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CorfoctloA

The following correction should be made in the sta
ment "Self<r i t icism on Latin America," by the 8

xnmlttee of t h e i n t e rnational M a jor lt+ T endency,
pent d m In te rnatonel j' e tereel BMcMBMN Bulletin.
volume XID, Number 3, December 1976.

page g, paragraph 8, hne 1 shollid r8ad
"The examyle of th e Ch i lean PHH — its

SAF8PU8PM.

The International Internal Disci Llsslon Bulletin ut the English-la I a g e
i tion of the n tem~ d i ~ usslon b~ e t i of the Umt~ 8 re t armt of

It ls published by the 8ocialist Workers Party as a fraternal cou t~y
to the United Secretariat of the Fourth International

the Fourth International.

bulletin Department, 14 Charles Lane. New ~os N ~ >0®4
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Septermber 'la, 1976, Letter f ram United Secretariat
to the Organizing Committee for the RecanstrLIction

of the Fowrth International

United Secretariat of the
Fourth International
September 18, 1976

sscfio11 perta1Illng to your olganxzatxo1l xn v18w of your
having px'oposed to the: United Secretariat that a discus
sion be opened, for which you have not submitted any
prearranged agenda.

A meeting- between representatives of our two organiza
tions would be in order, with a view to examining various
aspects of a possible discussion of this type. Given the
need for comrades residing m different, widely separated
countries to attend this meeting, we would prefer to plan it
for ar oun'd October 19, 1976. Please let us know as soon as
possible if this date is convenient for you.

To xhe Grganlzxng Commxtt88
=or the Reconstruction of the
Fourxh International"'

F~lnqois BeMaesOt
c o IPlfoPBxQtloPxs OQUPxkP88
Parle

Dear Comrades,
The United Secretariat of the Fourth International has

discussed the question of i t s re lations with Trotskyist
organizations, or organizations calling themselves Trot
skyist, which are outside the Fourth In ternational. A
resolution on this, subject has been passed.. It contains a

Internat1ona11st communxst
gTee41Ilgs,
8/Ernest Mandel
for the United Secretariat
of the Fourth International

Motion an OCRFI Pasaecl Unanimonlly
at October 1978 United 8ecretariat Meeting

%'8 propose that the United Secretariat of the Fourth
International and th e O rganising Committee for t he
Recousti'uction of the Fourth International make pax'allel
statem8nt8 'io be printed 111 Roage, IPxfoPPNlxtxorxs OxxUPNP88
and other publications of the Fourth International and the
GCRFI.

l. Tl1at t i le goal of ihe d iscussions 18 'to st1'exlgtl1en the
force of the Fourth International as a single international
organisation based on the program of Trotskyism, includ
ing adherence to democratic centralism.

2. Thai the United Secretariat and the Ligue Commu
niste Revolutionnaire while holding deep differences with
some of the positions of the GCRFI and the Organisation
Communiste Internationalists consider them to be revolu
Uon.ary orgRmsatroQ8.

3. That the GCRFI and the GCI similarly aff irm that
they consider the Fourth International and its French
section, the L CR, t o b e r e volutionary o r ga,nisations
although they hold deep differences with soxne of their
positions.

In view of the agreement on these points, the United
Secretariat wil l open. an organised discussion with the
OCRFI on the basis of a mutually agreed on agenda.

I~ternal part of motion: If the GCRFI rejects making
any statement a long th e p roposed Hnes the Un i ted
Secretariat and the par t icipants supporting i t a t t l he
meeting agree that an organised political discussion will
not be entered into at this time.



October 27, 1$T6, Letter and Statement of the OCRFI

84,818xKI.elect.

statement. We are attaching R copy.

United Secretariat
of the Fourth I n t ernat i

*
onal

Dear Comrades,
This is to conIxxm that the text which we subxnittsd to

you in B r ussels constitutes the f i na l v ersion of our

apewise, we are enclosing an English translation which
we think should be used Rs the English version of our

Organizing Committee for the
Reconstruction of the
Fo'orth International
Paris
October 27, 1976

Trotskyist greetings,
s/P. Lambert
For the International Bmeau
Gf the Organizing Committee
for the Reconstruction of the
Fourth International

Michaloux
Riddell
Robs
Udx'y

osurieres and other publications of the Fourth Interna
tional an.d the OCRFI.

1- That the goal of the discussions is to strengthen the
force of the Fourth International as a single xnternation
Rl organxzafxon based GI1 the program of T r o t skyxsH1,
incl~ding adherence to democratic centrahsm.

2- That the United Secretariat and the Ligue Conxmuniste
Revolutionnaire while holding deep differences with
some of the positions of the OCRFI and the Organisa
tion Communiste Internationaliste consider them to be
x'evolQGOD~ OF g8Hlxa4108,8.

3- That the OCRFI and the OCI sixnilarly alarm that they
consider the Fourth International and its French section
the LCR to be revolutionary ox'gaxlizations although they
hold deep differences with some of their positions.

In view of the agreexnent on these points, the Umted
Secretariat w i l l open, R11 o rganized dlscllssion wlt l l t i l e
OCRFI on the basis of a mutually agreed on agenda.

The OCRFI renews its proposal to open a discussion
between the two i l i ternat ional Qrgaxlizations, wi thout any
conditions Qr prehminary requisites, the objective being to
recollstruct R llx llted Fourth In te rnat ional on the basjs Q f
its foul ldnlg p l o g rRH1; Hl Qx'del' to t ry t o ov e l 'conic th8
differences that were at the origin of a split that lasted for
alnlost R Quarter of R centi l ry.

That the goal of the discussions is to strengthen the
force of the Fourth International as a single international
organisation based on the program of Trotskyism, includ
lllg Rdhel'81108 to democratic c8ntralxsHl.

The delegation of the Oxgamzing Committee holds that
ties with the Fourth International and affirmation of the
validity o f i t s p r ogram ch aractexxze axl Qx'ganiza'tloxl Rs
xcvolQQOQBI'p'.

Both the United Secretaxxat and its sections, Rnd the
Organizing Committee and its organizations affirm the
necessity for the Fourth International Rnd the vahdity of
its program. This characterizes both of them as revolution
~ OT g 8 I . RBI,tloxM.

The delegation of the International Bureau, mandated
by the Organizing Committee for the. Reconstruction of the
Fourth International, after discussion with the Uni ted
Secretariat Qf the Fourth In ternational, coxisidered the
following resolution adopted by the United. Secretariat:

We propose that the United Secretariat of the Fourth
International and. the Organizing Committee for the
Reconstructijon Qf the Fourth International make paral
181 statements to be pr inted ln go ixg8, &forxRlxtxoxxs

4
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Letter to OCFtFI Approved by United Secretariit
INeeting of November 13-14, 1976

United Secretariat of the Fourth International
To the "Organizing Committee for the
Reconstruction of the Fourth 1nternational"

[The foHowing letter was approved by majority vote at
the November 13-14, 1976, meeting of the United Secreta
riat.]

Brussels
November 14, 1976

cann.ot be accomplished by diy1omatic niceties or adrninis
trative procedures but by drawing a balance sheet of the
history of th e Fourth 1nternational and i t s c r isis, in
xelation to the problems that have arisen in the course of
the class struggle itself.

'"If we judge that the crisis of the Fourth International
had a destructive character, this is above all because the
blows dealt by t h e x evisionists to t h e i n texnationa'
o rganization. founded by Leon Trotsky resulted in i t s
d'eatructiorx as a centralized worldvride organization based
on the Transitional Program."

(Introductory note to the October 1976 issue of Corre~
Jrorxdarxce Interrxutionale, the international bulletin of the
GCI. Gur emphasis.)

Such ambiguity cannot but hely g ive working-.class
opinion and revolutionary militants the ixnyression that
your declax'stion was made in t h e f r amework of an
unprxncxpled operatxon.
In fact, the concluding paragraph of your declaration

does not involve any explicit clarification as regards the
type of statements xluoted above. Therefore, not only do
such statements contradict it but they deyrive of any value
your statement (which r e lates to Point 1 in t he U S
resolution) that "'fhe aim of discussions is to strengthen
the Fourth International as a united international orgaxu
zation based on t h e y r ogxmm of T r otskyism, which
involves accepting democratic centrahsm."

A clear position on the latter point remains a prerequi
site for any discussion between our organizations, just as
does QCRFI characterinng the Fourth International as a
whole as revolutionary.

In our oyinion, discussion whose aim is to "strengthen
the Fourth International as a muted organxzation based
on the yrogram of Trotskyism, which involves accepting
democratxc centralism, as8umes not only' a px'ogra1x1nlat1c
agreemen.t and the acceytance of democratic centralism
but also the possibility for unity in action in the ongoing
class struggle between al l sections and sympathizing
orgamzations of the Fourth International and the organi
zations adhering to the QCRFI.

In lixxe with this, only a clari5cation from yon as regards
Point 3 of the US resolution in particular can clear the way
for opening up a debate enabling us to see if these three
criteria can be met. As of now, the "International Bureau
of the QCRFI" must give an unambiguous answer to the
three points of the US declaration.

In conclusion, the US considexs the position taken
publicly by the Political Bureau and Central Committee of
the Ligue Communists Rhvolutionnaire (Fxench sectxon of
the Fourth Internatioxxal) with regard to the attacks by
OCI members on xoembers of the LQR and of the LCB in
Amiens on October 20, 1976, to be perfectly justi6ed.

Revolutxonary greetings,
United Secretariat
of the Fourth International

Comrades,
Atts.ched to the letter of October 27, 1976, the United

S ecretariat (US) ha s r eceived the s tatement o f t h e
"International Bureau of the Organizing Corumittee for
the Reconstruction of the Fourth International" (GCRFI).

The US considers that the statement by the Intetnation
al Bureau does not reefy meet the demand formulated in
Point 3 of its resolution of October 17, 1976 (i.e., "that, both
the GCRFI and the QCI state that the Fourth Internation
al and its French section, the LCR, are revolutionary
organizations, even though they m.ay have d.eey diÃeren
c es with some o f t h e positions he1d by the l a t ter
organizations' ). This failure in fact to meet our demand is
illustrated by the following facts. The manifold. characteri
zations of the Fourth International, its United Secretariat,
and its sections, by QCRFI and its organizations, together
with the practical corxseqaerxces that f low f rom these
characterizations, have up till now been the major obstacle
to any discussxon. However, after the meeting between a
d.elegation &om the US of the Fourth International and a
delegation from GCRFI, after the statement xnade at the
tixne of this xneeting, the same sort of characterizationin , a
line of continuity with previous charactexizations, has
appeared in your of f icial publications. The concluding
paragraph of your Qctobex' 1976 statement, therefore, has
not cleared up the situation. In fact, in a document dated
October 1976, you state the following:

"Crisis of the Fourth International'? %e think that in
jg$0-19$8 the Fourth In ternational suffered a tgestruc
tive crisis, marked first by the arbitrary expulsion of the
majority of the French section, and then in 1953 by a split
in the Fourth International on a world scale, with the
formation o f t h e I n t er jxational Committee including,
notably, the SVItP, along with the English, French, Swiss,
and Chinese sections.

"The destructive character of this crisis arose Rom the
fact that it was provoked by an offensive against the
princip188 and program of the Fourth Inteuxxational by a
revisionist current that formed in the very centex of the
International, in its leadership.

"We think that this crisis has not been overcome, that it
can only be overcome by the elx)xxrrxetiorx from, the Fourth
Irxterrxotiorxol of revisionist positxoes coetrury t o t lute
priacxpres rirxd Jprogrorl of the Fourth Irxternutiorxtxt. This
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Motion and Statement by Jones st United Secreteriat
Meeting of November 13-14, 1978

[ The folla~~g m o t ion cancel i n g t h e O CRFI w a s
defeated Rt the November 13-14, 1976, meeting of the
United Secretariat.]

ILesolutiori by domes:

The Uni ted Secretariat considers that t h e O CRFI
statement meets Che calldit lan8 fol' Opening a d lscusslall,
as decided uyon a t t h e Oc tober 16-17, 1976, United
Secretariat zneeting. The Un i ted Secretariat therefore
decides Co issue a public statement to be yubEshed parallel
with the statement of the OCRFI. The text of the United
Secretariat statement will be that of the resolution, adopted
Rt Ihe October 16-17, 1976, meeting, edited for public use.

The United Secretariat will discuss at its December 1976
llleeting the forms and xnadalities for this discussion that
will be yroyosed to the OCRFI. The United Secretariat will
also make yroyosals for joint actions mICh the OCRFI,
with the objective of lmking the progress of the discus
slans 'Co px'ogress of conlxnan actlvlty. Tlm Unxted Seel'Bta
rie.t will also decide the Grgalxizational framework Un.der
w hich the Fourth I n ternational w i l l f unction i n t h e
discussion with the OCRFI.

In light of developments since the October discussion a
further meeting should be held with the OCRFI ta clarify:

i. che significance of the statements in Correspondence
Irlcernati'onaLe of October 1976 and the nature of polemics
between the two organisatians;

ii. the issue of violence in the warkexs movement;
iii. proposals for joint work.

took place at Axmens — the only question ls whether this
was organized by its les.dership or brought about by
individual leaders or rank-Rnd-file elements. The fact that
the OCI leadership covered up this situation with pathetic
statements and. denials is both extremely serious in itself
and revealing on the methods of this leadership. This
issue, and the position of the OCI on the LQR (Vargaitesj
must be dealt with at a xneeting with the OCRFI as soon
as this can be organized — the very first xneeting of any
d iscussion. However, this s t rong yersanal oyinion i s
something quite different froxn the United Secretariat as a
body Caking a position that acts of violence by the OCI
xnembers have occurred. For such a serious accusation to
be made, one which if substantiated and not clarified by
an unambiguous position of the QCRFI, must lead to the
rapid break of any d i scussions with them, clear and
unambiguousevidence accepted as a u thoritative by
xnilitants outside our ranks must be brought forward. Such
Be>dence is clearly accumulatin,g in the ~dossier presented
ta this United Secretariat. However, the Secretariat has
Plot ha d R ser l o1 18 d l s c Usslaxl Gn th e I ssu e Rll d lt 18
irresponsxbLB and lowering the authority of the Seqretari@t
In Silch clrculns'cances to seIld declRraclons such Rs 'the 1ast
P8X8gX'8.Ph o f U l le' Ied&X'.

3. The draft letter asserts that, the declaration of the
OCRFI is not clear on whether it regal'ds the International
as revolutionary There .is no doubt that, the declaration of
the OCRFI is weak, above all that virtually no practical
col%sequences of Such R recognltloxl Rre drawn. I stated Rt ,
the time of the October 19 meeting with the OCRFI Chat a
clearer and stronger statement should have been asked for
However, at that tune other comlades did not agree with
this. Taking the OCRFI statement as it is, however, the
declaration does satisfy the correct caxlditions laid down
by the Uxlited Secretariat. Naturally, the reasons the
QCRFI jg'ives fo'r considering the United Secretariat
revolutionary R r e n o t th e G i l es w e wo u ld glv B. T h e
declaration does not make i t c lear that the practical
conclusions which we would dexnand of a recognition of an
organizatio~ as revolutionary wil l be met. But i t does
s atisfy the c ondition th e Secretariat l a i d d own f o r
initiating a discussion, which is of course samethmg qmte
different f raII1 R satisfactory corlcLnslarl Of the dlscllsslon.

