the “critical support” of part of 
the trade union leaderships – to the 

“grand coalition” and implementing its antisocial policies. 
This is the implementation of the orders and guidelines of the 
European Union. (…) 
In this situation, there are two possibilities. First, one can de-
fend the position – as some members of “the left” are doing 
– that “the workers cannot expect anything to come out of 
these elections”, that the large majority of the workers and 
youth “no longer see the SPD as their political party” and 
seeks to win against the diktats of the “golden rule” (2) and 
the driving down of the cost of labour by taking part in strikes 
organised by the trade unions. 
Our position is different. We find ourselves in a situation that 
is continuously getting worse (attacks on wages, collective 
bargaining agreements, labour gains and social welfare sys-
tems, as well as increased poverty and pensioner poverty, 
and more). We say: the workers in Germany have not yet 
“turned the page on the SPD”!  
The p ay-cuts, the explosion of insecure work, the millions 
who are trapped by low wages, all of this is destroying pen-
sions and creating pensioner poverty! The fight to defend the 
value of labour-power, the fight for a ban on insecure work 
and for proper pension payments, a fight that unites the 
workers and youth on the line of “a government for working-
class politics” – such a fight cannot ignore the SPD. On the 
contrary, it is part of the discussions and demands of a sector 
of the SPD membership and the SPD’s traditional voting base, 
especially in the trade unions (...). 
Would millions not vote for the SPD if it broke with the cur-
rent “grand coalition” course, if it reconsidered retirement at 
67 (3), or if it abolished Schröder’s counter-reforms? Would 

all voters not vote for the SPD, those who want a government 
that will implement the working-class policies they need? 
It is impossible to say “we are carrying on”. That “we are car-
rying on” of Merkel and the “grand Coalition’s” leads to dis-
aster, also for the SPD itself. (...) 
The need for this break is increased by the expanded policy 
of participating in wars and an inflating arms budget…like the 
European Defence Fund which the European Commission 
wants to introduce.  The issue is one of safeguarding the 
foundations of our existence, therefore one of breaking with 
the “grand coalition” and its antisocial and anti-union poli-
cies, of breaking with the EU, its treaties and institutions, and 
of breaking with the Agenda policy (4) and all the anti-labour 
measures taken since Kohl and Schröder were in govern-
ment. 
Let us come together and have a discussion on these ques-
tions and proposals. 
______________________________ 
(1) After making significant losses in four regional elections in 2016, 
the SPD lost to the right-wing CDU in regional elections in 2017 in 
Saarland (26 March), Schleswig-Holstein (7 May) and the SPD heart-
land of North Rhine-Westphalia (14 May). 
(2) The “golden rule” is a balanced budget provision (Schul-
denbremse, or “debt brake”) incorporated into the German Consti-
tution in 2009. It states that over the economic cycle, a governing 
authority will borrow only to invest and not to fund current spend-
ing. It therefore imposes huge cuts on local authorities, public hos-
pital systems, etc., thus speeding up the privatisation of public ser-
vices. The federal State had to comply with the “golden rule” by 
2016, and the 16 states must do so by 2020. 
(3) Currently 65 years and 3 months, the retirement age is to be 
increased gradually to reach 67 years in 2029. 
(4) In 2005, SPD Chancellor Gerhard Schröder introduced a range of 
reactionary anti-labour measures, which he called Agenda 2010. 
Since then up to the present day, the term “Agenda policy” refers 
to the anti-labour deregulation measures demanded by capital and 
the European Union. 
 
 
China 

 
ver the last 15 years there has been an increasing 
number of strikes and demonstrations to gain 
rights and have demands met, resulting in inde-

pendent forms of organisation, with elected and mandated 
delegates. Often, these worker delegates were laid off, but 
some of them then began to work in Migrant Worker Cen-
tres, advising the workers and their new delegates on the ba-
sis of their own experience and their knowledge of the law. 
As the crisis continued to hold sway and the number of 
strikes increased massively, the government therefore de-
cided to target those activists by arresting them on 3 Decem-
ber 2015, to send a signal to the workers that they should 
give up their rights. 
Thus, the official news agency Xinhua announced on 27 Sep-
tember 2016 that “the trio who organised strikes were found 
guilty of disturbing the peace”. Zeng Feiyang was handed a 
four-year suspended sentence, of which he will have to serve 
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three years should he fall foul of the law in the four-year pe-
riod. Tang Huanxing and Zhu Xiaomei were each given 18-
month sentences suspended for two years. 
Meng Han only learned of his sentence on 3 November 2016: 
21 months in prison for “gathering crowds to disrupt public 
order”. Why this one-month gap? Because the judges had re-
ceived the order to find Meng Han guilty, but of course they 
needed a “confession”, which he refused to give… The police 
therefore pulled out all the stops to extract that “confes-
sion”: pressure and violence directed at his family, right up 
to the day before the trial, when police officers summoned 
the parents to convince their son… Let us recall the terms of 
the statement issued jointly on 19 April 2017 by Hong Kong’s 
eight labour organisations: “Meng’s parents (…) were told 
that Meng (…) could not be visited. Frustrated, his family 
made various complaints at the Bureau of Public Security and 
never received any feedback. Now, they start to feel ex-
tremely worried about Meng’s conditions. (…) During his 16-
month detention, Meng was not allowed to see his family and 
his trial last year was conducted secretly, without his parents’ 
presence.”  
The international labour movement has a duty to defend 
these activists. 
 
 
France  

 

 
 

few days after the election of the Presi-
dent of the Republic with a record rate 
of voter abstention, the national leader-

ship of the Internationalist Communist Ten-
dency (TCI), French section of the Fourth Interna-
tional and a current of the Democratic Independ-
ent Workers Party (POID), adopted on 13 May 
some “Preparatory notes” on the regime’s crisis. 
The following are some excerpts: 

“On 7 May, the Fifth Republic received a fatal blow. The insti-
tutions are the State’s form or outer casing, the instrument 
through which the capitalist class imposes its rule. The root-
cause of the situation produced by the result of the vote on 7 
May is capital’s dead-end crisis. The laws of capital are ex-
pressed within the framework of the relations between the 
social classes: the capitalist class’s inability to re-establish the 
conditions for developing capital flows from its inability to im-
pose the balance of forces with the working class which 
would make this possible. 