It is true Chat slxlce the October meeting statements have
been made, notably in Correapandnrlce IxlteivlatiannLe of
October 1976, thatat least , arguably eall into question the
meaning of the OCHFI declaration. It is correct to demand
unambiguity and clari5catian of these statements. Howev
er', this should be taken up in the meetings with the OCRFI
which wonld be necessary for determining a discussion.

The correct procedure is to publish the two declarations,
which read by Rny militant would clearly mean what they
say:and nat Rny 8 e cre'C meall lng g lvexl ta the111 by ally
pRrty, BIld to p x 'Gceed rapidly ta d 18cuss the points
indicated above and in the resolution vated. for by 2 United,
Secretariat xnembers and which i t wa s in d icated was
supported by Cwo observers,

1f It could have beexi po88lble to arr ive Rt a coxxipl'onllse

Given the unanimous resolution at the last Uxiited
Secretariat meeting on a cohexent, and correct position an
relations with the OCRFI it was important if yossible„„to
continue unanixnous approach at this meeting. In particu
lar, it was i mportantt o have an agreement with the
French comrades on tactics on how to continue the line
adopted at the last Un i ted Secretariat; this is for the
evident reason that relations between. the LCR and the
DCI are a dominant element in relations between the
United Secretariat and th e OCRFI. However, at t h i s
Secretariat a position was taken which on a number of
crucial polxl'Cs 18 uI1posslble ta 8Upport RIld 18 111 contx'adlc
tion to that taken at the last meeting,

1. The United Secretariat letter demands an admission
from the OCRFI that they have changed their position
( Ulle cR1'actexlsRtlon de m5mB xlRCUre, 8 lnscrIvant da ns la
ContinuiM des caracterisations precedentes"). This is not a
permissible method either i n r e lat ion t o w h ere such
demands for self-criticism have their historical origin or
even from the point of v iew of elementary social and
yolitica1 psychology. We can and rrIIIst demand absolute
clallty alld 1Rck Gf Rxnblgulty ion prese@E positions Gf the
OCRFI, but we cannot demand an explanation of whether
thev have cIIRICgexL Rnd SBLf crifKclzetf plevlous p-asl'tla118.

2. In my Opinion, and. based an a Study of available
material, it is absolutely clear that violence by the OCI
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It g oes w i thout s ay ing t h a t a l t hough t he L Ilia
Secretariat resolution is incoxTect it must be cexx=ed oui
and no action taken outside the framework laid down bv
the United Secretariat is perxxlissible undex demwxaxlc

centralisxn. However, in light of the decision taken ax Xhis
United Secretariat it wil l be neceseary for those force- in
the International in disagx'cement with the line Rdoyxea ax
t he Secretariat, and i n agreementwith the general
alternative resolution, to meet to discuss how to undertake
B .struggle to galll R corriect declsloxL

to clarify m a t ters fur ther and sa t isfy comrades, for
examp'le by having a further meeting with the OCRFI, this
would have been corrxet to preserve a unanimous ap
pl'oe.ch, although i t would have bein tactically bad in
actual relations wIth the OCRFI. Howevel', Rs 81scusslon
revealed it was not possible to have comyromise even on
this mixlimal proposal, it i s i mportant that c lar ity o f
positions is revealed. For that reason not B compromise
resolution but a slightly amended. version of the original
one I drafted was submitted to the vote.

December 8, 1976, Letter from Comrades Barges, Hansen,
Shepperd, and Wltera to the United Secreteriet

To the United Secretariat

Bear Comrades,
As observers at t h e U n i ted Secretariat meeting of

October 16-17, 1976, we shared the sense of accomyhsh
ment felt by everyone there over the unanimous vote for
resolutions opening the doox to R united center, organizing
a democratic and authoritative world congress a,x18
clearing the way for a d iscussion with the Organizing
Committee for the Reconstruction of the Fourth Interna
t ional. We felt equal sahsfaction When the QCRFI on
October 19 accepted the condiIions laid down in the latter
resolution.

Consequently, the letter to the QCRFI dated November
14, which was approved by a m a jority of the Un i ted
Secretariat, has aroused gxave concern among us., lt goes
against the unanimous decision of the October 17 United
Secretariat meeting.

Before taking u.p the questions it raises, we think the
letter itself calls for clarl6cation; it is written in such an
obscuxe way that it is dif6cult to determine its yuryose and
what it is talking about.

The context is the sustained effort of the QCRFI to open,
up friendly relations and a political discussion with the
United Secretariat of the Fourth In ternational despite
repeated xebuffs. The QCRFI's effort led, after various ups
R xld downs, to a m e e t ing o f Xepl888ntatlves of t i l e t w o
organizations on October 19. At this meeting tl l U m t ed
Secretariat delegation presented the resolution adopted
unanimously by the United Secretariat two days previous
ly. The text is as follows:

"We propose that the United Secretariat of the Fourth
International and. the Organising Committxm for the
Reconstruction of the Fourth International make parallel
stat8nleIlts to be printed Ixl Roxxge Ixxfort7MitMlxs OIxUPxkres
and other publications of the Fourth International and the
OCRFI.

'"1. That the goal of the discussions is to strengthen the
force of the Fourth International as B single ixlternational
organisation based on the progx'am of Trotskyisnl, includ
ing adherence to democratic centralism.

"2. That the United Secretariat and the Ligue Coxxunu
niste Rdvolutionnaire while holding deep difFerences with
some of the positions of the QCRFI an8 the Organisation
Communiste Internationaliste consider them to be revolu
t loxlary Grganl8atlons.

"3. That the OCRFI and the OCI similarly af6rm that
they consider the Fourth In ternational and its French
s ection, the I .CR, t o :be revolutionary organisations
although they hold deep differences with some of their

"In view of the agreement on these points, the United
Secretariat wil l Gyen an organized discussion with the
OCRFI on the basis of a mutually agreed on agenda."

After some discussion on various matters, including the
meaning of the three points, the delegation of the QCRFI
Bcceyted. the resolution of tbe United Secretariat In i t .s
s tatexnent, which i t d rew up i n a c a ucus during the
meeting, the OCRFI delegation 6rst repeated the text of
the resolution and then syeci6ed acceptance of it in the
following terms:

"The QCRFI renews its proposal to open R discussioxl
between the two international organizations, without any
conditions or preliminary requisites, the objective being to
reconstruct a united Fourth International Gn the basis of
its founding yrograxn; in order to try to overcome the
differences that were at the origin of a split that lasted for
almost R quarter of a century.

"That the goal of the discussions is to strengthen the
force of the Fourth International as B single international
organization based on the yrogram of Trotskyism, includ
ing adherence to dexnocrs,tic centralism.

"The delegation of the Organizing Committee holds that
ties with the Fourth International and af6rmation Gf the
valldlty o f I t s p r ogram chaxBctex'ize RI1 orgBIIIzatlon Rs
revolutionary

"Both the United Secretariat and its sections, and the
Organizing Committee and its organizations af6rm the
necessity for the Fouxth International Rnd the validity of
its program. This characterizes both Gf them as revolution
~ 01 gRH1Za,tlOXis.

The two delegations expressed their yleasul'e at havixlg

6 nally succeeded In o v ercoming t h e obstacles xo a
fraternal relationshiy that would mate possible B xnutual
ly pro6table discussion.

P083,tlOT18.



statement as a whole is put in question: "Such axnbiguity
cannot but help give working-class opinion and revolutioxi
ary militanta the impression that your d.eclaration waa
'ma.l9I8 1, 6M f X '8m8%'011C of 8,B. QHQH.Q,C3.Pie@ OPBTB6QA.

The lettex goes on: ".. . only aclarification froxn you aa
regards Point 3 of the US resolution in particular coul clear
the way for opening up a debate enabling us to see if these
t ill'ee criteria cal l be met
Thy letter also appears to demand that the QCRFI say

something about points one and two, although this is not
at all clear. "As of now, the 'International Bureau of the
GCRFI' must give an unambiguous answer to the three
points of the US declaration."

Precee6mg in B.ccox68xLm ~t 4 %he agreeineni +ca.che6
October' l9, the OCRFI Crew up an Eng l ish t ians la t ion of
6h.eM stRtexQ.exit CGA gUMH.c860B Ex' L48 QI'888 41t6tFL86M18llp.
Again in ac c o rdance w i th t h e ag r e ement, t he G C R FI
su,hm~tke6 the 6x.hit vr it4 i t a K mgl ish t razmlg,U,ox> to the
United Secretariat for approvaL An accompanying letter
waa dated October' 27, 1976.

The United Secretariat majority fo l lowed a d i f ferent
course. Instead of moving ahead on the basis of the
agreement it had demanded the QCRFI accept, the United.
Secretariat majority switched. its course 180 degrees. Hy
way of j u s t i fxcation, the U n i ted Secretariat majority
contends in its November 14 letter that something new
and uxlexpected happened, putting everything in question.
The charge is formulated as follows:

"The manifold characterizations of the Fourth Interna
tional, its United. Secretariat, and its sections by the
GCRFI and its organizations, together with the prxxctioel
coxtaequence8 that flow from these characterizations::- have
up til l now been the major obstacle to any discussion.
However, after the meeting between a d,elegation fxom the
US of the Fourth International and a delegation from the
QCRFI, after the. statement made at the t ixne of th is
meeting, the same sort of characterization, in a line of
continuity with previous characterizations, haa appeared
in your official pubhcations. The concluding paragraph of
your October 1976 statement, therefore, haa not cleared up
the situation.' * (Emphasis in original.)

Aa can be seen, the letter charges that the DCRFI issued
a new statement ™in your official publications' * after the
October 19 meeting in which representatives of the two
organizations reached the agreement indicated above. The
ixuplication is that if the statement had been issued before
the October 19 meeting, there would have been no cause for
complamt.

As proof of the charge, severa1 paragraphs are cited
from the preface to the October issue (No. 1 of a new aeries)
of the international information bulletin, L,a Correasxon
Chrxce Internationale, published by t h e G x ganisation
Coxnxxxuniate Internationalists, which adhexes to the
OCRFI.

The sentences in question express the view that in 1950
M, the Fourth I n ternational underwent a "destructive
crisis," that this crisis has not yet been overcome, and that
i t "can only be overcome by the elimination from the
Fourth International of revisionist positions contrary to
the principles and. program of the Fourth Intexnational."
Without indicating the omission of t h ree intervening
pax'agx'apha, the letter cites another sentence in the same
vein in which the authors of' the preface state that in their
opinion the "destructive character" of the crisis in the
Fourth In ternational " resulted in i t a destruction as a
centralized worldwide orgaxiization baaed oxi the Transi
tional Program."

The November 14 letter draws the followirig coaxcluaion:
"The US considers that the statexnent by the Interna

tional Bureau [of the GCRFI on the three points] does not
r eally meet the demand formulated in Point 8 o f i t s
resolution of October 17, 1976 (i.e,, 'that both the QCRFI
and the OCI state that the Fourth International and its
French section, the LCR, are revolutionary organizations,
even though they may have deep differences with so~e of
the positions held by the lattex' organizations')." (Empha
sis in original.)

Furthermore, according to t h e l e t ter, the OCRFI's

Gn the substantive questions the November 14 letter
does not stand on 6rm ground,

1. The allegation that th e p reface to the new GCI
bulletin waa wri t ten af ter the October 19 meeting is
particularly weak. No attexnpt, appears to have beexl made
to verify the facts. The IMT m embers of the Un i ted
Secretxmat, who drew up the letter, do not appear to have
even asked the OCRFI about the date.

2. It can easily be shown that the bulletin containing
the preface was printed before the October 19 meeting. For
instance, a copy was received in New York on October 16.

3. Long before the October 19 meeting, the Un i ted
Secretariat had. taken note of the views of the leaders of
the QCRFI on the nature and consequences of the 1950-58
crisis in the Fourth Internati

*
onal aa well aa their views on

the 1963 reunification.
These opinions were considered to be no barrier to

opening a discussion with the QCRFI centered on current
political issues. In fact there waa general acknowledgment
that precisely these opinions of the QCRFI leadership
w ould have to b e i n c luded among the t opics to b e
discussed. No demand was made on the OCRFI to give up
its view in advance of a discussion. What was demanded
of the OCRFI was acceptance of the three requisites that
were codified m the resolution presented by the represen
tajivee of the United Secretariat at, the October 19 meeting.
The GCRFI accepted the three requisites. The United
Secretariat delegation voiced lta aatlafactloxl. That should
have closed the long chapter marked by the dragging of
feet axld placed everyJthlng oxl a mOre auspicious basis.

The Novembex 14 letter sent to the QCRFI places the
United Secretariat in an untenable position.

First, it ia ridiculous to demand that the GCRFI reaffirm
acceptance of the three points they already accepted on
October 19. If the leadexs of the OCRFI take the oath a
second time, what then'P Will this satisfy the majority of
the United Secretariat'P Gx will the majority demand that
the GCRFI raise their right hand and solemnly swear a
third and a fourth time'7

Second, the majority o f t h e U m ted Secretariat haa
suddenly decided that the OCRFI'a views on the "revision
ism" to be found in the Fourth International contradict the
OCRFI'a acknowledgment that the Fourth International is
a revolutionary organization.

It, la the ma]ority of the Uni ted Secretarxat who are
illogical. The discussion ia called for beceuae thexe are
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differ'ences. The premise accepted by the GCRFI is that
both sides should be open to persuasion. If there were no
differences there would be no grounds for discussion, or
tryixlg 'to conv1nee each o'ther.

If the majority of the United Secretariat were to apyly
their new position logically, i t would have truly drastic
repercussions within the Fourth In ternational. For in 
stance, we have not changed our views on the d.estruetive
role played by Pablo. Others are of the same oyinion,
including members of the International Majority Tenden
cy (Comrade Lecluenne, for example). About half of the
international holds that the famous turn at the ¹ nth
World Congress marked a departure from T iotskyism.
Leading comrades hold that the resolution on armed
struggle, passed by a majority at the 1974 congress, revisea
the tenets of Trotskyism

Does the major i ty f ac t lol l px'opoae to ref llae to discuss
with these comrades unless they first give up their views'P
WIH they demand an oath t o t ha t e f fect7 Would the
majority faction demand that they reyeat the oath because
of the suspicion that they had their 5ngers crossed and
thus were not reaEIy unambiguous'? We trust that the
demands of logic will not carry the majority faction that
far

Tlnrd, the letter deals a pohtical blow to the Fourth
International. The letter testifies to indefensible capri
ciousness in th e conduct o f n egotiations. I t l i kewise
demonstrates that the Uni ted Secretariat, for whatever
reason, stands in fear of opening a discussion with the
OCRFI.

Fourth, the letter is evidence of the growth of sectarian
ism in the Ieadiilg body of the Fourth International. While
proclaiming a p o l icy o f seeking to un i te the mighty
proletarian forces required to advance the world revolution
to success, the IMT demonstrates in practice that it is not
even capable of welcoming the overtures of a Trotskyist
current that wishes to strengthen the Fourth Internation
al, It rejects the positive course adopted by the GCRFI of
seeking to overcoII18 th8 vears of bi t ter part isan yo18xnlcs
through a discussion that wil l demarcate the differences
and probe the possibility of resolving them.

The least that can be said of this sorry performance is
that the majority leadership of the Fourth International
has in this instance shown political incompetence.