The Fifth Republic was created at a time when French impe-
rialism, already in decline, was seeking to disengage from the 
colonial quagmire in order to try to reassume its place in the 
world market. De Gaulle established the Fifth Republic in 
1958 on the basis of the defeat of the working class without 
a fight, in an attempt to assert “the independence of France” 
(for example, France’s pull-out from NATO’s integrated mili-
tary structure). His attempt to introduce a corporatist regime 

(already included by de Gaulle in his Bayeux speech in 1946) 
immediately came up against a number of obstacles: the cri-
sis of the bourgeoisie and the State, divided over how to re-
solve the question of Algeria; the refusal of one sector of the 
trade union movement (the FEN national teachers’ union) to 
give him its support in 1958, extended in 1959 by the refusal 
of Bothereau, on behalf of the Force Ouvrière trade union 
confederation, to join the government. Then the miners’ 
strike in 1963 marked the resumption of the class struggle, 
and as this developed it resulted in the 1968 general strike, 
which was marked by the betrayal of the apparatuses but 
which also expressed the power of the working class. De 
Gaulle sought to respond to the general strike with the veri-
table corporatist constitutional coup d’état that was the ref-
erendum of 1969. De Gaulle’s defeat [in the referendum] 
owed much to the resistance of the working class being re-
fracted within the labour organisations (notably in the re-
formist union confederation, which called for a “No” vote on 
the basis of a position that was shared by one sector of the 
apparatus and the Trotskyist militant activists, carrying with 
it broad sectors of the labour movement). 
From the fall of de Gaulle onwards, from presidency to presi-
dency, from government to government, one policy shift fol-
lowed another, each one changing a little further the Bona-
partist character of the Fifth Republic. Being forced to con-
form to the European institutions was a major element of 
these successive policy shifts. (…) 
The novel institutional form of “cohabitation” government – 
first introduced between 1986 and 1988 in the Mitterrand-
Chirac government, then repeated in 1993 (Mitterrand-Bal-
ladur) and from 1997 to 2002 (Chirac-Jospin) – was a frame-
work that contradicted the very essence of the Fifth Republic, 
which, let us remember, was constituted in the name of the 
need to end the party system (according to de Gaulle), since 
it involved a compromise between the Bonapartist nature of 
the State and a sharing of powers between the political ap-
paratuses.  
From this point of view, whatever their reactionary and coun-
ter-revolutionary policy, the sole fact that it was the parties 
that determined how the various powers were shared out 
was in contradiction with the Bonapartist nature of the State 
(even though these were parties of a particular sort, marked 
to a great extent by the nature of the institutions them-
selves).  
Within this framework, cohabitation was only made possible 
because there was consensus on the need to safeguard the 
regime of the Fifth Republic and to respect the restrictive 
framework of the European Union, which occupied more and 
more political space in order to compensate for the intrinsic 
weakness of the French bourgeoisie. The less the French bour-
geoisie was able to impose on the working class the destruc-
tive counter-reforms upon which its survival depended, the 
more it was led to transfer the responsibility for introducing 
those counter-reforms to the whole process of European di-
rectives, circulars, counter-reforms and treaties which it was 
then responsible for transposing (…). 
Although the “Plural Left” government of 1997-2002 “did the 
job” by privatising EDF-GDF and introducing a series of coun-
ter-revolutionary measures, this classic form of populist front 
finally proved to be insufficient. The Sarkozy government 
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(2007-12) and Hollande government (2012-17) placed the fo-
cus on social dialogue, round-tables and all kinds of confer-
ences in their attempts to impose capital’s programmes. They 
needed to make every effort to try to associate the trade un-
ion organisations with the elaboration of those programmes 
in order to ensure that they would not be opposed. (…) 
But these attempts in no way weakened the increasingly bas-
tardised character of Bonapartism – on the contrary. The 
movement against the El Khomri law once again demon-
strated the impossibility of finance capital re-establishing its 
position in the world market, under those conditions of the 
relations between the classes. What one could call “old-style 
governance” within the already bastardised framework of 
the Fifth Republic – governance under Sarkozy and Hollande 
– exhausted its potential. And this is why, heading into the 
2017 general election, capital needed to try to move on to a 
new stage. As we know, under the capitalist system, political 
democracy is the institutional framework that is the most fa-
vourable to the proletariat, because this is the framework 
within which it can best organise and fight back as a class, 
and hence best prepare for taking power into its own hands. 
Political democracy presupposes the possibility for the class 
of the exploited to organise itself in trade unions and political 
parties. (…) 
The “timely” criminal investigation of [presidential candi-
date] Fillon and the blocking of any possibility of finding a re-
placement for him in the bourgeoisie’s political party com-
bined with the “spontaneous” emergence of Macron, who de-
veloped his “On the March!” movement with the declared 
aim of making political parties – first and foremost the Social-
ist Party – disappear, on the one hand; and on the other, of 
completely destroying the Labour Code and the Social Secu-
rity system. This general movement in politics also involved 
the development of the France Unbowed campaign, which 
had one objective: to destroy the French Communist Party 
(and, in passing, its own Left Party), and then – a variant fol-
lowing the second round of then presidential election – the 
declared aim of “replacing the Socialist Party”. All of them 
sharing the same “love of the homeland”, to the sound of La 
Marseillaise and enveloped in the folds of the tricolour flag 
(…). 
All of the institutional political forces called for a vote for 
Macron in the second round, most of them openly, some of 
them shamefully, the pretext being to block the National 
Front (including Mélenchon, who after the second round put 
himself forward as someone who as Prime Minister could 
lead a cohabitation government with Macron).” 
A few weeks later, the Executive of the TCI national leader-
ship pointed out, in a political note to members on 3 June: 
“In forms which we cannot know in advance, the working 
class will seek to stand up against Macron’s policies (…). The 
starting-point of an independent orientation in the class 
struggle is concentrated in the help given to the workers and 
their organisations to formulate the demand clearly and pre-
cisely (…). It is indisputable that the events mark an accelera-
tion in the march towards corporatist integration. (…) 
One issue will then become crucial: helping the working class 
to form its democratic organs for conducting its class-based 
actions; giving ourselves the means, in the coming great 
wave of class struggle, of helping the workers to form strike 

committees of delegates who are elected, mandated and 
subject to recall, because this is the only way for the working 
class to impose its will. To do so, it needs to remove itself 
completely from the pressure put on it by the apparatuses. 
Already, in anticipation of the post-election period, we must 
assimilate the fact that the axis for building the Democratic 
Independent Workers Party is the axis of the Trotskyists inter-
vening concretely in the class struggle on this line.  
There is a link between the propaganda for the Constituent 
Assembly developed by the POID (notably during the legisla-
tive election campaign) and the political regroupment in the 
Revolutionary Study Groups (GER), in the POID, in the TCI, to 
prepare for the next phase: that of grouping politically, in and 
together with the Fourth International, to fight for sovereign 
general meetings, for unity committees with the general 
meeting delegates and the trade unions, for strike commit-
tees at the workplace, local and département levels, etc.  
At this stage, the issue is not to determine where, when and 
how this line will materialise: the struggle itself will give the 
result of the struggle. But for the vanguard it is about prepar-
ing itself for this perspective by recruiting and organising on 
this perspective, without waiting for the moment when the 
wave will surge.” 
 
 
Morocco 
 
The mobilisation in the Rif region: an Intifada 
that is shaking the whole country. Imperial-
ism’s dead-end and the responsibility of the la-
bour movement. 
 

he regime in Morocco can only survive through the 
destruction of the nation and its unity. The regional-
isation launched two years ago has not progressed in 

implementing the whole policy of imperialism, which is 
aimed at breaking up the national unity of the working class 
and its trade union organisations. 

Despite the massive blows delivered against the workers and 
their rights and guarantees won through decades of class 
struggle, and gained through national independence alt-
hough this was not completed, the workers and youth of this 
country have ceaselessly organised the fight to defend their 
rights and guarantees.  

Despite the consultation process and “social dialogue”, large 
sectors of the trade unions and trade union members are re-
sisting against being steamrollered, with national and sec-
toral strikes and demonstrations being organised on a united 
basis by the national trade union organisations. 

For more than 10 years, imperialism has been trying to break 
up the nation, notably through free-trade agreements that 
undermine national unity, as can be seen in the text of the 
2004 agreement between Morocco and the United States.  

On 23 March 2016, the US Congress declared that “the 
United States of America does not recognise the so-called 
sovereignty of Morocco over Western Sahara” and that the 
latter is “a non-autonomous territory pending decolonisa-
tion”, with Democratic Party Congressman John Conyers 
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adding that: “To remain in accordance with this position (…), 
the US did not include Sahrawi products in the free-exchange 
agreement inked with Morocco”. (1) 
On 21 December 2016, the Court of Justice of the European 
Union ruled that Western Sahara is not part of Morocco’s 
sovereign territory, and that in view of the principle of self-
determination and the general principle of the relative effect 
of treaties, neither the EU-Morocco Association Agreement 
nor the Liberalisation Agreement are applicable to it. 
Morocco has since joined the African Union, an institution 
that acts as the transmission-belt of imperialism. This means 
that it has accepted imperialism’s agenda in the country and 
throughout the region. 
Those same free-trade agreements have destroyed whole 
sectors of the national economy and eliminated national la-
bour rights, although the workers of this country organised a 
strong class-based resistance, with thousands of strikes in 
the public sector and every industrial and services sector. It 
is this context that has driven hundreds of thousands of 
workers and youth in the Rif region to rise up in defence of 
their social rights, of jobs, of productive public investment, 
of political and trade union rights, and more. 
Imperialism, the regime, the NGOs and the reactionary cen-
trist currents have often tried to divert this movement by the 
masses, dressing it up as a separatist regionalist issue in or-
der to accompany the policy against which, in principle, the 
masses of Al-Hoceima has risen up. 
Far from calming the situation, the militarisation of the re-
gion, the fierce repression against the demonstrators and the 
wholesale arrests have resulted in a ramping-up of tensions. 
Tens of thousands of unemployed youth and young people 
returning from European countries – especially from Spain – 
who have been badly hit by capitalism’s economic crisis have 
the hope of living and building their future in their own coun-
try, but this hope is coming up against the ravages of the 
free-trade agreements, the privatisations and antisocial pol-
icies carried out by successive governments in this country. 
A struggle by the whole nation has begun. This struggle poses 
all of the questions that have remained unresolved during 
and since the country’s independence: recognition of 
Tamazight (2) as a national language with equal status with 
Arabic, the constitution of sovereign national political insti-
tutions, urgently-needed land reform and all of the political 
questions that require the election of a national Constituent 
Assembly that will break with imperialism and its local lack-
eys. 
It is up to the organised labour movement to assume its his-
toric responsibilities, to take on these national and social de-
mands and organise the fight to break with imperialism and 
for a sovereign national Constituent Assembly, building on 
the support of the demonstrations in solidarity with the in-
surgent masses of Al-Hoceima that have been organised in 
several towns and cities. These are the stakes for the militant 
activists of the Fourth international of this country, as they 
fight to build a workers’ party using the transitional method. 

E. Ayoub 
_____________________________ 
(1) Sahara Press Service, “Congressmen: US does not recognise Mo-
rocco's so-called sovereignty over Western Sahara”, 26 March 2016. 
(2) The Berber language spoken by millions of people in Morocco. 

Portugal 

 
n Issue No.5 of its newsletter O Trabalho, the A Internac-
ional group in Portugal, affiliated to the OCRFI, con-
demns the policy of the pro-EU Socialist Party govern-

ment, which is being supported in Parliament by the Com-
munist Party (PCP) and the Left Bloc (BE), and which is re-
sponding to the growing strikes against its continued auster-
ity policy by insisting on the obligation to provide “minimum 
services”. 

This is a legal mechanism that 
aims to limit or even cancel out 
the impact of the strikes. It is a 
serious anti-democratic attack 
on the right to strike. The gov-
ernment is using this mecha-
nism on every occasion. 
“Thus, during the strike by air-
port security staff, Armando 
Costa of the Union of Aviation 
and Airport Workers (SITAVA) 
stated that the government’s 
decision to set the level of min-

imum service at 50 per cent means that ‘once again, the gov-
ernment is taking the company’s side by restricting the right 
to strike’.” In the teachers’ case, “minimum services” in-
cluded exams scheduled for the day of a one-day strike. The 
National Teachers Federation (FENPROF) expressed its disa-
greement with the Board of Arbitration’s decision to order a 
minimum service, adding that no activity planned for 21 June 
was likely, if it took place, to “threaten short-term social 
needs”. “Those responsible for the ‘consequences’ of the 
strikes are those who are rejecting the legitimate demands of 
the workers! We cannot accept these anti-democratic at-
tacks on the right to strike!” 
In another article, O Trabalho highlighted the government’s 
methods in carrying out the European Union’s orders: “What 
happens every time the BE or the PCP announces that it 
wants to negotiate with the pro-EU Costa government over a 
measure that is favourable to the workers? They run up 
against the deficit. In a best-case scenario, they go to a vote. 
And that is the moment when the Central Bloc (1) rises from 
the ashes to kill the initiative. The BE and PCP then lose the 
vote. They add: it is a shame, but the fact is that the agree-
ments with the government are limited in scope; as for the 
rest, everyone has the right to do what he/she wants.” 
Thus, in practice this government is a double coalition: with 
the right for the most outrageously anti-labour measures, 
and with the PCP and BE to pass the framework measures 
which the EU imposes from on high with all the austerity 
budgets. The words of the head of the Portuguese employ-
ers’ organisation, quoted by O Trabalho, need no additional 
comment: “The engagement of political forces which for-
merly did not belong to the ‘arch of power’ [i.e. the tradi-
tional left-right alternation in government] has brought us 
social peace”.  
_________________________________ 