Another tack was to lay down conditions they felt
certaixi the OCRFI would re fuse to meet. Thus they
counted on the OCRFI rejecting one or all of the demands
in the resolution passed at the October 16-17 meeting of the
United Secretariat. When the OCRFI, much t o t he i r
surprise, accepted the dexnands, the majority of the IMT
found themselves trapped by their own maneuver.

Instead of r ecognizing the d amage to t h e F ourth
International a l ready i n f l icted by t h ei r u n pr incipled
maneuvers and sectarian attitude toward the GCRFI and
deciding that it would now be better to act in accordance
with the y osit ive approach approved by th e U n ixec
Secretariat, the majority of the IMT decided to push for an
e nd to the attempt to establish friendly relations. ~ s i 
the meaning of the November 14 letter. It is worse thaT.
previous moves because it comes after a meeting with the
OCRFI in which agreement was reached.

The rationale for this course is the diehard factionalism
of the IMT. The key leaders are afraid that the OCRFI
might continue along the course it has begun until a fusion
of forces would be feasible. If that were to occur, the MT
visualizes a bloc being formed by the Leninist Trotskyist
Faction and the GCRFI. From their corner, such an
outcome must be nipped in the bud at any costf

The reality is that the LTF scorns a narrow factional
outlook. From the beginning, the LTF has adhered to the
princiyle that the interests of the Fourth International
s tand above those of an y f a c t ion. To b u i ld and t o
strengthen the Fourth I n ternational by b r inging and
keepixig together all the foxees standing on the program
laid down by the founding congress, including democratic
centralism, is a task that should be carried out without
regard to narrowly conceived factional interests.

En this respect, lt remains to be seen how the GCRFI will
evolve. The organization is not monolithic. A current may
exist that oyposes rapprochement, particularly with the
Ligue Communists Rbvolutionnaire. It is certain, however,
that a positive outcome hinges at this point on opening a
fraternal discussion with the QCRFI and doing everything
yossible to foster and advance comxadely relations with
th8n1.

In l~ine with t h is , we would propose the fol lowing
immediate steps:

1. To reconsider the November 14 letter. It was a blunder
40 a,ppx'ove l't.

2 . To resume the f avorable at t i tude taken by t h e
delegation of the United Secretariat toward the GCRFI's
acceptance of the conditions laid down in the October 17
United Secretariat resolution on this question.

3. To open regular meetings with representatives of the
OCRFI to remove possible misunderstandings that may
have arisen recently or that may arise again in working to
imyrove relations.

4. To publish in the In ternctioxxul Interne/ Discussion
B~Betl'n the preface to the first issue of L,a Correapon
dxxixce Internationale so aa to make it available to the
membershiy of the Fourth International.

5. To l ikewise publish in th e Sixternationa/ Ixxternal
Bxacixasion Bulletiix the text of t he s tatement that the
QCRFI proyosed to publish in l ine with the agreement
reached at the October 19 meeting.

6. To move ahead with the discussion with the QCRFE
projected in the agreement reached October 19.

Why was such a letter written'? In our opinion, the IMT
haa been divided on how to respond to the overtures of the
OCRFI. Gne current, seeing the obvious advantages to be
gained from accepting the positive moves of the GCRFI at
face value, favored opening a dialogue and seeking to act
in common in the class struggle wherever possible.

Another current, unfortunately in the majority, took a
s ectarian s tance. I t w a s d e termined t o b l ock a n y
rapprochement. However, its leaders did not act forthright
ly. In the United Secretariat they approved a course of
resyonding positively to the advances made by the OCRFI.
At the same t ime they adopted an extremely hostile
attitude toward the OCRFI. This went so far as condemn
ing friendly gestures to the OCRFI such as extending
invitations to send observers to conventions.

In addition the majority of the IMT sought to provoke
the OCRFI into moves that would blow up the efforts at
I'appl ochement.

9
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Secretariat directly to member of the QCRFI from many7. To noxninate an oHicial United Secretariat, delegation
to observe the December international conference of the
OCRFI. The OCHFI haa invited observers of the United.
Secretariat to take the floor there and say whatever they
wish .This would constitute an excellent opportunity, it
w ould seem, t o pr esent t h e v i e w poin t o f the U ni t e d

COUXltFle8.
Comradely yours,
s / Jack Barn es , J os eph
Hansen, Barry Sheppard,
Mary-Alice Waters

[Enclosures one and two attached to the above letter
appear previously in this bulletin. They are the November
14, 1976, letter from the United Secretariat of the Fourth
I nternational t o t h e O r ganizing Committee for t h e
R econstruction of t h e F o urth I n t ernational, and t h e
October 27, 1978, Statement of the QCRFI.]

Enclosure Three

[The following is a translation from I.a Correspondance
internationale (international bulletin of the QCI of France)
no. 1, October 1976.]

Prefece

readers of I n formations Ouvrierea [Workers News] to
activists, workersa,nd youth.

Therefore, since the revolutionary actions of the Spanish
workers foreshadow upheavals that will have immense
impact on the world working-class struggle, in the next
issue of th is buHetin we w i l l y u b l ish the documents
adoyted by the conference of the Spanish Trotskyist, group,
Fourth International, which is affiliated with the Organiz
ing Committee for th e Reconstruction of th e Fourth
International.

In the December issue we wiH try to draw the political
lessons of the November 13-14, 1976, symposia on the
political revolution, at wh ich the d iscussion begun in
March with I eonxd Plyushch, Jiri Pelikan and Jan Kavan
will be carried forward and broadened.

In this first issue we are publishing a balance sheet of
t he positions taken by the U n i ted Secretariat on t he
Portuguese revolution.

It waa necesaaxy to draw an init ial balance sheet here
for several reasons. In the first place, new problems are
being brought to the fore by the advance of the class
struggle in Europe, whose axis and direction, as we have
stressed, is indicated by the Portuguese revolution. Or
rather, in var ious forms the fundamental problems of
revolutionary strategy and tactics are being posed anew.
In line with this, it is indispensable to try to grasp the
essential lessons of the period we have gone through and
not let these be forgotten

Furthermore, in a document adoyted m February 1976,
the United Secretariat has itself drawn a balance sheet of
aorta on ite orientation in the period following April 1974.
This is why La Correspondance internationale ia pubheh
ing unrevised a discussion article comyleted shortly before
the Portuguese presidential elections, The fruitless attempt
to run a "revolutionary" candidate, as well as the divisions
that apyeared subsequently within the United Secretariat
majority (and the majority of the French LCR), with aoxne
assai'tlxlg that a v o te foi ' Carvalho l lad 't lie aaxlle aigll l f l 
cance as one for Pato, while others (Alain Kr ivine, for
example) openly called fox a vote for Pato in disregard of
any class criterion, were the result of basic positions that
had crystallized previously In response to the Portuguese
revolution. A postscript wouM not modify our conclusion.

Having said this much — since this article represents a
contribution to a debate we behave to be necessary — we
must syecify in what framework the Qxganizing Commit
tee for the Reconstruction of the Fourth In ternational
places this discussion.

[Le Correspondance interhnationale [International Cor
respondence] will .appear hereafter as an i n ternational
information bulletin published under the auspices of the
Organisation Communists Internationalists [Internation
alist Communist, Organization], an organization belonging
to the Comite d'organisation your la reconstruction de la
IV Internationale [Organizing Committee for the Recon
struction of the Fourth International].

Qur goal ia to have this bulletin appear regularly as a
Inonthly. In this way we mtend to regularly provide QCI
rnilitants, and all those who follow our activities or are
associated with ua, the information they need about the
activities of organizations affi l iated to the Organizing
Committee for the Reconstruction of the Fourth Interna
tional, and about yroblema and discussions that arise in
the course of the activities of these organizations, as well
as about the issues being debated more generally within
organizations and currents that claim adherence to the
Fourth International.

At the saxxle tlxne, La Correapondance xnternaifxonale will
continue to serve as the forum for publishing in French the
political documents drawn up by the Organizing Commit
tee for the Reconstruction of the Fourth International on
the basis of ita discussions. In order to accomplish this
task, supplements or special issues will b'e yubliahed aa the
n eed arises. But parallel to t h is , we t hought i t w a s
essential to make known as widely as possible some of the
various aspects of the struggle to reconstruct the Fourth
International, without waiting for documents to be drawn
uy on these questions by a meeting of the International
BU.ree.u.

This need. arises from the way in which the struggle to
reconstruct the Fourth I n ternational i s y r ogreasing
which is primarily expressed by the life and the activity of
the Organizing Committee — and from the QCI's responsi
bilities in this struggle

From this standpoint, the decision by the QCI's Central
Committee to publish an international information bulle
tin answers to the needs of the political campaign whose
thrust is indicated in the letter addressed by the QCI to the
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This turn was expressed by the opening of the proletar
ian rev'olution, in Portugal and by the defeat of imperialism
in Vietnam, an event of worldwide importance. This turn
is reflected also in the accelerated breakdown of the world
market. The various facets of the economic d.ownturn are
being promoted by the generalized political crisis of the
bourgeoisie's methods of rule, and they themselves are
becoming factors aggravating this political crisis.

This t urn in t he wor ld s i tuation is occurring in the
context of the phase in the class struggle whose features
became clear in 1968. Marked by an imperialist defeat of
worldwide imyortance, and by the fact that the proletarian
revolution came onto the agenda in Europe in general and
actually began in Portugal, this phase of the class struggle
is moving toward a multiplying of revolutionary situations
in which the question of power will directly be posed.

The OCI does not see the yroblems and crisis of the
Fourth International in separation f rom the demands
yosed by this sifuation. (The theses adopted in 1972 by the
17th congress of the OCI stressed, "There is no doubt that
the crisis: /confronting the Fourth International and the
crisis of the workers movement dominated by Stahnism
and reformism, are one and the same problem.")

It is in accordance with such a perspective that the OCI
assesses the dif f iculties i t encounters on the road to
a chieving an o rganized discussion that w i l l make i t
possible to overcome this crisis. This is why we are not
worried about personal or prestige considerations, or by
the ups and downs that mark this process

This i s w hy , w i t hout r a ising any p r erequisites or
conditions, we have repeated our yroposals for a discus
sion and taken numerous initiatives to facilitate opening
such a d.iscussion.
Perhaps at the outset it is necessary to give a resume of

our basM posltlons.
What do we mean by a crisis in the Fourth Internation

al7 We think that i n 1950-68 the Fourth International
experienced a destructive crisis that was maNed above all
by the arbitrary expulsion of the majority of the French
section, and later in 1953 by a split throughout the Fourth
International wor ldwide, i n w h ich t h e I n t ernational
Committee, made up in particular of the SWP and the
English, French, Swiss and Chinese sections, was formed.

This crisis was given its destructive character by the
fact that i t was provoked by an of fensive against the
principles and program of the Fourth International by a
revisionist current that formed in the very center of' the
International, within its leadership.

Why a Discussion'?

If, has now been three years since we in the Organizing
Committee for the Reconstruction of the Fourth Interna
tional asked the Umted Secretariat of the Fourth Interna
tional fo be allowed to participate in the discussion for the
Tenth World Congress that if, was preparing to hold. The
Organizing Committee got the brush-off.

The Tenth World Congress has since been held. But it
did not even temporarily resolve the problems before it nor
remove the grounds for t h e O rganizing Committee's
proposal.

Since then, most importantly, the class struggle on an
international level has scored such ad.vances that we are
obliged to speak of a turn in the world situation.

We believe that this crisis has not yet been overcome,
and that it can only be overcome by the elimination from
the Fourth International of revisionist yositions contrary
to its principles and program This aim cannot be achieved
by diplomatic arrangements or by administrative proce
dures, buf, by drawing a balance sheet of the history of the
Fourth International and of its crisis as this relates to the
pressing problems raised by the development of the class
struggle itself.

In a discussion with the United Secretariat delegation,
we were asked "What i s y ou r o b jectives" An O CI
representative replied:

"Reconstructing the Fourth I n ternational on a p r in 
cipled basis, and we believe there are currents alien to the
Transitional Program within the United Secretariat. There
is no question of any splitting operation. If our objective
were a split, we would know how to bring one about. What
we want is discussion leading toward the reconstruction of
the Fourth International, the instrument b equeathed by
Trotsky, which was reconstituted in 1948-47 and destroyed
in 19o0-53 by Pablo and Pabloism.' *

Reconstructing the Fourth Internationally Yes, a uni6ed
Fourth International must be reconstructed on the basis of
its founding yrogram, the Transitional Program, as a
leading center functioning in accordance with the norms
of democratic cex1trallsm.

If we consider that the crisis of the Fourth Internation,al
has had a destructive character, that is above aH because
the blows dealt b y r e v isionism to t h e i n ternational
organization founded by Leon Trotsky have led to i ts
destruction as an organization centralized internationally
on the basis of the Transitional Program

To take one example that the class struggle has brought
to the fore, no one denies that all the organizations and
currents of the workers movement have had to respond to
the problems posed by the Portuguese revolution.

On this subject we wrote in the report adopted by the
Twentieth Congress of the OCI:

"All t he organizations and currents of the workers
movement are confronted with the problems raised by the
course of the Portuguese revolution. No one can escape this
test or avoid taking a position.

"In 1986-37 the Spanish revolution played a similar role.
With incomparable clarity, the f lame of the revolution
illuminated the opyosing positions within the workers
movement. As: early as July 27, 1936, Leon Trotsky wrote
in a letter to the International Secretariat of the movement
for the Fourth International: 'The question of the Popular
Front is now posed with absolute clarity before all the
workers Si.n'ce the revolution posed them in terms that
were crucial and urgent for the future of the Spanish
proletariat — and for the world yroletariat — all the ques
tions of revolutionary pr inciples, strategy and tactics
demanded unequivocal answers. The cleavages that took
place at t h a t t i m e w e r e t o p r ov e f u n d amental i n th e
formation of the Fourth International itself.

"But th is analogy must not l ead us t o f o rget the
essential differences between the periods. The revolution
ary upsurge of 1936, which culminated in Spain, took place
in a period of the class struggle markedby ter, rible defeats
for the proletariat, the responsibility for which was borne
by those who led the workers movement, in particular the
Stalinist leadership of the degenerated Communist Inter
national serving the counterrevolutionary interests of the
Kremlin bureaucracy. The beginning of the proletarian
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revolution in Portugal heralds the dawn of a new phase of
the world proletarian revolution. At the same time the
onset of this revolution is i tself the result of profound
changes within the world working class, initiated by the
revolutionary upsurge of the proletariat that marked the
conclusion of the Second World War.

"But the course of the class struggle is not mechanically
predetermined. The counterattack made by the workers
under the extremely difficult political conditions following
t he crushing o f t h e G erman working c lass and i t s
organizations, which culminated after the French general
strike of June 1986 in the Spanish revolution, opened up
new perspectives. Under the leadership of Leon Trotsky ,
the organizations that w ere f ight ing fo r t h e F ourth
International, which had just held. the first international
conference for the Fourth In ternational' in Ju ly 1936,
threw all their forces into the battle.

"And at the international level, this battle was fought in
a celitl'allzed. way.

"The organizations that were actIng to form a n ew
international, the Fourth International, were for the most
part numerically weak. They had to confront the counter
revolutionary f renzy of S ta l inism wi thin the workers
movement. Their cadres were often inexperienced. Their
organizations were at tixnes tom apart; sphts took place
even at the national level. Nonetheless, the international
leadership acted as a genuine political center, not simply
an administrative or organizational framework. In rela
hon to the vital problems of revolution and counterrevolu
tion, Trotskyist yolitics were ONE. . . .