(1) The Central Bloc was the “grand coalition” of the Socialist Party 
and the Social Democratic Party which ruled from 1983 to 1985. 
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Togo  

 
“Institutional games” between government  
and opposition 
 

n June 2017, as a prelude to the 2020 presidential elec-
tion, the corridors of the National Assembly were buzz-
ing with discussions about “constitutional and institu-

tional reforms”. A hackneyed old story, these discussions 
come up every five years. They are all about a strategy that 
is applied in every African country under French imperial-
ism’s domination, which can be summarised as follows: since 
this is the “democratic era”, the current government organ-
ises elections; it loses them, but declares itself the winner; 
conveniently, “international observers” declare that the 
elections were held in good conditions; the opposition cries 
foul; to calm the situation, but without giving up one iota of 
its power, the regime in place proposes negotiations to the 
institutional opposition; under pressure from the “interna-
tional community”, the opposition agrees; but the “negotia-
tions”, when they take place, do not result in anything, or 
they produce a potential agreement that is never imple-
mented. And this carries on until the next elections. 

During this time, the workers and the people are faced with 
their problems: deplorable working conditions with many 
workplace accidents; every rainy season, homes are flooded 
and lives lost; due to the construction of the Port of Lomé, all 
of the coastal areas to the east of the port suffer from coastal 
erosion, which means that with every spring tide, homes are 
invaded by the ocean; repression of students demanding 
better study conditions, etc. The institutional opposition fails 
to place any of these issues at the heart of the political situ-
ation. It has people believe that the rump National Assembly 
is a framework in which they can win the day. The Togolese 
masses lack organisations on which they can rely in their 
struggle for their emancipation. Helping the workers and the 
people to equip themselves with such organisations – this is 
the task of the hour for the militant activists of the Fourth 
International. 

S. K. Koza 
 
 
Turkey 

 
n 9 July 2017 in Istanbul, a human tide of at least 
one million people welcomed the March for Justice 
begun on 15 June at the initiative of the Republican 

People’s Party (CHP) (1). The CHP leaders intended to protest 
against the totalitarian drift of the Erdogan regime. The com-

rades of the Workers’ Fraternity 
Party (IKP), within which the mem-
bers of the Turkish section of the 
Fourth International are active, ex-
plained in a statement – dated 1 July 
and entitled “JUSTICE right to the 
end!” – the basis on which they sup-
ported the march and the 9 July rally. 

“The CHP’s March for Justice is a correct initiative and must 
be supported”. “By banning one strike after another, the gov-
ernment has shown that it was first and foremost the enemy 
of the working class. It has proved that it was an enemy of 
the secular State and a secular way of life through its sec-
tarian policy. It has imprisoned many mayors and members 
of parliament, including both Co-Chairs of the HDP (2). It is 
the enemy of the youth, who refuse to pledge allegiance to it. 
It sees every journalist and every intellectual as a prospective 
‘traitor’, throwing them in prison or marginalising them. (…) 
The main obstacle to JUSTICE is the state of emergency! It 
must be lifted immediately! The March cannot limit itself to 
calling for JUSTICE in an abstract general manner; it must de-
mand justice concretely in relation to the real situation. For 
those workers who have been sacked because they went on 
strike, JUSTICE means lifting the state of emergency! For 
those civil servants who have been laid off for going on strike, 
JUSTICE means lifting the state of emergency! For those jour-
nalists thrown in prison (3), JUSTICE means lifting the state of 
emergency! In short: as long as the state of emergency is not 
lifted, there will be no JUSTICE. Now the government wants, 
on 19 July, to once again extend the state of emergency for 
three months. (…) 
In fact, it is the regime itself, the result of the coup d’état on 
12 September 1980 (4), with its dreadful plebiscite on 16 April 
(5), that has become the main obstacle to JUSTICE in this 
country. No free and honest election will take place in Turkey 
under the yoke of the regime’s Supreme Electoral Council. 
Those who claim the contrary are either lying to themselves 
or lying to the people, if not both at the same time. (…) De-
mocracy is the people’s sovereignty. The current presidential 
regime is the negation of democracy. (…) In order to re-estab-
lish democracy, this arbitrary presidential regime must be 
swept away by the election of a Constituent Assembly. (…) 
Real JUSTICE will only triumph if the oppressed and the ex-
ploited impose a sovereign Constituent Assembly, in which 
they will finally be able to choose who will represent them. It 
is with this aim that the Workers’ Fraternity Party calls on the 
labour organisations to fight side by side, in a united front.” 

_________________________ 

(1) The CHP is a social-democratic party that claims the legacy of 
Mustafa Kemal Ataturk, founder of the Republic. 
(2) The Peoples' Democratic Party (HDP) is a left-wing party sympa-
thetic to Turkey’s Kurdish minority. 
(3) Erdogan’s regime has had several journalists arrested, including 
the editor-in-chief of the big daily newspaper Cumhuryiet (Repub-
lic). 
(4) Military coup in Turkey, supported by the United States. 
(5) Referendum held in 2017 on the constitutional reform that con-
centrated all power in the hands of the President. The “Yes” vote 
won narrowly, by just 51.41 per cent.  
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 FORUM FOR DISCUSSION 
 
 

Contribution 

What is the significance of the collapse of the USSR  
and China’s “development” in relation  
to the imperialist epoch? 
Have the productive forces started to grow again?  
And where did Trump come from? 
 