"In 1974-75 from this point of view the situation was
totally di fferent. A whole gamut of organizations and
tendencies claimed adherence to Trotskyism, sometimes
without even formally adhering to the founding program
of the Fourth International. They held the most contradic
tory positions on the central problems of revolution and
counterrevolution. Organizations that claimed to speak
and act in the name of Trotskyism pursued an orientation
and carried out a type of work thoroughly contrary to the
most elementaxy teachings of Leon Trotsky.

"This fact confirms the political conclusion that was the
basis for forming the Organizing Committee for the
Reconstruction of the Fourth I n ternational: the blows
dealt to the Fourth International after the crisis of 1950
1958 have led to the destruction of the Fourth Internation
a l as a c entralized world organization based on the
Transitional Program. The revisionists were not able to
destroy the Fourth I n ternational as a pr o gram. I t s
political continuity has been preserved throughout the
stxuggle at th e n a t ional and i n ternational levels by
Trotskyist organizations that have defended the program
and the gains of the Trotskyist movement. . . .*'

Let us add t hat t he i m portance of t he P ortuguese
revolution consists in the fact that i t is not an isolated,
Western phenomenon but is both the h igIIest yolitical
e xpression at t h i s s t age, and s t t h e s ame t ime a
component part, of a combined movement. Placing the
proletarian revolution on t h e a g enda i n E u r ope, i t
c onstitutes an ax is i n d icating the d i rection that t h e
struggles of the world working class, particularly the
European proletariats, are going to take. It also constitutes
a political force impelling the proletariat toward revolu

The Portuguese revolution takes placei n a w o r ld
situation in which we see coming together in Spain all the

elements of an open revolution.ary cxisis that is going to
have incalculable consequences for the entire European
order," a world situation in which the crisis of bourgeois
rule in the major Euroyean countries is deepening, while
the Stalinist bureaucracy, caught i n a vi s e b etween
fundamental class forces, is itself on the road to explosive
c rises. Already the contradictions opening uy i n t h e
buxeaucracy are cracking and weakening its international
8PPa.mtU8.

To put it in different terms, the international situation
we have described can be characterized as one in which
the bases of the world order established at Vaha are in the
process of coHapsing, while the in ternational political
relationships inherited from that former equilibrium still
survive but are in crisis.

In a more profound sense, assessing this situation as it
is reflected on the level of political relationships, and the
relationship of forces within the working class, we might
say that new relationships are tending to be established
between the masses, the rnilitants and. the counterrevolu
tionary apparatuses that are subordinated to imperialism.

In The T Ixxrd Internatxonal xxfter Lerxx'xx, Trotsky re
marked that "politics seen as a mass historic force always
lags behind the economy.'" By that he meant that there is
always a lag between the objective foundations of a
historical epoch or ev— en of a period in the class struggle
and their expression in social processes as a whole, in the
activity of m i l l ions of people. The period of the class
stx'uggle that opened in 1968 is characterized by the OCI as
one in wh ich al l t h e f eatures and tendencies of the
imperialist era are comipg to their full maturity.

It is a period marked by a tendency for the class struggle
to return to its basic forms, and a t e ndency for the
mternational working class to regroup on new axes,

More precisely this is a period which, far from making
the princiyles, method and strategic hne of the Transition
al Program of the Fourth International "outmoded," on
the contrary gives them their full meaning. Mobilizing the
masses to take power through transitional demands that
lead "inevitably to one and only one conclusion," the
conquest of power by the proletariat, is the very key to the
entire present international situation.

That is wh y a d i scussion of s t rategic and. tactical
yx'oblems, the workers united f ront, the workers and
peasants government, and the concrete ayplication of
these slogans in each country, is so vitally needed and
why this goes hand in hand with the need for drawing a
balance sheet of the crisis in the Fourth International.

Beyond a doubt, the advance of the international class
struggle offers great opportunities for th e T r otskyist
OX'gMllZ8410B8.
However, the international document adopted by the

Twentieth Congress of t h e OC I p o inted out : "as a
conscious expression of an unconscious process, the
program and political action based on the programa r e .
indispensable to realize the fullpossibilities of this period."

The opening up of this new period in the class stxuggle
has exacerbated the unresolved crisis of t h e F o ~ h
International. Every organization and current has had to
follow the implications of its orientations to the end and
apyly this orientation to the vital questions of the class
struggle.

By itself, the objective situation has not, and could not,
resolve the differences existing between different organiza

tion.
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tions, as well Rs within the United Secretariat itself. On
the contrary, it has con6rmed the importance of these
differences and clari6ed what they involve.

In our oyixiion, the reason for the imw splits and
continuing fragmentation can be found in the continued
yreaence of revisionist positions within organizations

adhering to the Fourth International. This pmcess can
only be halted by an organized political discussion Chat
would go to the root of the positions that run counter to
Trotskyism, positions that emerge all the more clearly as
everyone is obliged to confront the most burning questions
of the class struggle.

December 10, 1976, Letter from the OCRF)
to the United Secretariet

'United Secretariat
of the Fourth International"'

Bear Comrades,
We have received your letter of November 14, 1976. We

must express to you our surprise at the arguments you
offel' for rejectlIlg collaboratlozi lxl workmg out concrete
measures to make it possible to open up an organized
discussion between the United Secretariat and the Organ
izing Committee.

You assert that the statement signed by our Internation
al Bursa~ at the October 19 meeting in Brussels does not
"really" reply to point 3 o f t h e U n i ted Secretariat
resolution dated October 17. The tenn "really" remains
somewhat mysterious, especially since it is followed by
your complaint about oui continuing our characterizations
of the Uziited Secretariat Are w.e thereby to understand
thai we must change our political positions even before the
diacussiozl 18 opened upf
As we have explained on several occasions — and again

in Brussels — our starting point is a political assessment
that has been worked out in the course of experiences that
have unfolded over nearly a quarter of a century. But we
are prepared to modify our positions as the discussion
develops, just as we think you would be yrepared to
modify yours, if you were convinced of the corrzxtaess of
one or another of our yositiona.

It might be said in passing that ihe October issue of the
GCI International Bulletin, Lu Correspondance Internzzti
onale, was printed before our meeting; thus the articles it
contains were written long before. But that, is a secondary
QU,eatloH..
The paragraphs you quote fmm the Octoberissue of La

Correspondence InZernationzz?8 repeat the aasessznent of
the problems of the Fourth International which the
Organizing Committee haa made many times before, Our
assessment. of the crisis which developed in the Fourth
International between 1950 and 1953 is nothing new io
you, any more than is the fact thai we believe its
consequences have not been overcome to the present day.

Aa for the assertion that the reconstruction of a uni6ed
Fourth International can only take place on the basis of
eliminating political positions contrary to the ymgram
and yrinciyles of the Fourth International — it is precisely

Organizing Committee for
t he Reconstruction of t h e
Fourth International
Paris
December 10, 1976

that which defines one of the areas of discussion. If we did
not think that the "'deep differences" (to uae the term tha:
the Uziited Secretariat zesolution uses) that separate us
touch on the yrograin and principles in certain instances,
we would be proposing not a common framework for
dlacllssion but as 1'apld R reunlflcatlon Ra possible; RI1d we
would be preyared in that case, as we will be if the
international discussion haa positive results, to agree to
apply democratic centralism in the framework of a single
international organization.

You refer to our characterizations of the "United
Secretariat and its sections," and to the practical conse
quences that flow from them, as constituting the main
obstacle to any discussion. Isn't it clear, on the contrary,
that it is these characterizations and the consequences
that flow from them which make a discussion necessary'?
The main p r a ctical coxlsequence is our exlstellc8 as R
separate international tendency, having an independent
Me. In fact, the existence of the United Secretariat of the
Fourth International on one hand and the Organizing
Committee for the Reconstruction of the Fourth Interna
tional on the other hand makes it iznposaible for us to
speak of the Fourth International today as a world
organization centered on the Transitional Program. If we
did the opposite, contrary to our long~stablished pohtical
positions, we would be involving ourselves in unyrinciyled

Consequently, there are no grounds for surprise if the
October 19 statement by the International Bureau does not
go against our general yolitical positions. Beyond this, our
characterizations are a matter for discussion.

We repeat what we said on October 19. A split which has
lasted for almost twenty-five years cannot be explained by
personal facto13 or be the result of conjunctural questions.
Both sides have znade deeply zhvergent political assess
ments, and in some cases we think that these differences
involve questions of program azid principle. In this sense,
we do in fact beheve that there are political positions
within the United Secretariat and its sections that we
would call revisionist and which we consider obstacles to
reconstructing R united Fourth International on the basis
of its founding program.

Only an international discussion can make it possible to
overcome these problems. That is our opinion. We are
ready to be convinced, in the course of the discussion, that
there are no such revisionist positions that go against the
program of the Fourth International, What we hope for is
a positive outcome: namely, the reconstruction of a unified

Q18.BeUV lel 8.



Fourth International on the basis of its program.
Our xxlltlative ls based on the advances in the class

struggle and on an accumulation of experience, which we
think make it possible to overcome the crisis in the Fourth
International. It is incompatible with any aim of provok
ing new splits.

It is through the international discussion that we will
come to one conclusion or another. We wH1 try to convince
you that some of your positions are incorrect; we are
prepared to be convinced that we might have incorrect
positions concerning the problems facing the Fourth
International today. No one can prejudge the outcome of
this discussion.
Nor can an.yone demand that these problems be

considered as having been already resolved before the
discussion takes place, or as a "precondition" for the
discussion. That would be unacceptable because it is
contrary io the basic spirit of any discussion.

At the root of the form taken by the crisis in the Fourth
International is the expulsion of the majority of the PCI,
French section of the Fourth International, in violation of
the principles and statutes of the Fourth International,
because it claimed the right to form an international
tendency. Let us recall that ihe French majority had
agreed to accept international discipline, even as regards
following Pablo's orientation, which it condemned. It
demanded the right to continue the political struggle by
constituting itself as an international tendency. It was the
denial of this right that led to the split; it was not the fault
of the French majority.
The only precondition that you put forward on October

19 was that both sides recognize the other's organizations
as revolutionary. We responded unambiguously to this by
declaring that "ties with the Fourth International and.
aiTirmation of the validity of its program characterize an
organization as revolutionary. Both the United Secretariat
and its sections, and the Organizing Committee and its
organizations affirm the necessity for the Fourth Interna
tional and the validity of its program This .characterizes
boih of them as revolutionary organizations."

It seemed to us, coming out of the October 19 meeting,
that an i mport mt step had been taken towards a
discussion, and we can only deplore the fact that you are
once again placing obstacles in its path.

You add: "In our opimon, discussion whose aim is to
'strengthen fhe Fourth International as a united organiza
tion based on the program of Trotskyism, which involves
accepting democratic centralism,' assumes not only a
programmatic agreement and the acceptance of democrat
ic centralism but also the possibility for unity in action in
the ongoing class struggle bebveen all sections and

sympathizing organizations of the Fourth International
and the organxzatlons adhering to the OCRFI.

We quite agree, and that is why, in France for example,
the OCI had proposed that the LCR and the OCI discuss
running a single candidate in the legislative by-election in
the 6th Arrondissement in Paris, insofar as the positions
of the two organizations would permit. If this type of
pohtical action in common was impossible, it is noi on
account of the QCI.

We understand, incidentally, that in Quebec, despite the
tactical differences between the two organizations, the
GSTQ (adhering to the Organizing Committee) called for a
vote for the LSA candidate, and that both organizations
called for a vote for independent working-class candidates
in opposition to all ihe bourgeois candidates.

Let us add, since you refer to it briefly, that the OCI
categorically denies that there was the slightest act of
violence on its part in Amiens on October 20, and that, for
that matter, we congratulate ourselves on the positive
discussions which have taken place, whether at meetmgs
sponsoredby t. he LCR or the OCI, between LCR and OCI
militants.

In conclusion, we are convinced that some of the aspects
which you consider "ambiguous" form part of the
discussion itself and cannot be clarified outside this
COB.t6'Kt.
In this regard, we would like to inform you of the fact

that on December 26-30, 1976, a meeting wiH tate place in
Paris of the enlarged International Bureau of the Organiz
ing Committee for the Reconstruction of the Fourth
International, in which representatives of our organiza
tions in Argentina, Peru, Bolivia, Venezuela, Brazil,
France, Germany, Britain, I taly and. Canada, among
others, will take part Centr.al to the work of this meetixxg
will be the problems of the Fourth International today,
particularly the need for an organized discussion of the
type the Organizing Committee wants to begin with the
United Secretsziat The In.texnational Bureau invites the
United Secretariat and any of its sections that may be
interested to observe the proceedings. Naturally, your
delegation would have the right to present its views fully,
if xt so wished.

Again, we are ready at any time to reopen the discussion
begun in Brussels on October 19, and to cooperate with you
on setting up a schedule for the international discussion.

For the International Bureau
of the Organizing Committee
for the Reconstructxon of the
Fourth International
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Letter to COITlfedea Bernea, HSneen, Sheppard, Bnd %8ters
Appnwed by December 20-21, f976, United Secretariat Meeting

December 21, 1976

We have received your letter dated December 6, 1976. In
it you state; "the letter to the OCRFI dated November 14,
which was a pproved by a maj o r i ty o f th e Un i t e d
SBcl'etaxiRt, has a roused gx'Rve collcern anloi lg us. Y ou
continue: "The letter i tself calls for c larif ication; it i s
written in such an obscure way that i t i s d i f f icult to
determme its purpose and what it is talking about."
In order to alleviate your "grave concern," which must

have been evoked by your difficulty in "determining the
purpose" of the letter f rom the Uni ted Secretariat, we
propose to make its content explicit — even though it would
seem that, despite your uncertainty, you have already
d.ecided on the following interpretation: 'The key leaders
[of the United Secretariat] are afraid that the OCRFI
might continue along the course it has begun until a fusion
of forces would be feasible. If that were to occur, the IMT
visualizes a bloc being formed by the Leninist Trotskyist
Faction and the OCRFI. From their corner, such an
outcome must be nipped in the bud at any cost!"

1 . Let's look a t t h e f a c ts. You t el l u s : "The two
d.elegations expressed their pleasure at having f inal ly
succeeded in overcoming the obstacles to a fraternal
relationship that would. make possible a mutually profita
ble discussion. Proceeding in accordance with the agree
ment reached October 19 [the date of the meeting between
t he delegations from the U n i ted 8enetariat and t h e
OCRFI], the OCRFI drew up an English translation of
their statement for publication in its press internationally
Again in accordance with the ag r eement, the OCRFI
submitted the draft with i t s English tzanslation to the
Uxiited, Secretariat for approval. An accoxnpanying letter
was dated October 27, 1976. The Un i ted Secretariat
majority followed a dif ferent course, Instead of moving
ahead on the basis of the agreeme~t it had demanded the
QCRFI accept, the United Secretariat majority switched
its course 180 degrees

These assertions deserve some comment. Genei'ally
speaking, there was neither agreement nor pleasure. A
delegation from the United Secretariat con6ned itself to
presenting the OCRFI delegation with th e resolution
adopted at i t s O c tober 16-17 meeting Th e .O C RFI
responded with the text accompanying the October 27
letter addressed to the United Secretariat. It was up to the
United Secretariat to decide whether or not t h i s text
corresponded to the letter and spiri t o f the resolution
approved by a un~ m ous vote of the United, Secretariat. If
it did, the United Secretariat, was prepared to pubhsh the
OCRFI statement in its press alongside a Uxiited Secreta
riat resolution on the subject.