By Adriano Zilhão 
__________________________________________________________________ 

The following elements for reflection relate to 
the article “Once again on the productive 
forces” (The Internationale Issue No.5), which 
presented arguments underpinning the general 
affirmation that the imperialist epoch as 
characterised by Lenin in Imperialism, the 
Highest Stage of Capitalism and confirmed by 
Trotsky, notably in the Transitional Programme, 
remains one in which the contradiction 
between the capitalist relations of production 
and humankind’s productive forces has become 
insurmountable and is no longer expressed by 
cyclical crises of overproduction, but rather by 
increasingly globalised turmoil and wars, and 
by the transformation of an ever-increasing 
proportion of humankind’s productive forces 
into destructive forces.  
This article aims to locate within this context 
the developments which saw the collapse of the 
USSR, accompanied by the restoration of a ma-
fia-style capitalism in its constituent countries 
and those it controlled, and what is often re-
ferred to as China’s economic “development”  
over the recent decades. 
 
 

t is not possible to understand the last quarter-century 
of imperialism’s decay and its convulsive clashes 
between the productive forces and capitalist relations of 

production without considering the developments that led to 
– and followed on from – the collapse of the USSR and then 
the turn by the Chinese bureaucracy. These elements are 
crucial to that process of decay. Moreover, they emphasise 
how much more the final stage of capitalism’s existence is 
determined by the “subjective factor” within the labour 
movement than by the system’s inherent laws of 
development. 

Reconsidering the relevance today of the capitalist system’s 
inability to develop the productive forces, the question often 
posed by activists involved in this debate is: how, then, do 
we explain what happened during the big decade that pre-
ceded the crisis of 2007-8, notably the “technological devel-
opment” and “economic development” of certain “under-
developed” countries, everything that underpinned the fash-
ionable (but not so much anymore…) notion of the BRICS 
(Brazil, Russia, India, China and South Africa), and so on? 
It is clear that every time there has been a new surge – how-
ever partial – in growth and accumulation of capital since the 
advent of the imperialist stage of capitalism, this was the spe-
cific result of an instance of mass destruction of the produc-
tive forces (world war, great depression) combined with an   
instance concerning the subjective factor (a revolution that 
was incomplete and/or betrayed and/or, as we shall see, a 
counter-revolution that was completed or underway). 
 
The “Thirty Glorious Years” 
 
The traditional explanation for the “Thirty Glorious Years”, is, 
broadly speaking, that the preceding destruction of the pro-
ductive forces on an enormous scale during the Second 
World War combined with the betrayal of the post-war rev-
olutionary upsurge by the social-democratic and Stalinist bu-
reaucracies. To this can be added the choice by US imperial-
ism – which was all-powerful among to its peers at the end 
of the war – not to oppose the rebuilding of capitalism in Eu-
rope (and Japan), for fear of the alternative. (1) 
Typically, this economic surge based on reconstruction nev-
ertheless ran out of steam quickly. It could only be prolonged 
by recourse on a massive scale to the arms economy, by the 
associated rise in state spending, and ultimately by “delink-
ing” the US dollar from the gold standard, in other words by 
the visible delinking of the monetary and financial economy 
from the productive economy. This delinking was necessarily 
illusory, but it once again underlined the importance of the 
subjective factor that also exists on capital’s side: no longer 
being anchored to the gold standard, the financial economy 
could base itself more directly than ever on America’s air-
craft-carriers and nuclear bombers, as well as on the famous 
“investor confidence”, namely the financial pyramid princi-
ple “directed” by the central bank. 
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However, it is equally important to understand that the 
criteria largely covered by the role of the subjective factor 
have a certain “feedback effect” on the (essentially 
exhausted) mechanisms, a fact which Lenin used to explain 
why capitalism would henceforth be unable to bring 
progress, i.e. the completion of winning new markets and the 
limits of further exploiting the existing markets. 
The US decision not to prevent the reconstruction of 
European capital in the post-war period opened up the path 
to a certain expansion of markets, notably in goods 
production, mainly for the benefit of US finance and 
industrial capital. This resulted in an increased demand for 
industrial workforce, whilst also raising its cost. 
Moreover, despite the absence of revolution in the 
imperialist countries, betrayed by the Stalinist and social-
democratic bureaucracies, the extreme weakness of the 
European bourgeoisies in relation to the powerful working 
classes that were re-forming still had the effect of 
significantly increasing the value of labour-power in Europe, 
with the strengthening or the creation of very significant 
components of individual, collective and deferred wages (the 
post-war gains and social achievements). This in turn brought 
about a certain expansion of markets in consumer goods. 
None of these effects could have been produced through the 
free play of the laws of development of capitalism and the 
accumulation of capital. They were in fact the result of the 
role of the subjective factor, in other words of the interplay 
of revolution and counter-revolution. Where the subjective 
factor did not play such a crucial role, the “laws of 
development” led to the “natural” result of the imperialist 
epoch: the unfettered pillage and the non-development of 
national capitalisms, notably in the “Third World”. 
 
The years following the collapse of the USSR 
 
So, how are we to explain the (admittedly limited) 
development of the world economy in the 1990s and 2000s? 
This is a crucial question. 
Here again, the classic elements of imperialist capitalism in 
the grip of its own convulsions proved to be decisive: 
developments related to the subjective factor combined with 
an episode of mass destruction of productive forces. 
Regarding the subjective factor: the defeat of the US air-traf-
fic controllers and then the defeat of the British miners (to 
mention only the most emblematic turning-points), followed 
by the collapse of the USSR and the deformed workers’ states 
controlled by the bureaucratic agencies of eastern Europe on 
behalf of the Kremlin, resulted in a historic shift in the bal-
ance of forces to the disadvantage of the working class via a 
weakening in organisation, and therefore a weakening of the 
class consciousness of the labour movement globally. 
As for the episode of destruction: the ensuing pillage of the 
former USSR and the economies of Eastern Europe resulted 
in “some of the worst output losses in recorded economic his-
tory” (2), before their markets were reintegrated into the 
world market. Despite the large populations involved, these 
markets had certainly become smaller in terms of the physi-
cal absorption of goods compared to before the collapse of 
the USSR, due to the dramatic fall in the populations’ average 
levels of consumption. Nevertheless, in net terms they rep-
resented a growth in the capitalist global market. In Europe, 

especially, a proportion of these markets were directly inte-
grated into the Single European Market through a large num-
ber of eastern European countries joining the European Un-
ion. Here we have, in a completely different way compared 
to the period of ascendant capitalism, an “unexpected” – and 
in a way “impossible” – element of “winning new markets”. 
Once again, however, the direct effect of these events in 
terms of a boost to accumulation proved to be rather limited 
and quickly faded.  
 
The “deal” between China’s bureaucracy 
 and US imperialism 
 
It was at this moment that a new event occurred, allowing 
that effect to be extended for a few years. This was the his-
toric “deal” between US imperialism and the leading circles 
of the Chinese Communist Party (CCP). 
This “deal” was determined by two main factors: on the part 
of the Maoist-Stalinist bureaucracy, the need to avoid the 
fate of the Kremlin bureaucracy, which it had witnessed live 
on TV; and on the part of imperialism, the need to continue 
its offensive to destroy the deformed workers’ state in China, 
which, however, was impossible by military force in the 
short-term. 
The “deal” essentially consisted of the Chinese bureaucracy 
making a gigantic labour supply market available to and un-
der the control of imperialism. The “deal” was therefore 
based on the bureaucracy’s only true “competence”, since 
sociologically it can be defined as a layer of “foreman” serv-
ing the bourgeoisie within the productive class; this being 
true, incidentally, when there was no longer a national bour-
geoisie within the framework of a deformed workers’ state. 
For its part, imperialism tolerated the bureaucracy’s rule, 
without however reducing the pressure on the bureaucracy 
to move faster towards restoring capitalism. 
This contribution of the offer of a cheap labour force in the 
world market, which at the start was strictly controlled by 
the Maoist-Stalinist apparatus, inevitably put huge pressure 
on the price of labour-power throughout the world. It also 
allowed an increase in the average rate of exploitation in a 
way that was unprecedented in the recent past. 
The “deindustrialisation” of the capitalist powers received a 
boost, throwing whole sectors of the western proletariat into 
unemployment, insecure work and the lumpenproletariat. It 
should be understood that strictly speaking, globally this was 
fake deindustrialisation, because essentially it was about re-
locating production sites and delegating to the Chinese Sta-
linist bureaucracy the function of supervising an industrial 
proletariat working on capital that came mostly from the 
west.  
This in turn allowed the western imperialisms to launch un-
precedented attacks on the value of labour-power itself at 
the world level, with an all-out offensive against every com-
ponent part of the post-war gains that were enshrined in le-
gal and institutional relations. Sharp-edged tools were devel-
oped to this end, especially in Europe: new European treaties 
and the war machine that is the modern European Union and 
its euro. Elsewhere, there were various free trade agree-
ments, the establishment of the WTO, the various “G” groups 
(G7, G20…), etc. 
At the same time, this deindustrialisation offensive created 
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in China a gigantic industrial proletariat and therefore a do-
mestic market, albeit one that was limited and only partially 
integrated into the world market. This partly explains China’s 
social and economic trajectory in recent decades. (3) Here 
again, we see the creation of “new markets” and the “further 
exploitation of existing markets” as an expression of the eco-
nomic and social impact of the effect of the subjective factor 
and the destruction of the productive forces in the imperial-
ist epoch. 
 
The framework in which the headlong rush  
of the Maoist bureaucracy occurred 
 
However, regarding the first factor, the one related to the 
crisis of the Maoist-Stalinist bureaucracy, we need to be 
more precise. 
A Stalinist bureaucracy navigates its way within the 
insurmountable contradiction between, on the one hand, 
the individual desire of each of its members, who seek ideally 
to free themselves from  strict dependence on the privileges 
they enjoy thanks to the position they each occupy within the 
political apparatus – in other words, the bureaucrat’s desire 
to become an owner; and on the other hand, the 
impossibility that such a change could occur without a social, 
economic and therefore necessarily political counter-
revolution, which then entails the bureaucracy’s loss of 
power as a specific caste and hence its destruction, whatever 
the fate of each of its individual members as part of this 
process. The collapse of the USSR was living proof of this. 
Hence the bureaucratic apparatus’s “attachment” to 
maintaining social ownership despite the pressure from 
imperialism, which nevertheless was its only true master. 
As long as the framework of social ownership which under-
pins the existence of the bureaucratic apparatus is main-
tained, the bureaucracy is obliged to seek out paths of sur-
vival within that framework, even though every new turning-
point will only postpone (or in some cases accelerate) the in-
evitable outcome. 
This was the framework within which the CCP leadership 
“chose” – a euphemism for describing the end of a process 
of enormous internal conflicts that were visible before, 
during and after Tiananmen Square – the path of a 
“controlled” opening-up to foreign capital, the path of 
permitting some bureaucrats to enrich themselves by 
attaining a degree of private ownership of the means of 
production, all the while trying to keep this process under 
control. Thus, property relations remained largely subject to 
which way the political wind was blowing, often in the guise 
of criminal or disciplinary proceedings (anti-corruption 
campaigns, for example).  
Here we are dealing with a form of counter-revolutionary 
transition which is underway and which is far from being set 
in stone.  
Furthermore, there is no way back for the bureaucracy; the 
path it has taken inevitably ends in a revolutionary explosion 
in one form or another, since one of the secondary effects of 
its choice is the growth and strengthening of the Chinese pro-
letariat. Of course, if the subjective factor is not resolved, one 
of the possible outcomes remains counter-revolution – just 
social and economic? full? – as occurred in the USSR, but in 
forms that undoubtedly would be far more explosive. 

And what about imperialism? 
 
As regards imperialism’s “motivation”, this is clear: the 
opportunity to push conclusively for the restoration of 
capitalism in China, and at the same time to make use of the 
lever offered by the Chinese bureaucracy to decisively attack 
the organised labour movement and its gains in the 
imperialist countries themselves. Except that the desired – 
and achieved – effect could hardly last, the iron laws of 
capitalism and its stage of decay being what they are. 
During the period of finance capital’s primacy, there was of 
course a need for a degree of expansion of “real” markets 
and therefore of the surplus-value produced and of the 
accumulation of capital, however limited, so that a new 
financial bubble could begin to be produced on the basis of 
“investor confidence”. This was done at the very beginning 
through the classic mechanism of credit for productive 
investment, exports, etc.; but after that, it was done above 
all via the pyramid of speculation, gambling, options, etc., 
that could be re-established on that basis. This pyramid had 
no intrinsic limits in itself, in other words it only collapsed 
when panic gripped the first big fish. (4) Each “bailout” then 
became the source of an even more violent crisis. 
 