Now, the judgment of the United Secretariat, during its
November 18-14 meeting, was that the OCRFI statement
left open a number of ambiguities, particularly in l ight of

[This letter was approved by a ma)ority of t ile United
Secretariat at its December 1976 meeting.]

statements madB in the October 3.976 lssu8 of CorrBSJIGn
dsixce InterxistIGBsl8.

The United Secretariat confined itself at that point to
demanding a si l Bple c lsr i fkcsitioxi. Contrary to w h a t S ou
imply, it did not ask the OCHPI to "x'aise their right hand
Rnd solemnly swear."
The purpose of such a clarification was,, among othe.

things, to prevent the creation of grave concern in the
xmnd of the working c lass and amoxig revolutionary
militants as to the real meaning of what you characterize
as " the sustained effort of the OCRFI to open up &iendly
relations and a p o l i t ical d iscussion with th e U n i ted
Secretariat of the Fourth International." This clarification
would slso have made i t possible for us t o t est the
possibility of placing the discussions with the OCRFI in
the context of " s trengthening the force of the FouICI
International as a single international organization based
on the program of Trotskyism, including adherence to
democrabc centralism." (Point 1 of the United Secretariat
resolution of October 16-17.)

2. In its reply to the letter from the United Secretariat of
the Fourth International of November 14, 1976, the
OCRFI, while refusing to clarify its October 19 statement,
at the same t ime b luntly ma kes clear its i n tentions
concerning the Rim of its " f raternal approach," and its
evaluation of the F'ourth International and its sections.

The letter from the OCRFI dated December 10, 1976,
states:

"We do in fact believe that there are political positions
within the United Secretariat Rnd its sections that we
would call revisionist and which we consider Obstacles to
reconstructlng R united Fourth Internatioxlal on the basis
of its founding program....As we have explained on
sevela l o c c Rslons — Riid Rga l I1 1 I1 81 Ussels — Gill s t a i ' t i i l g
point is a political assessment that has been worked out in
the course of experiences that have unfolded, over nearly R
quarter of a century. . . Ou r a s.sessment of the cr isis
which developed, in the Fourth International between 1950
Rnd 1953 is nothing new to you, anymore than is the fact
that we believe xts consequences have not been overcome
to the present, day. . . . The reconstruction of a un i f ied
Fourth International can only take place on the basis of
eliminating political positions contrary tG the program
Rnd principles of the Fouxth International." (our empha
sis)

In anticipation of the OCRFI's reply, and in order to
minimize the impact of the OCRFI's characterization of us
as "revisionist„" you are trying to shuffle the cards by
remarking„ for example, that "about half the International
holds that the faxnous turn at the ¹ n t h World Congress
marked a departure from Trotskyism."

Does the OCRFI, either in its letter or in i ts body of
official documents, develop a position on this question
similar to the one you outline hr ePBWe don't think so.

Indeed, the OCRFI's logic rests on the link between the
following two p remises: on the one hand, there Rre
"revisionist political positions within the United Secreta
riat"; on the other hand, "the reconstruction of =- uii:=~

Dear Comrades,
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Fourth International can only take place on the basis of
eliminating political positions contrary to the program
and principles of the Fourth International."

There can be no doubt as to the fact that an otherwise
revolutionary organization can hold revisionist positions
on certain questions. On this point, it is sufficient to recall
the example of Rosa Luxemburg on the national question.
Likewise, we are certain that when you characterize
certain positions taken by the Ninth World Congress as
revisionist, you in no way mean to cast doubt on the
revolutionary character of the Fourth International.

When, on the other hand, the OCRFI declares that only
the elimination of these revisionist positions can make
"the reconstruction of the Fourth International" possible,
xt ls obviously making reUssilonlsm the maxn crxteAon of Ets
characterxzatxon of th e Fou r th I n t e rnational, wh ich
logically leads it to p roclaimthe necessity of reconstruct
ing the Fourth International, which has been destroyed by

For that matter, that is what Pierre Lambert wrote to
Jack Barnes on July 23, 1976:

"The fact that there was a revisionist current in the
ranks of the Fourth International is something that we
together have noted and described since 1950-53. The fact
that this revisionist current has not laid. down its arms can
be seen in the struggle that you, the SWP, for your part,
have been conducting since 1969 in the ranks of the United.
Secretariat, and. in the one t hat w e, a long w i th t he
orgaxlizations adhering to the Organizing Committee to
Reconstruct the Fourth International, have been conduct
ing. The d i f ferences xlow cover al l t h e m o st Emportant
questions of principles, strategy, and tactics Mandel .has
just taken a st ep fo rward, publicly s ta t ing t h a t h e
considered liquidating the Fourth International, and thus
its program, a possibility. At the same time, the LCR
leadership has not hesitated to come out in support of the
Unxon of the Left-Popular Front." (our emphasis)

Thus, we cannot help but reject the type of analogy
which you are attempting to draw — in order to obscure this
question — between the current debate within the Interna
tional concerning this or that political position which you
characterize as revisionist, and th e characterizations
fo rmed by the OCRFI uw'th their practical organizational

For that matter, in the concrete political arena, this
e ssential di f ference is not d i f5cult t o d i scern. In i t s
December 10 letter, the OCRFI quite appropriately picks
the recent example of the elections in Quebec. They write:

"We understand, incidentally, that in Qu ebec, despite
the tactical diNerences between the two organizations, the
GSTQ [Groups Sociahste des Travailleurs du Quhbec
Qukbec Socialist Workers Group] (adhering to the Organiz
ing Committee) called for a vote for the LSA [League for
Socialist Ac t ion/L igue Socialiste Ouvriere — Canadian
Section of the Fourth International] candidate, and that
both organizations called for a v o te fo r i ndependent
workingwlass candidates in opposition to all the bourgeois
candidates."

The LSO ran a c andidate. The GSTQ did not, and
unconditionally supported the candidates of the social
democratic NPD-RMS, while the GMR ran three candi
dates.

Now, on this point, we read in Liberation (the newspaper
of the LSO) of December 1976: "The LSO also pointed out
the GSTQ's error in refusing to support the GMR [Groupe

M arxiste R d v olut ionnaire — Revolutionary M ar x i s t
Group] — another Trotskyist organization — while at the
same time uncritically supporting the NPD-RMS coalition
[ a coahtion o f t h e N e w D emocratic Party an d t h e
Rassemblement des Mi l i tants Sindicaux — Assembly of
Trade Union Militants]."

Is not the fact that the GSTQ called, on the one hand, for
a vote for "independent workers candidates in opposition
to all the bourgeois candidates," and, on the other hand,
refused. to call for a vote for the three GMR candidates a
concrete result of t h e O CRFI's characterization of a
"tendency" within the Fourth International as revisionist' ?
There cannot be the slightest d.oubt on this point. Could
this refusal to call for a vote for the GMR be further
explained by the fact that the th ree candidates of a
syxnpathxzxng organization of the Fourth In ternational
(the GMR), supported by 'the LSO, were not "independent
working-class caxldldates' ? If so„ the GSTQ 8 e r rox'
would, have a de6xnte meaning.

The quotations provided above from the OCRFI's letter,
in addition to the attitude of the GSTQ, amply justify our
referring in ou r l e t ter o f N ovember 14, 1976, to t he
continuity of the positions of the OCRFI. Besides, they
themselves xnake this claim in their Deamnber 10 letter!

8. The letter adopted by the United Secretariat and its
speci6c demands for c lar i f ication obviously were not
aimed at demanding that the OCI and the OCRFI make a
self-criticism, but to force these organizations to withdraw
such formulations as:

a) "decomposed intellectuals exude the hatred of the
petty-bourgeoisie for the working class and its traditions;
hatred for the proletarian revolution and its centralized
goal, the d i c tatorship o f t h e p r o letariat; hatred for
B olshevism.. . " "Decomposed leftism misleads youth by
extolling the sexual, moral and i deological 'revolution'.. .
Revolution is not a matter of an individual revolution, It
has aligned i tself w ith th e b ourgeois order; whether
consciously or unconsciously matters little at this stage of
analysis. The petty-bourgeois decomposed leftist organiza
tions, the PSU [Part i 8oclahste Un166 — Unified SGclallst
Party], Ligue Communists, AMR [AHiance Marxiste
Revolutionnaire — Revolutionary Marxist Alliance], Mouve
ment du 22 mars, Lutte Ouvriere, anarcho-maoists, etc.,
have lined up with the born geoisieon the basic question of
every revolution, which is, we repeat, the question of
power. May-June 1968 shows that along with Stahnism,
as its consequence and its fhp-side, decomposed leftism
has become the worst enemy of the revolution." (17th
Congress of the OCI, 1971.)

b) "However, between them (workers and youth) and the
OCI there are illusions, the false perspectives of decom
posed leftism and within this decomposed leftism present
day Pabloism is usurping the 'label' of Trotskyism, with
the complicity of th e bourgeoisie and its apparatuses

As for the L CR's Pabloism, whose revisionist
liquidationist and reactionary centrist character we have
established, it uses precisely the 'label' of Trotskyism to
lead a certain number o f y outh i n to th e swamp of
decomposed lefhsm and 'popular front' Stalinism,

"The fun,ction of Pabloism hereafter consists of a
mission, as f l ank-guards for the Stalinist apparatus."
(Documents of the OCI No. 4, Introduction a l 'etude du
marxisme (Introduction to the Study of hr x i s m j, p. 196,
edited by the OCIS educational commlssxon; publtshed in
October 1976, emphasis ours.)

COIM eg'Q8'JVCe8.
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c) "'It is true that Lutte Ouvriere, which lined up with
the Ligue Communists in the legislative elections, never
theless condemned self-znanagement as reviving Proud
hon's corporatism. It is no less false and dangerous to
identify socialism with suppressing the hierarchy aad
establishing fraternity.

"These moral abstractions cannot make us forget that
Lutte Ouvrzhre, in all iance with the Ligue Commuzliste,
which was itself allied with the Union of the Left, that is„
allied uath a bourgeois party, b ore a s h a re o f t h e
responsibility for maintainiag Pornpidou as president of
the Republic, which the Uzlion of thBLBft wanted at the
time of the 1973 elections." (Les Marxis les contre l'auto ges
tzon; recuezl d analyses, d artzcles Bt de docuB18nts ecrzts de
1962 a 1974 po ur cornb a t t re l 'i n t o x i cat ion a uto
gestionnaire [M a rx ists A g a inst S e l f -Management: A
Collectioll of Ax ia lyses, Art i c les, Rlld DocuxI18Ilts Wrzften
Between 1962 aad 1974 to Combat the Self-Management
Fraud], pp.l06-107; emphasis ours.)

d) "The character of the LCR (of Spain) as a petty
bourgeois organization and flaak gu-ard for the Stahnist
apparatus is expressed in the area of the national question
as m every other," (August 1976 resolution of the Spanish
OCI, published in Correspondance Internationale no. 2,
November 1976, p. 18.)

Although we have never demanded a self-criticism of the
past as a precondition, we would like to stress two points.
In the first place, it seems normal and necessary to us
that, in the face of such attacks against its French section,
the LCR, or against its Spanish section, Rll the forces of
the Fourth In t ernational re s pond w i th unf a i l ing
solidarity — unless, of course, we v iew t h ese insults,
slanders, and attacks over the last several years as a
*'friendly approach!" Secondly, all these attacks commozzly
characterize the LCR as an organizaitioa that expresses
the interests of a class m. a social grouping hostile to the
proletariat. For us, recognizing a curxent of the workers
movement as ra d ically d i f ferent f rom r e formiszn and
centrism and as c)early revolution,ary is not simply a
question of words. That means that, whatever errors it
may commit on a particular point, this current taken as a
whole clearly expresses the interests of the working class
as aga111st tllose of other social classes or soclR1 gz'oupizlgs
(the Stalizlist bureaucracy). You should also have exam
ined the true meaning of the OCRFI's text that accompan
ied their October 27 letter from this angle.

4. Consequently, at th is stage there is no reason to
expect that the goal of even a discussion held "without
conditions or prerequisites" on the part of the OCRFI
would actuRHy be for them, to s t reagthen the Fourth
International aad its sections. We would be interested in
knowing the substantzve reasons corroboratiag your
distinct assertions concerniag the OCRFI s ob3ectiv«,
what you call the "proposals from R Trotslgpst current

to strengt118zl the Fourth I n t e rnatzonal.
reply ozl this mattez' wollld certRlnly contrzbute to guzdzng
our understanding of the obscure motivations directing the
course of the OCRFI.

hat seemed to us 'to be the three criteria that allow us to
respond effecflvely to a "po l icy attempting to unite the
gigantic proletsirian forces necessary to move toward the
success of the world revolution."

We wl'o'te:
*'In our opinion, discussion whose Rizn is to 'strengthen

the Fourth International as a united organization based
on the program of Trotskyism, which involves accepting
democratic centralism,' assumes not only a programmatic
agreement and the acceptance of democratic centraliszn
but also the possibility for uaity in action in the ongoing
class struggle between all sections and sympathizing
organizations of the Fourth International and the organi
zations adhering to the OCRFI."

Concerniag this type of problem, if we take the exaznple
of the SWP, we find that its criteria for fusion are very
narrow and confiniag, evea marked by a d a ngerous
sectarianism, because they require substantial agreement
on national political tactics. Thus Comrade Larry Seigle,
speakmg of other revolutionary groups in the U.S.A., said
ia his re port to t h e A u ~ s t 19 76 S WP c onvention.
Provided 'that t h ere l s s ubstRzltlal agreement ozl what

Trotskyists ought to be doing in the U.S. now, we would
like to see a fusion of our forces with these groups."
(Internal Information Bulletin no. 10, September 1976, p.
46, second column,)
On the other hand, comrades Barnes, Hansen, Shep

pard, and Waters are not afraid to stretch the principles
Larry Seigle defined and to exhibit the greatest laxness at
the international level when it suits them! They indicate
agreement on the Transitzonal Pz'ograzn (of 1938) including
democratic centralism as the only criterion for strengthen
ing the Iaternational: "To build and to s trengthen the
Fourth International by bringing and keeping together ail
the forces standing oa the program laid down by the
founding congress, including democratic centralism, is R

task that should be carried out without regard to narrowly
cozlcelved factzoaal lxltBrests.

Fol' our part, 1't ls t i le cornbznatzon of programmatzc
Rgx'eenlent, accepta11ce of democratic cexltl'allsal, axld the
possibility of common work — based on characteriuag the
partners as revolutionary, with the iznplications that has
for their role in defending the historical interests of the
working class tha— t seems to u.s to constitute a solid
nonsectarian foundation for engaging in a discussion with
8. pe98pec4ve Xowal'0 518MD.

Moreover, we recognize that t he U n i ted Secretariat
resolution of October 17, 1976, would certainly have gained
clarity by znaking these three criteria explicit. Ind.eed Rs
we explained in om November 14 letter, we believe that
any perspective for strengthening the Fourth Internation
al or for fusion at the national and international level
should be based on a theoretical and practical verification
of these three criteria That is w.hat will demonstrate that
a true convergence between varzous revolutloaary organz
zatioas does exist.