The “deal” runs out of steam 
 
The terms of the “deal” between the bureaucracy and impe-
rialism ran out of steam in a way that meant that the impact 
was therefore increasingly brutal, especially after the specu-
lative bubble burst in 2007-8. In China, the strengthening of 
the industrial proletariat raised the price of the local work-
force. At the same time, the bureaucracy’s internal contra-
dictions internes grew ever-sharper in the face of the grow-
ing adoption of bourgeois values by several cadres, hence in 
the face of growing internal pressure for the restoration of 
capitalism. These contradictions were expressed notably in 
periodic purges and other campaigns against corruption.  
Furthermore, one of the reactions to the rise of wage-levels 
in China was the partial replacement (on the supply side) of 
the Chinese labour market by neighbouring “mini-Chinas”, 
for example Vietnam or Myanmar – which also largely ex-
plains the political and economic evolution of these two 
countries over the last decade, although each country’s evo-
lution began on a completely different basis. 
However, as far as the imperialisms – especially US imperial-
ism – are concerned, this running out of steam has also been 
expressed in ever-increasing attacks, each one more brutal 
and savage than the one before, on their own working clas-
ses. Another expression has been a deepening of the inter-
imperialist contradictions in a new way. 
Paradoxically, German imperialism has perhaps been the big-
gest beneficiary both of the collapse of the USSR – through 
exploiting its classic hinterland in Eastern Europe – and of the 
Chinese operation, especially given its specialisation in pro-
ducing capital goods, which have been critical to establishing 
a manufacturing base in China. And yet, Germany has hardly 
had any expense in the operation, as this has largely been 
borne by US imperialism. 
The growing burden for US imperialism of the “expense” of 
maintaining world order, while its room for manoeuvre has 
continuously shrunk, with financial bubble after financial 
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bubble, has meant that it has also continuously increased 
pressure on the imperialisms that are its partners and subor-
dinates. 
It needs to attack and destroy on an ever-increasing scale in 
order to satisfy the destructive greed imposed by the period 
of the transformation of the productive forces into 
destructive forces. It must attack its working class, directly 
attack the working class of vassal countries like Mexico, 
attack the Chinese bureaucracy, attack the secondary 
imperialisms. 
This is the programme that has given rise to the figure of 
Trump.  
In order to maintain its global rule, US imperialism is obliged 
to destroy the foundations of the order on which its rule 
rests. In order to keep the system on which its domestic rule 
relies, it needs to tear up the US Constitution itself and its 
traditional institutions. 
This accelerating march towards the destruction of what it 
needs to preserve is the harbinger of war, the perfect form 
of “creative destruction”, as the liberal ideologues them-
selves describe capitalism, although there is no trace of it cre-
ating anything. 

 
___________________________ 
(1) It is important to remember that the first plan concocted by the 
US high command for post-war Europe was not the Marshall Plan, 
but the Morgenthau Plan (named after the US Treasury Secretary), 
which provided for the carving up and complete deindustrialisation 
of Germany and the dispersal and exile of the populations of the 
industrial zones. It was fear of revolution, following the example of 
what happened at the end of the First World War, which led US im-
perialism first of all to give precise instructions for the targeted 
bombing of working-class neighbourhoods in the big German cities, 
and then to adopt the Marshall Plan, aimed at rebuilding the bour-
geois state in Germany and other European countries. 
(2) Mark Weisbrot and Rebecca Ray, “The Scorecard on Develop-
ment, 1960-2010: Closing the Gap?”, DESA Working Paper No.106, 
June 2011. 
(3) “The Chinese success story – GDP per capita grew seventeen-fold 
over the past 30 years, to US$11,918 – cannot be attributed to the 

reforms that most countries adopted in the post-1980 period. Alt-
hough both foreign direct investment and exports contributed sub-
stantially to China’s growth, both were heavily managed and han-
dled quite differently than in other developing countries. The gov-
ernment has played a major role in shaping investments that would 
fit in with the country’s development goals. These include such pri-
orities as producing for export markets, a high level of technology 
(with the goal of transferring technology from foreign enterprises to 
the domestic economy), hiring local residents for managerial and 
technical jobs, and not allowing foreign investments to compete 
with certain domestic industries. China’s policy toward foreign in-
vestment has therefore been directly opposed to the major world-
wide reforms of recent decades, including the rules of the World 
Trade Organization; the same is also true in the important area of 
intellectual property. (…) The Chinese economy is still, after more 
than three decades of reform, very much a state-led economy. 
State-owned enterprises account for about 44 percent of the assets 
of major industrial enterprises. The financial system is state-con-
trolled, with the government owning the four largest banks. The Chi-
nese government’s control over the “commanding heights” of the 
economy, especially finance, proved crucial in maintaining rapid 
economic growth during the world recession. In 2009, China’s net 
exports had a negative 3.7 percentage point contribution to the 
economy’s GDP growth; but growth was maintained at 9.1 percent, 
due partly to a nearly 20 percent surge in capital formation. It is dif-
ficult to imagine this having happened without the government’s 
control over bank lending and state-owned enterprises generally.” 
(Weisbrot and Ray, “The Scorecard on Development, 1960-2010: 
Closing the Gap?”) 
(4) It is important to note that there is an implicit and inevitable 
logic for this collapse, whatever safeguards may have been periodi-
cally put in place by governments that had “learned their lesson”. 
As long as each investor believes that there is another investor out 
there who will pay a higher price tomorrow for what he/she has 
bought today, the merry-go-round continues. At a time when there 
are people who are paid to manage funds, this logic is increasingly 
often expressed by the fact that each investment fund manager – 
whose performance is measured by the optimisation of his/her 
portfolio – has every interest in selling as late as possible, even if it 
means losing out and thus losing his/her job compared to someone 
else who held on longer.  
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Contribution 
 