6. In this context, in order to focus on the starting point
for a possible evolution oa the part of the OCRFI and. the
OCI, which you imply, it is useful to state the concrete
points of convergence in the present state of affairs, in the
current class struggle, between the OCI, the determining
force in the OCRFI, and the LCR, the French section of the
Fourth International. Obviously, in order to meet the need
f or information on t h e p ar t o f t h e m i l i tants of t h e
International, the United Secretariat wil l provide all the
necessary matexials on the subject in the future. Neverthe
less, 1st us briefly highlight several problems.

a) In one essential area of revolutionaries' mtervention,
that of t r ade union work, the pol i t ical and practical
dzffelences are so g l 'eat tha t t h ey ' px'Bvezlt aay coalzaoxl
work between the OCI and the LCR. Suffice it to mention,

ally, zn our Novenlbex' l4 letter, we enunciated



by way of example, what the OCI had to say about one of
the mosC signi5cant workers struggles in recent years in
Fiance: Che st l lke Rxld occupatloxl of Li p. A f t er h a v i ng
made it out to be a str ike led by representatives of the
Catholic Church and. its hierarchy (see Marxists Versus
Self Manugexxxent, p. 147-198), In formaCions ouurik'res
said recently: "There are stil l 900 workers unemployed,
and no one finds it ironic, 900 workers led to an impasse in
the Iiume of the holy self-management alliance (uniting
the late Sargueil [one of the Lip bosses]and the perpetually
active Clavel [a Catholic writer] and Piaget [a leader of the
CFDT Rt Lip and of the national leadexship of the PSU])."
(No. 751, May 12-19, 1976.)

This statement by the OCI is in the same vein as the
following: "The left wing of the self-management current
is the Ligue Communiste; the right wing is the 'vanguard'
of the bosses. That should be pretty clear," (Marxists
Agui xm c Self Maeu ger@exit, p. 74). Yes, it is cleax indeed! As
for the CFDT [Confederation Franqaise et Ddmocratique
du Travail F re— nch Democratic Confederation of Labor], it
i s consistently characterized as an ™instrument of the
Catholic hierarchy," as the "Catholic federation," etc., in a
manner similar t o t h e o l d t r ad i t ion o f r a d ical f ree
m.a 80QTQ.

In the teachers union, the FKN, the OCI has a very tiny
fraction. There, by contrast a t , the last t r ade union
congress, it voted in favor of the general secretary's report,
presented by the social democxat, James Marange. It did
likewise in the FO [Force Ouvrihre — Labor Force] union in
relation Co the report o f i t s s ecretary, Bergeron, an
RIlticommun18C social democrat Rxlda f i.rm p a r t i san o f
collaboration with the bosses.

Let us then cite the OCI's positions on self-management
and the CFDT:

"Self-management has become quite a fashionable item
in recent years. The CFDT„claims to be the axis of the self
management front around Edmond. Maire and the 'revolu
tionary' leader Charles Piaget, and including Michel
Pablo, Alain Kr iv ine, the PSU, Jacques Delors (former
advisor of Chaban-Delxnas), and Andrd Henry (secretary
of the FEN); but this front also includesPrince Charles
Hugues of Bourbon-Parme and the Nouvelle Action
Francaise group. Maybe Alain Krivine thinks he can 6nd
the basis for socxahst self-management in the Transitional
Program of the Fourth International. But Delors and the
Gaullist FJP beheve that the sources of self-management
lie in the ideas of General de Gaulle and the labor relations
policy of Chaban. Andrk Henry believes that the term is
rather confusing, but that, on the whole, self-Inanagement
must be a good thing. As for the CFDT, the legitimate heir
of the social doctrine of the church, it states that it i s
merely reviving the 'I'evolution.ary syndicalist' tradition as
ixnproved by th e p ont i f ical encyclicals xhpd xnodestly
rebaptized after the 35th congress of the CFDT as a
'combination of Chr istian humanism' and ' ideological
trade unionisxn.' To complete the picture, it should be
added that that anarchists have also come out for self
management. So has Marshall Tito. Finally, the Portu
guese self-management currents (MES, FSP) declare,
a longside the Stalinists, that the emancipation of the
workers wil l b e t h e w ork o f t h e b ourgeois generals
themselves; this was approved by the CERES, the 'self
management' wing of the French Sociahst Party, as well
as by the different varieties of decomposed ultraleftism.

"What, then, is this theory that forms the basis of such a
wide political rapprochement which extends, left to right,
from Krivine, Che ferocious revolutionary of TV Channel
One to His Royal Highness, the Prince of Bourbon-Parme,
a candidate for the Spanish throne and the heir of Charles
Quints From the theoretical p o in t o f vie w , s e l f 
management is only an ideological curio, combining a
series of old, pre-Marxist notions, drawn mainly f rom
Proudhonlsm. These notions Rle b8111g used t oday by
social Catholicism to camouflage its war machine against
the proletariat and its class organization." (page 1)

"All the other experiments of this type, the CFDT theory
of self-management, or of Gaullist participation, or of the
Labor Charter of Pertain are only variations on the same
theme: corporatism. This is what forms the doctrine of
Chxistian trade unionism, and which is the reference point
of all corporatism. The CFDT paid attention to the first
congress of the CFTC in 1920 and stressed, in the results
of the congress proceedings, this important Rnd v i tal
point.. . (p . 13)

" . ..the bourgeoisie is try i ng Co c r e ate a 'self
xnanagement front' a imed directly against the workers
united front, under the auspices of the apparatus of the
e cclesiastical h i erarchy, w h ich i s wh a t the CF D T
is,. .."(p. 14)

"But one cannot put the CFDT on the same plane as the
workers organizations that remain reformist and Stalinist.
The CFDT is an orgamzation set up against the organized
workers movement. The same goes for organizations like
the Ligue Conimuniste Rhvolutionnaire, which have seen
in the 'self-managexnent current' a 'new vanguard' that
can be advantageously substituted for the struggle to build
a revolutionary party. Thus, the struggle we are carryiqg
out in defense of the umty of the FEN, which has been
jeopardized by the turn towards the CFDT, is not simply a
question of concern to teachers It is .the continuation of
M arx's f ight f o r t h e unity and i ndepend.ence of the
proleCariat, against all theories Chat lead the class astray."
(p. 15)

(These are excerpts from the booklet Ecole rnarxiste de
i'OCI, No. 1 : "1'autogestion contre la c lasse ouvriere"
[Marxist School of the OCI, No. 1: Self-Management
Against the Working Class], published in 1975.)

b) In re lation Co the women's movement, one of the
crucial aspects of the general crisis of bourgeois social
relations in the present crisis of the imperialist system, the
OCI not only i gnores this question, but opposes the
mobilizations of the ' independent movement' of women.
This clearly prevents any kind of collaboration. Further
more, this position is not without serious repercussions in
the internal functioning of the OCI.

c) As for Che vast antimilitarist xnovement that deve
loped in France and that has had an important impact on
the traditional organizations of the workers movement
(the parties and the trade unions), the OCI has purely and
simply ignored it in practice. W orseyet, itemploysthe
xnost repugnant kind of s lander against those who have
done all they could to develop this movement in t he
barracks, in the schools, and in the trade unions, and who
were strongly attacked for their efforts by the advocates of
11atlonal defeIlse.

"On the one hand, the ultraleits, Che Pabloites of the
FCR, and the Lu tte Ouvrihre group, after thunderous
declarations about the army of Capital, are proposing a
pohcy in t h e bu l letin's, appeals, and petit ions of t he
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Committee in Defense of the Drafteea, that very dearly
atunds oil the fcmxllxxl groxxnd of ndtlonQt defense end
acceptance of the government."(Ia Vdrxtd, publication of
the OCI, no. 565, Januaxy 1975, p. 42, column 2. Our
emphasis.)

It would be d i f f i cult to b e m o re exact in ma k ing
characterizations of the FCR, the predecessor of the LCR,
as well as of Lutte Ouvriere

After examining these facts, do you believe that it ia
possible for the United Secretariat to foresee "the forma
tion of a bloc between the LTF and the OCRFI'"P Uy to
now nothing allows us to envisage the possible formation
of a bloc — unless it were unprincipled — between the LTF
and the GCRFI. So, from where do the signers of the letter
draw their interpretation of the views that they attribute to
the IMT'7

7. To conclude, we are informing you of the decisions
taken at the time of t he l ast meeting of t he U n i ted
Secretariat on December 20-21.

a) Given the latest December 10 response of the GCRFI,
we favor a pubic discussion between the United Secreta
riat of the Fourth International and the GCRFI. But at
this stage, precisely because of the positions of the OCRFI
that have been expressed in its December 10 letter and
elsewhere, such a discussion cannot take pkxce within the
framework of point 1 of the United Secretariat resolution
of October 16-17, 1976. Thus, this can only be a public
discussion between the USFI and the OCRFI.

b) We are pubUshmg in t h e i n t ernational in ternal
bulletin, for the information of the members of the Fourth
ID46I'Dat10Y161:

— your letter of December 8 and i ts appendixes (the
United Secretariat letter of November 14 to the OCRFI„ the
GCRFI declaration attached to ita letter of October 27, the
preface to Correspondence Internatxonfde, No. 1, October,
1976}.

— the OCRFI letter of December 10, 1976.
— the United Secretariat letter addressed to comrades

Baxnes, Hansen, Sheppard and M ~ >' a xex
annexes: 1) passages from the GCRFI reaol" xion ~=
pages 184-196 of I n t r oduction to t he S ta dt o f ~
document no. 4 of the OCI, published in Ocuk~ : - ' 

— the United Secretariat message xo the xnee=-~ A ~
International Bureau of the OCRFI Deci:-m == ~=3..

c) The United Secretariat will send a dele=~~= ~ ~

upcoming in ternational meeting o f t h e OC P:- a .sm
December 26-30. This United Secretariat deiegaut.L wit's
explain that we have not asked for a self~ t i c i cm c- m e
past, but that we are demanding a clear, unamo tg ~ l x

tteoleentton on the neeeent yoeition of the OC~ tnn neen
the Fourth Internatxonal; that we are demanding a cigar
and unambiguous characterization of the Fourth Iuxerz:xh
txonal as a r e volutxonary organxzatxon T.hxsUnpL~
among other things, the explicit recognition that v;ha:e-. »

may be the errors committed on one or anothex point, t" =

general political nature of the Fourth International and ixs
s ections correayonds to t h e h i s toric i n terests of t h e
proletarxat against any other social group or socxal ciacc.

Furthermore, the Un ited Secretariat delegation
explain the political and organizational consequences of
the characterizations of the Fourth In ternational that
have been made by the OCRFI — and repeated in ita letter
of December 10, 1976 — and that treat revisionism as the
doxxxinant criterion in th e OCRFI's assessment of the
Fourth International.

Finally, it wil l explain, on the one hand, why there are
no signs of practical yohtical convergence in the current
class struggle between the GCI, the main organization of
the OCRFI, and the LCR, French section of the Fourth
International. On th e o ther hand, i t v r i l l c l a r i fy t he
political reasons why, at th i s s t a ge, only a pu b l i c
discussion is possible between the United Secretariat of
the Fourth International and the OCRFI.

Fr'aternal Communist GXMtmgs,
The United, Secretariat of the Fourth
International

Appendix I

IntfodLfction to the Stlfdy of INsfxllm

[The following was translated from Docuxnents of the
OCI Non 4, p. 195, edited by the OCI's educational
commission, published in October 1976.]

Pablo's revisionism can be summed up in the following
Polxlt8."

1. The notion that the "material and technical forces"
were undergoxng renewed expansxon. Without acknowledg
ing the fact, Pablo waa challenging Trotsky's theory that
"humanity'a productive forces had ceased to expand." This
provided an openxng for the idea of "neocapitalismen for
which Mandel later became known, which attempted to
project a new h i storic future for capitalism, in u t ter
contradiction to Lenin's analysis of " imperialism as the
highest stage of capitalism."

2 . That the S ta l inist bureaucracy waa destined to
assume leadershiy of a n ew p roletarian revolutionary
upsurge, owing particularly to the the imminence of World
War III, and to bring about socialism in its own way. This
represents a challenge to the Trotskyist analvais Aa- the

I. PablaisnI end the Destruction
of the Fourth International

Pablo, an apparatus man, was able to establish his
personal bureaucratic control over the International
Secretariat of the Fourth International at the end of the
Second World War In additi.on, he gained control over the
leadership of t h e P CI [P ar t i C om m un i s t s
Internationalists — Internationalist Communist Party]. It
was in this section of the International, however, that he
met with the strongest resistance to his revisionist scheme.
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contradiction between the proletariat and the bureaucracy,
the grave-digger of the gains of October, will inevitably
lead to political revolution.

3. That in the neocolonial eountriea, bureaucratic or
bourgeois nationalist parties could successfully lead the
struggle against imperialism and substitute for nonexist
ent revolutionary workers parties. From this perspective,
Nasser, Sekou Tours and Ben Bella were christened
"natural Marxists."

These "theories" are the direct result of a petty b-ourgeois
underestimation of the Inass movements and the revolu
t ionary capabilities of the masses. They question the
leading role of the proletariat in the revolution, relegating
the historic mission of establishing socialism to forces
alien to the working class (such as the Stalinist apparatus,
the petty bourgeoisie, or the so-called new vanguard). This
is a total revision of Marxism, carried out in the name of
Marxism and fraudulently laying claim to the banner of
the Fourth International. It is this revision of Marxism
which paved the way for open support to Popular Fronts.
In the guise of bringing the Transitional Program "up to
date," as: Rousset (whom Pablo fought at the t ime) had
previously claimed to do, these theories laid the ground
work for abandoning and betraying the t heory and
practice of the permanent revolution, while at the same
time constituting ideological justification for long terIn 

cupitulution to the Stuhnisf apparatus.
The whole history of Pabloiam, with or without Pablo

(who subsequently evolved towInd the self-management
ideology touted by the bosses and the church hierarchy), is
studded with capitulation to Stalinism. The most recent
exampleto date is Portugal, where the Pabloites supported
the Armed Forces Movement and the PCP [Portuguese
Gommunist Party] to the h i l t , to the detriment of the
revolutionary movement of the masses.

It would be useful to examine the Pabloite theories point
by point, in o rder to demonstrate their mistaken and
1'8actioIia1'y chai'actel'.

1. With regard to the productive forces, Pabloism has
developed the out-and-out bourgeois concept of a "third
industrial revolution" — as though Marxists could ta lk
about "revolution" outside the context of a radical change
in the relations of production and of the class struggle!

In 1972, the Ligue Communiste [Communist League],
faithful to its Pabloite heritage, actually wrote about this
so-called "third industrial revolution." There had been,
according to them, a first "industrial revolution," in which
the productive forces of industry were created, followed by
a second, which consisted of "the introduction of mechani
zation and the development of capitalism." And f inally,
today, we are witnessing a "third industrial revolution"
c haracterized in par t icular by t h e au tomation of t h e
px'odQctlve proce8868.

The Pablmtes wrote:
"The upheavals which this industrial revolution has

already wrought, in the st il l l imited number of sectors
affected by it, affords a ghmpse of the possibilities that
have been opened up for a radical transformation of
society aIld o f o u1' way o f l i f e . Th e use of I iew energy
sources, such as nuclear energy, the revolutionizing of raw
materials brought about by the use of synthetic materials,
and the introduction of cybernetic installations capable of
automatically controlling entire production complexea has
already brought about a basic change in the distribution of
work. Workers, the 'classical' machinery operators, who

made up 60 to 70 percent of traditional mechanized
induatriea, now make up only 10 percent of modern
industries. They have been replaced by regulators (up to 30
percent of the work f orce), maintenance workers, and
repairera, whose qualificationa are much higher. Along
with th is, the number of r esearchers, engineers, and
economist-techriiciana has substantially increased." (Ce
que Usus lu Ligue coInmuniste ["'What the Communist
League Stands For" ], Maspkro, 1972, pp. 19-20.)