Letter from a German reader  
to The Internationale 
 

ccording to the newspaper Die Zeit, Melenchon is 
the French Bernie Sanders, and in my opinion, that 
is appropriate. Because Bernie Sanders gave 

speeches and inspired mobilisations, and in so doing rallied 
around him the working masses and youth of the USA in the 
name of a “left-wing programme”, only to finally deliver 
them, bound hand and foot, to Hillary Clinton, who herself 
allowed Trump to be elected President. A proportion of the 
workers and youth of the USA were drawn to Sanders and 
then thrown into the arms of the representative of finance 
capital and Wall Street. But for me, the most important thing 
is that Bernie Sanders played this role jointly with the trade 
union leadership, in order to betray the idea of an independ-
ent Labor Party/Black Party in the US as an increasingly ur-
gent response to the deep crisis of US imperialism. The aim 
was once again to tie the independent struggle of the US 
working class to a policy that was compatible with capitalism, 
thus attempting to destroy that class struggle. It certainly 
failed to do so. 
In a recent interview, Melenchon stated that he was against 
“the class struggle” and “in favour of people”. This is a clear 
rejection of the historic objectives of the labour movement 
and its quest to win power; it is an unambiguous signal to-
wards a popular front policy in all its forms. 
There are, of course, millions of active and unemployed 
workers who angrily reject the existing systems of the “old 
parties”, the so-called “élites” and the “establishment”. This 
very deep-rooted class movement only has occasional op-
portunities to express itself in incessant class actions of every 
kind, but actions which are distorted and held back by the 
apparatuses. This movement has a deep class content, ex-
pressing the search for a response to the “crisis of the revo-
lutionary leadership” that can only be found in an independ-
ent revolutionary workers’ party. 
As we can see throughout Europe, it is this movement which 
the bourgeoisie is striving to deprive of any framework, how-
ever unsuitable that framework may be. Even the framework 
of the bourgeois workers’ parties, which have been so de-
formed by the apparatuses, must be taken from the working 
class in the name of preserving the existing order. And com-
rades, can a “citizen-based movement” in favour of a “France 
unbowed”, despite its apparent proximity to the social con-
tent of the movement by the masses, be a substitute for 
what we call workers’ parties? 
 
 

 
Of course, one can see in several countries – especially in Eu-
rope – that the masses are seeking to use even those “move-
ments” for the benefit of their fight against the diktats of de-
struction issued by capital and its European and world insti-
tutions. But don’t we know perfectly well that the function 
of such “citizen-based movements” is precisely to channel 
the struggle of the masses, to tie it to the framework of the 
system of private ownership of the means of production and 
to divert it away from winning political power? Is this not pre-
cisely the function of “citizen-based movements” like the one 
headed by Bernie Sanders, who bears the responsibility for 
having led the radicalised movement of workers and youth 
of the principal imperialist country into the bed of imperial-
ism and its institutions, and having diverted it from the his-
toric need for an independent Labor Party? 
In my opinion, there is no substitute for building independ-
ent workers’ parties in various forms, not even the possibility 
of a substitute. Also, there are no short-cuts on this road. The 
Bolsheviks were always in the minority. Why? Because they 
were the only political force that had the objective of the 
working class winning power. And along that road, they could 
not avoid coming up against several obstacles and against 
the labour leaderships. 
I am asking myself questions about the Fourth International, 
especially in the current situation in the class struggle, cer-
tainly just like many other comrades who are seeking to es-
tablish themselves more widely in the class struggle. But 
these are questions about policy and methods, which must 
not put the programme into question. 
For me, the most pressing issue regarding the activities of the 
Fourth International in Europe (I will limit myself to this as-
pect for now) has for years been the question of the Fourth 
International itself, the building of which is the main objec-
tive of our struggle and our intervention in the class struggle. 
It is a question of building the International of the proletariat 
in the transitional form of the Workers’ International, and ul-
timately as the conscious expression of the unconscious his-
toric process in building the Fourth International on the basis 
of the Transitional Programme.  
The question of “axes” often comes up in documents. The 
main axis of our struggle is the International. 
For years – and excuse me for putting it this way – I have 
wondered where the International is as a politically active 
force, particularly in Europe. 
 

A 
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In our written material and speeches, we talk a lot about 
“breaking with the EU”. This is, of course, our position, there 
is no doubt whatsoever on this point. The “great and good” 
of this world, presidents and kings, travel around the world 
looking for answers on behalf of capital to the crisis of impe-
rialism which is worsening inexorably, all the while pushing 
the mass of workers and youth even further into poverty, un-
employment and deprivation of rights. The EU is at the heart 
of these efforts. Much has already been said on this subject, 
and there is no need to say more here. But the crucial point 
is that the movement of the masses themselves completely 
puts the EU into question, and through its own class struggle 
it breaks with the EU and its policy which the national gov-
ernments seek to impose. 
The British working class is forcing the British state to leave 
the EU, plunging the EU into an existential crisis; the Greek 
workers have for years been fighting heroically against the 
diktats of the European Commissioners that are being imple-
mented by Tsipras, a man “of the left”; mass movements are 
having an impact in France, Belgium, Portugal, Spain, Italy 
and other countries, with important consequences.  
Before our very eyes, a massive movement is underway to 
break with the EU and its policy of austerity. And I am won-
dering – excuse me once again – what is the International 
doing about this in Europe? 
In this situation, who, other than the Fourth International in 
its transitional forms, can give a voice to the workers and 
youth, a voice for their demands, for their unity? Comrades, 
where are the initiatives for the European unity of the work-
ing class? Where is the initiative allowing us to reach out to 
the Greek workers in a common struggle against the diktats 
of the EU (since only linking up with the European working 
class can help the Greek working class)? Where is the link-up 
between the workers of Britain and Greece, and their link-up 
with the workers of France, Italy, Poland and elsewhere?  

Such initiatives would give a political response to the EU, it 
would allow for breaking with the EU in the form of first steps 
towards workers’ unity across borders. Perhaps this could 
take the form of a liaison committee, or something more? 
And within this struggle, the perspective of victory over the 
EU by a Europe of sovereign independent nations could avoid 
remaining an abstract formula, it could indicate the initial 
steps towards implementing a solution for getting out of the 
EU prison and heading for a positive response to the crisis of 
Europe, which can only come from the workers themselves, 
expressing the content of the Socialist United States of Eu-
rope. Because only transitional slogans directed towards the 
Socialist United States of Europe and opening up perspec-
tives, only having our eyes turned towards the possibilities of 
a workers’ Europe, are capable of opening up such a path. 
But – and here I return to where I started – to do this, the 
masses need the International (the international workers’ 
party) precisely at this time in Europe, they need the Work-
ers’ International and its workers’ parties or its circles for the 
Workers’ International, whatever form they may take in the 
various countries. 
These relations between the workers of Europe cannot be 
achieved only through struggles of a trade union nature; they 
can only be achieved by a workers’ party that wants to help 
the masses overcome the obstacles to their struggle. By tak-
ing action in this way, it will be possible to also open a per-
spective for those who today are voting for “a movement for 
a France unbowed”, in this way expressing their rejection of 
Macron, his programme and the EU.  
I have been wondering for a long time: why have the Inter-
national, its International Secretariat or its European secre-
tariat not really taken action in this direction? 
 

Patrick Wielandt 
20 July 2017 
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