Unfortunately fo r t h e P abloites, th is i s c o n ipletely
Iorong. Their ideological apeculationa are no different from
those of economists, sociologists, and other contemporary
bourgeois "specialists."

Let Us SUMS.8xlze Qleae 'weight + afatemeAt8.
a) They speak of a " third i n d ust r ia l r e vo lut ion,*' a

renewed expansion of the productive forces, when in fact
the maintenance of capitalist relations of prod.uction is
holding back the productive forces today and preventing
their furthe1 development. Nuclear energy, referred to by
the Pabloite document, is being put to use mainly for
purposes of massive deatructionw,hile the discovery of
cybernetics has been used mainly to step up the exploita
tion of labor, in an attempt to offset the tendency of the
average rate of profit to fall .

b) The proletariat is said to be diminishing in numbers,
while the middle clasaea are actually becoming more and
more proletarianized and the petty bourgeoisie is continu
ally being transformed into wage workers. The declaration
that " t h e n u m ber o f r esearchers e, ngineers, and econo
mists has substantially increased" is i ronic, since it is
precisely these types of o ccupations that a r e b e ing
continually 811Blinated by capi ta l lsII1 in i ts dea'th agoily .
Furthermore, while it ia true that the present composition
of the proletariat has undergone certain chai'iges, particu
larly in terms of the degradation of labor, those workers
whom the Pabloites call "classical machinery operators"
are stil l a t t h e c enter of t h e c lass struggle against
capitalism.

The implications of this revisionist and capitulationist
ideology are clear. They point to an exclusive reliance on
the ability of the productive forces to develop (when, in
fact, they are being held back) without overturning the
existing relations of production (which Marx, however,
said constituted a productive force in thexnselves), as well
es an underestimation. Of the revolution.ary potential of the
proletariat, substituting in it s place the so-called new
Iayei'8 o f r ese a l "chai's, 811girleeI'8, an d econ o n11st
technicians."' Burnham and Company's " technocratic"
ideology is just one step away. In fact, a surrender to
capitalism is involved. Contrary to the scientific analyses
of Lenin an d T r o tsky, capitalism in t h e i m perialist
epoch — its final, rotten stage — has been endowed by the
fuzzy-headed "theory" of the "third industrial revolution"
with the capacity for further progress.

At at a t ime when capitalism in i ta death agony ia
turning existing techniques into a greater and greater
force for destruction — in confirmation of the Transitional
Prograin — Pablo, Mandel an d K r i v ine see h i storical
progress in this!

2. With regard, to the h istoric role of t h e Stal inist
bureaucracy, Pabloism has abandoned the basic idea
which gave scientific legitimacy to the need for the Fourth
Intern.ational: that the bureaucracy has definitively gone
over to the side of bourgeois order Pabloism .entrusta the
bureaucracy, instead of the proletariat, with the task of
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estabhahxxlg soclalls111 — a complete 1'evlsloxl Rnd v i r t ua l
liquidation of the Transitional Program.

The roots of the Pabloite capitulation on this question go
right back to the position to be taken by Trotakyists at the
time of the Kremlin bureaucracy'a attacks on the Yugoslav
C0111xxluxllst party lxl 1948. As 'stated 111Qxxeigxxea enaexgne
ments de notre hiatoire: "It was absolutely correct to take
up the defense of the Yugoslav revolution." (Qxxelquea
enaeignernenta de notre hiatoire [" Soxne Lessons Fxom Our
History"], p. 77.)
However, Pablo and Frank took a very peculiar position

oI1 thxs questloxl.
"'In September 1949, Frank wrote that the Yugoslav

Communist party wa s i n t he p r ocess of r ebuilding
Trotskyism piece by piece, without an overall perspective,
but in t a k ing u p m ore and m ore o f t h e i m portant
questions,.' This captures the very essence of Pabloite
'objectivity.' If a Communist party founded Rnd structured
in the framework of Stalinism can ' renew the organic
bonds between the unfoldmg Yugoslav and world revolu
tions,' as stated in R resolution adopted in the spring of
1950 by the CEI (Comity Exhcutif International) [IEC
International Executive Committee], then it is no longer
necessary to build parties of the Fourth International in
every country. The Stalinist Communist parties can be
reformed from within, under the impact of the objective
situation, and can rediscover their function as tools of the
proletarian revolution. Therefore, while we might s t i l l
proclaim the need for the Fourth International Rnd for
building national sections, these parties would be lit t le
more than dead-end 'pressure groups,' and as such would
be justly deserving of the workers' hatred and contempt.
"Frank, Pablo, and Mandel later expanded more fully on

this idea, which was still only taking shape at the time.
They sought and found an obj actively revolutxonary
instrument in the Stalinist bureaucracy Aft.ex discovering
fust Tito, then the Stalinist bureaucracy, to be 'naturally
Txotskyist,' and describing Sekou Tourb'8 Guinea as a
workers state, F r~ k we n t o n to fi n d s p ontaneous
Marxism in Guevarisxn. The Marxist method, a conscious
and organized activity on the par t of ' the proletarian
vanguard, was no longer the conscious expression of
unconscious processes. This false Marxism„ this distortion
of Trotskyism, reflected the blind wordageof bourgeois
society, of which the bureaucracy and the CPS are an
expression." (Qlxeiqxxea enaeignernenta .. , p. .77.)
This document clearly demonstrates where abandoning

the Transitional Program can lead, and in par t icular
abandoning the basic necessity for a proletarian orgamza
t ion absolutely ind.ependent of the bourgeoisie and the
bureaucracy.

In 1960 Pablo thought that "the Stalinist bureaucracy,
under cold-war conditions, will be compelled to establish
socialism after ita own fashion." From Belgrade it is a
short drift to Moscow, by way of claiming to be4fu1511ing"
and "updating" the Transitional Program

While in 1953 the Pabloites had condemned in practice
the workers' insurrection originating in the strike by the
Stalin Alias workers of Berlin, and had followed the same
method with respect to the 1956 Hungarian revolution
marked by the appearance of workers' councils, they were
obliged to use more moderate language in reference to the
bureaucracy after the new eruptiona of t h e p o l i t ical
revolution. Hut their break with the Transitional Px'ogram
11ad b8811 consummated, RIld t h811' capltulat lo11 to the

Stalinxat apparatus continued.
3. FinaIly, with respect to understanding the political

process in the neocolonial countries, Pabloism consists in
"en.trusting" the t ask o f c a r rying out th e permanent
revolution to bourgeois and petty-bourgeois nationalist
organizations. Wox'st of all, i t consists in substituting a
fragmentary view of blocs and separate continental zones
for the Marxist conception of worldwide' class struggle,
following the Stalinist line on the "two-world" confronta

Echoing the bourgeois and Stalinist disparagement of
the proletariat as being incapable from now on of making
8 revolution, Pabloism "invests" what, it calls the "colonial
revolution" w ith th e responsibility of r e launching the
world revolution, which is s~pposedly losing steam.

Accordingly, the Pabloites have successively trailed
after Nasaerism, Sekou Tours'8 petty-bourgeois party (Io
which they assigned a revolutionary role), the Algerian
FLN (in opposition to the mass revolutionary movement in
Algeria), and, of couxse, the Vietnamese Communist party.
The Pabloites covered up the latter'8 bureaucratic nature,
confusing the Vietnamese mass movement with the VCP'8
role in braking it, associating themselves with Kissinger
and with the Moscow and Peking bureaucracies, Rnd
accepting the division of V ietnam and a " t h ree-part"
government which included the Thieu regime in South
Vxetnam.

The collapse of the Thieu regime — a regime with no real
base of support in the country, held at arms' length by
U.S. imperialism — meant that the common goal of Mos
cow, Peking, Washington, Hanoi, and the NLF could not
be permanently achxeved Thus .lt waa correct for Informa
tiona OXXUrisrea to run th is headline on the American
debacle: "U.S. ixnperiahsm beaten; Russian and. Chinese
bureaucracies defeated. A victory for the world revolution,
not for the Vietnamese CP."

Concerning the Palestinian resistance movement, we are
reprinting the fol lowing l ines, taken from a pamphlet
published in 1970 by the Pabloite Ligue:

"What the Palestinian resistance movement must grasp
is that its real legacy is to be found outside the province of
the Middle East. Ita ability to grasp this legacy and pass it
on is what wil l determine the future of the Palestinian
movement. This legacy is made up of the recent history of
the colonxal revolutxon, of the ant i - lmperlahst movements
in the colonxal and semi-colonial countries since World
War II, and mcludes the high points of the world struggle
The Algerian revolution, in part icular, deserves sperial
mention. It is closely related to the Palestinian resistance
ovementin ,more ways than one, even though Vietnam

still represents the basic model." (Proche Orient: de io 

reaiatunce pxxieatinienne 8 I8 reuotution aocialiate [" The
Middle East: From the Palestinian Resistance Movement
to the Socialist Revolution"] CaPuera Rouge, Maspero,
1970, p. 16.)

Pathetically confusing the international class struggle
and the world revolution with distributing awards, the
above-mentioned Pabloite hands an honorable mention to
Vietnam, where, however, the mass movement is in the
gr1p of 'the bux'eaucrRtlc appal'R'tus, and gives Algeria the
first prize — where the bourgeoisie temporarily derailed the
revolution in order to install a comprador regime collabo
rating with imperialism. Last of all, the consolation prize
goes to the Palestinian resistance movement, which is
encouraged to go beyond itself ideologically, and to remain

tloIl.
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within the camp of the "Aiab nation" and the "rejection
f ront" t ha t i n c ludes Syria, wh i le s tamping out t h e
Lebanese Palestinians for the joint benefit of imperialiszn
and the bureaucracy. This "policy" of the Pabloites adds a
stone to the counterrevolutionary edifice which, under
"progressive" Syria's leadership, is threatening to crush
the Palestinian resistance.
Nowhere, of couise, is anything said about the perman

ent revolution and the task of building the international
zevolutionary workers party. Pabloism has been revealed
here as a rejection of Trotskyiszn in practice, as a form of
centrism, that is, as an attempt to occupy an intermediate
position between the role of the apparatuses and that of
the revolutionary vanguard as expressed through Trotsky

Through the process of capitalist decay, and the more
and more open support g iven to i znperialiszn by the
Stalinist apparatus, such centrism is c ompelled to be
purely and simply reactionary,that it, to mislead some of
the young people who today are in search of proletarian
revolution and its expression — Trotskyism — into the rut of
Stalinism and the petty bourgeoisie.

Today, the massacre of the Palestinians and the so
called left in L ebanon is being jointly carried out by
imperialism, which arms and supports the fascist Leba
nese Phalange, and by the Kremlin bureaucracy through
the intermediary of the Syrian state, which, we repeat, was
endowed by the Pabloites with revolutionary qualities not
too long ago. Thus, the Pabloite schemas, the schemas of
l iquidationist revisionism, are disintegrating under the
hammer blows of the world class struggle

The fact remains, however, that these "schemas" have
played a decisive 1'ole lzl 'the crisis of the Fourth Interna
tional:

"These are the ideas which permeate the documents
submitted for a v ote at the Th ird World Congress in
August 1951. Because the majority of the French section
would not submit to the d ictates of the ' International
Secretariat,' they were bureaucratically expelled from the
ranks of t h e F o urth I n ternational a f ter th e E i ghth
Congress of the PCI in July 19M, in favor of the Frank
PXlV88 miB.OYltp.

"Neverthless, the majority of the PCI continued to fight
for the line of reozienting the Fourth International until
June 1953. The position of the 'International Secretariat'
on the workezs' uprising in East Berlin, as confirmed by
the treacherous leaflet put out by the Frank cl ique in
September 1953, soon made a n a l t ogether d i f ferent
strategy necessary — that of reconstructing the Fourth
International." (Quelques ensei gnements de notre histoire,
p 85)

Thus, the deadly revisionist-liquidationist sickness of
Pabloism has destroyed the Fourth International as an
organization. However, simultaneously, Trotskyism is
pursuing its historic course against Pablo~ l i quidation
ism. It was in France, from the outset, that the resistance
to revisionism was the strongest, and led, step by step, to
its logical conclusions. Out of this defense of Trotskyism,
the Organisation Communiste Internationaliste emerged
in December 1966.

Relative to the Pabloite crisis of the Fourth Internation
al, Que/qu88 8nseignements de notre h48totre h88 this t6

"To sum up, it suffices to say that, from 1952 to 1958,
two political lines coexisted in the ranks of Trotskyism, a

BWST8.

fact of which the membership was far from being fully

"One of these lines was the correct one, the one that
Trotskyists had begun to work out in the first years of the
war and. following the war, and which has i ts l i v ing
expression particularly in the d.efeat of Pabloism. and in
the intervention that was carried out i n to the c lass
struggle in France.

"The other l ine perpetuated the weaknesses inherited
from a 'petty-bourgeois' past: the inability to develop a
definite orgaziizational policy, particularly in the area of
finances; the lackadaisical attitude, lack of method, and
partial surrender to the spontaneous process (typically, in
the case of the Algerian revolution). Gn this last point, it
was as though, to all appearances, the spontaneous
moveznent had acquired the power to somehow znechani
cally produce the revolutionary party under the pressure of
objective conditions." (Que/ques enseignements, p. 100.)

2. From the 'Lambert Grotzping' to the OCI

At the core of the ex-PCI majority that had rejected
Pabloism was, i n p a r t icular, the par ty's t rade-union
commission, which played the part o f a r ea l workers
commission even though, as its name implied, i t was
insufficiently developed. In fact, a division developed
between most of the petty-bourgeois intellectual elements,
who were vulnerable to liquidationist revisionism, and the
worker militants, those who had continued to intervene in
the class struggle and who, after the 1952 split, constituted
what was called the "Lambert grouping" — by the very
same people, for that matter, who had capitulated at the
time that we formed the PCI majority.

"While the Pabloites dropped out of the class struggle
completely, the Trotskyist faction maintained ongoing
revolutionary activity. It pursued its aizns in the unions
indefatigably, strengthening its a l l iances and forming
new ones. *' (Ibid., p. 95.)

From the split in 19M until the found.ing of the OCI in
1965, the "'Lambert grouping *' insured the continuity of the
revolutionary vanguard on the basis of the Transitional
Progzam through their rejection and criticism of PaMoism.
However, throughout th i s d i f f icult p er iod t h e g roup
reznained small, beset by the lack of resources th.at such a
situation implies:

"Main.taining a class line was not always an easy task,
for the counterweight that the rank and file constitute in
an organization that is stronger and more deeply rooted in
the proletariat was missing in this instance. More than
ever, it was impossible to do without the most uncomprom
ising rigorousness in action "( Ib id, .p. 95)

This uncompromising at t i tude on t h e p ar t o f the
"Lambertists," this determination to reznain faithful to the
Mazxist principles of the Transitional Program, did not
arise out of the sectarianism of which they were accused
by the Pabloites and t h ei r b ourgeois and S ta l inist
accomplices. It was a d efensive reflex of T rotskyism,
which was being challenged by liquidatioziist revisionism.
This uncompromising atbtude served to carry out the
historic tasks of the Fourth International as they had been
outlined in the Transitional Program; its later consequen
ces were to make possible the formation and. development
of the OCI.
In fact, the process that led from 1958 to 1965, from the

"Lambert grouping" faithful to Trotskyism to the OCI, a

I'

88+:
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Trotskyist ox'ganization that has becoxne capable of actxve
participatxon in the reconstruction of the Fourth Interna
tional on an international scale, cannot be separated from
the working-class movement in this period.

In 1956, French and Br'itish imperialisxn succeeded in
their operation against the Suez Canal, at the same time
that the Kremlin bureaucracy was crushing the Hungar
ian revolution. In 1958 de Gaulle took power I.n 1968,
however, the strike of the French miners sounded the
working-class cry of alarm against Gaullist Bonapartism
which was based on collaboration with the apparatuses
The new upsurge of the wox'king class, particularly in
Europe, went hand in ha nd w i th t he consolidation of
Trotskyism, of which the OCI was the most important
historical manifestation:

'"Beginning xxx February 1964, the mxmeographed bulle
tin In forrnations Ouurikres became a monthly p r in ted
publication defxning itself as a " f ree forum for the class
struggle "Fr.om then on, i t devoted its efforts, through
widening its readership, and planning and systematizing
its distribution, to becoming the organizing center of a
vanguard layer which, while i t might not be convinced
ixxitially of the validity of the Transitional Program, the
prograxn of the Fourth International, would still be willing
to take part in a common effort to establish a workers
united front. Through discussion, intervention, and joint
efforts in common with the Trotskyists, the rough outlines
of a pohtical force struggling consistently for the proletar
iax1 revolution., for the conquest of power, would be drawn."
(Ibid., p. 107.}

Here we see the continu,ation of the Bolshevik tradition
of the press as the "organizer and agitator of the masses."

During the crisis of 1968, the OCI demonstrated both its
unusual ability to grasp the meaning of events and its still
insuKcient capacity to translate that understanding into
practical work in the class struggle. It directed its efforts,
through its work in the FER (Federation des etudiants
revolutionnaires [Federation of Revolutionary Students])
at pushing the student movement as far as it, would go in
the direction of the working class.
The Seventeenth Congress of the QCI in 1971 analyzed

this situation and our intervention as follows:
"Clearly, from May 8 to M ay 1 0, we could be held

responsible for our i n tervention and for the forms of
struggle we promoted. During the xxight of May 10, tee
could not be held responsible for the barricades. Not in any

"May-June 1968 shows that along with Stalinism, as its
consequence and i ts f l i p-side, decomposed leftism has
become the worst enemy of the revolution, The reason for
this is simple. The fundamental question of the proletarian
revolution is that of centralizing power in the workers
councils. Stalinism, the agent of the bourgeoisie in the
ranks of the working class, blocks the objective course of
the class toward power Decompose.d ultraleft~xsm — with its
thoroughly backward, petty-bourgeois 'theoxies * of power
in the streets, power to the Sorbonne, st~dent power, power
in the factories, self-management — has totally adapted. to
the dismemberxnent of the general strike into so-called
'power bases,' thereby assuring the bourgeoisie that the
proletariat's struggle for centralized power would not be
pitched around a na t ional central committee of str ike
committees. Stalinism has dismembered the general strike;
decomposed ultraleftism, which has adapted to Stalinism,
has justified th i s d i smemberment with re volutionary

rhetoric. Stahnism and decomposed ultraleftism in all of
its guises — not to mention, of course, reformism — PSU,
Ligue Co m m u n is ts , A MR [ Alliance M arx i s t e
Revolutionnaire — Revolutionary Marxist Alliance], Mouve
ment du 22 Mars [March 22 Movement], I utte Ouvrihre,
anarcho-Maoists, etc.— have lined up with the bourgeoisie
on the basxc questxOn of every revo lut lo11, which 1s, we
repeat, the question of power." (I.a Verite [Truth], No. 561,
p. 45 and pp. 46-47.)
While Trotskyists may have been "disarmed" by some of

the developments in the class struggle during May 1968,
and while they may have had some trouble understanding
that, in the initial phase of a revolutionary movement, the
apparatuses, and particularly the Stahnist apparatu=
would inevitably make some gains, it is nonetheless a ac-.
that the OCI was the only organization that had a Marxiw
analysis of the workingwlass movement, which in thi=
period took the form of the most powerful general strike
that the French proletariat had so far undertaken.

In contrast to t h is, the Pabloites were incapable of
carrying out ind.ependent actions, and mstead wallowed in
this decoxnposed ultraleftism, that was t o enable the
Stalinist apparatus to save the bourgeois order once again.
On a broader scale, only the OCI was capable of

understanding that, in the spring of 1968, unity of the
international class struggle took the forxn of an upsurge of
the social revolution in France, and simultaneously, of an
upsurge of the politica/ revolution in Czechoslovakia.

It was in 1968 that the previously mentioned Pabloite
"theories" were decisively plowed under by the objective
course of history.

1. The general strike in France showed that the sowalled
"third industrial revolution" was an aberration, and that
capitalism is totally incapable of stifling the revolutionary
mass movement precisely because it is in no position to set
in motion a real overall expansion of the productive forces.
All the evidence, therefore, points to the correctness of the
Transitional Program as against the speculations of
Pablo, Mandel, and F r ank w i t h r espect to so-called
'"neocapitalism."

2. The revolutionary movement of the Czech masses,
and the inability of the Czechoslovak Coxnmunist pa~ty,
despite its break with the Kremlin, to be transfornxed into
a revolutionary party, have proved to the world that the
bureaucratic states are carrying within them the seeds of
political revolution. Thus the Pabloites' "analysis" of the
Stahnist bureaucracy's ability to establish socialism "in
its own way" has been proven false once again — by the
1953 uprising in East Berlin, the Polish revolts and the
1956 Hungarian uprising.
8. As for the neocolonial countries, various develop

ments in the class struggle have shown that the bourgeois
and petty-bourgeois parties in power (the Algerian FLN,
Nasser, Sekou Tourh and others) are totally powerless to
"bestow" socialism on the populax' masses. The resolution
of the Seventeenth Congress of the OCI stated in th is
x'egax'd,:

"As an alternative to t h e o r ganically un i f ied but
diversified process of the world class struggle, fxrst Pablo
and his International Secretariat, and then the United
Secretariat of Mandel, Fxank and Maitan have proposed
dividing it into three sectors: the colonial revolution, the
pohtical revolution and the proletarian revolution in the
imperialist countries Far fro.m constituting dialectic unity,
as Mandel the camouflage expert would have us believe,

sexlse. . . .
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these sectors are evolving into separate, independent
entIt,ice.

"For Marxists, there is no such thing as the 'colonial
revo ution'; there is, ra ther, the proletarian revolut ion in
the colonial and semicolonial countries, which has the
Msk of Holviag the problems of the permanent rev'OIition.
As opposed to this, Mandel adopts the Menshevik and
Stalinist theory of the revolution by stages. Making a
d istinction between the c o lonial r evolution and t h e
proletarian revolution in and. of i tself implies that the
inotor force of the revolution in the colonial countries is
not the proletariat.

Fol' the UI l l ted. Secretariat, a centel of 18vlsloIllslll axld
l iquidationism, the struggle of the proletariat in those
countries w h ere c a y i t a l ism h a s be e n e x p r opr iated i s
seyarated f rom t h e s t r u ggle o f t h e p r o l e tar ia t i n th e
capitalist countries. They never grasp the fact that in
those countrim were capitalism has been expropriated, but
where a parasitic bureaucracy has usurped power, political
revolution is the reflection of the international socialist
I'evolutloll. They deny its organic I'elatlollshlp to the social
revolution.

"The Pabloite United. Secretariat presents its 'dissection"
of so-called 'objective reality' as an altex native to the unity
of the world class struggle. Accordingly, in the capitalist
countries as well as in the USSR and Kastern Euroye, the
p roletariat has been def init ively d i spossessed of i t s
historic mission in favor of the 'new vanguard,* and, in
the last analysis, of the bureaucracy." (La Verite, No. Ml,
yp. 65-66.)

In contrast to Pabloism and its l iquidatioxust revision
ism, the OCI looks to the objective course of the mass
movement. We analyze the period that opened in 1968. as
the materialization and re f lection of th e convergence
b etween the crisis of the bourgeoisie and that o f t h e
bureaucracy. Pmticularly in Furope, this means the
convergence of the social and political revolutions. (See
Steyhane Just, Defense du trotskysme (1), Ia Verite [In
Defense of Trotskyism, Part I ] , September 1965, and
Reuiaionnisme li qxIiduteur contre t ro tsIxysme. Defense du
xrotsIxysme (2) [Liquidatzonist Revisionism Versus Trot
skyism. In Defense of Trotskyism, Part II], Selio, 1971, 335
pages.)

In relation to the Alliance Ouvriere [Workers' Alhance],
a meeting-ground for Trotskyists and non-Trotskyists on
the basis of the needs of the workers united front, and. the
Alliance des Jeunes Pour le Socialisme [Mhance of Youth
for Socialism], an independent youth organization where
Trotskyists and non-Trotskyists discuss opposing points of
mew and struggle together for the proletarian revolution,
the OCI has continually, from 1968 to the yresent, and
with great d i f f iculty f u r thered its own p ar ty-building
efforts, within the persyective of reconstructing the Fourth
International. A g r o w ing n umber o f w orkers and young
people aspire to the taking of power by the'proletariat and
the proletarian revolut ion. Some of them have discovered
that the social democratic and Stalinist apparatuses are
obstacles to the realization of t hese aspirations. The
potential exists for them to 5nd their way to Trotskyism
and to the OCI, the only organizational exyression of
Trotskyism in France.

However, between them (workers and youth) and the

OCI there are Illusions, the false perspectives of decom
posed leftism and within this decomyosed leftism yresent
day Pabloism is usurping the "label' * of Trotskyism, with
the comylicity of the bourgeoisie and its ayparatuses .

Once again, according t o a Ma r x is t a na lysis, the
dominant ideology of any society is that of the rul ing
class. Therefore, it i s not suIyrising that workers and
youth, whose goal is to abolish the capitalist system and
the apparatuses that serve its interests, can be led to
beheve that the mass movement in its spontaneous form
can achieve this goal. The result of t h is i s t hat t h i s
s pontaneity wears i tself ou t i n " rebellions" that t h e
bourgeoisie is able to "coopt," without solving the decisive
problem, the question of power. In this way, workers and
youth are m i s led into decomyosed left ism, wh ich m akes
this spontaneity i n t o a lu n d o f r e l i g ion — whether con
sciously or unconsciously is of l i t tle importance — serving
the interests of the ruling class.

As fo r the I CR' 8 Pa b lo ism, w h ose r e v is ionist
liquidationist and reactioxlary centrist character we have
established, it uses yrecisely the "label" of Trotskyism to
lead a certain nu inbex of y outh i n to th e swaxny of
d.ecomyosed leftism and "popular front" Stalinism.

The function of Pabloism hereafter consists of a mission
as flank-guards for the Stalinist apparatus. To those who
feel a justified revulsion for this apparatus, Pabloism
offers a certain ixnage of Trotskyism, giving the impres
sion that i4 6ghfs for the prolet;ari~ revohxhom. because of
its relationship to the Fourth In ternat ional, whose banner
it has usurped. But this impression is in fact a mirage.
From Pablo, who at one time entrusted Stalinism with the
task of "estabhshing socialism in its own way," to Krivine,
BensaId and Weber who today project themselves as "'left
critics of the Popular Front" of tomorrow, the game has
been played with loaded dice.

In contrast t o Tr o t sky, wh o st a ted c learly th a t
Bolshevik-I-eninists had no place in any yoyular f ront
because the poyular front, a class-collaborationist tactic,
has been and st il l is , a long with f ascism, one of the
bourgeoisie'8 l as t @vs r e sort;8 against t h e y r o l e tar i.an
revolubon, the Pabloites see in it only a stIll "inadequate"
governmental slogan, that the masses must "go beyond."
~s i s a d.eceithll illusion, or rather, a plain lie that results
in neutralizing a section of the proletariat and youth
asyixing to the proletarian revolution for the sake of the
popular front.

In the face of the imminence and inevitability of a
popular front, the OCI, which is the only organization
fxghting to prevent it, is preyaring the working class for
this 5ght and trying to help it overcome the counterrevo
lutionary effects of the popular front by means of the
workers united front, breaking with the bourgeoisie and its
repTesexliajtxvCB.

The liquidation of Pabloism and the reconstruction of
the Fourth International cannot be achieved by ideological
debate alone. They will in fact gx'ow out of xnilitant activity
m the class struggle, based particularly on the workmg
class itself establishing a workers united front, and on the
emergence of a vanguard capable of building the blterna
tional revolutionary party. The GCI is applying itself to
this task through its own party-building efforts.
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Appendix II

Excerpts from 'Resolution on the
Current Stage of the Struggle for the

Reconstruction of the Fourth International'

[Adopted by the International Bureau of the Organizing
Committee for the Reconstruction of the Fourth Interna
tional at its plenary meeting m Paris April 20-23, 1973.]

19. The previous points have briefly summarized the
development of the crisis in the International Committee,
which was formed in 1953 to 6ght Pabloism on the basis of
Cannon'8 open letter We .must now take up the analysis of
t he present situation, In order to deduce fi'om i t o u r
political and practical perspectives for carrying out the
task of reconstructing the Fourth InternationaL

The crisis 1I1 'the Pablolte United Secretariat llas I'8Rched
its limit. The splits which have already taken place (in
Spain, Argentina,etc.) have laid the basis for a split at the
international level. The Hansen faction, which is seeking
to prevent this sp l it , .cannot l imi t t h e d iscussion to
guerrillaisrn.

While the differences on the question of guerrillaism are
o f paramount importance, Mandel-Krivine-Frank-Maitan'8
adaptation to petty-bourgeois nationalist organizations in
Latin America and the Middle East stems from their entire
revisionist polit ical l i ne, manifested recently in t h e i r
support to the Paris Peace Accords, and also by the French
Ligue leadership's going over to support for Popular
Fronts. However, this in i tself is a reflection of Mandel
Krivine's theories about the "new vanguard," which,
starting from the "petty-bourgeois periphery," would "win
the proletariat." These revisionist theories flow from the
Pabloite theory of "'sectors," which replaces the worldwide
unity of the class struggle, which is the basic content of
the epocli of lI11per1R118IIl, the highest stRge of capztahsm.
According to Mandel, capitalism has been successfully
surpassed. by neocapitalism, opening up a new era for
humanity in w h ich the productive forces wil l develop
further within the boundaries of pr ivate property and
national states The H.ansen faction is trying to avoid a
balance sheet Rnd discussion of all these basic questions.

20.'The crisis in the world working-class movement (see
the clandestine Fourteenth Congress of the Czechoslovak
Communist party) has brought out, and will increasingly
brlzlg oui culT8Ilts, factloIls, Rnd tendencies, Rll Inoz'8 ol'
less confusedly trying to e x press fh8 revolutionary
processes taking place in the working class, which is
b eginning to emerge from the t reacherous ~ p o f t h e
apparatuses — not only in the pohtical and t rade-union
organizations controlled by the Kremlin apparatus, but
also lil the Social Benlocratlc organizations.

The objective situation in which Social Democracy finds
itself in the bourgeois state is changing. While some layers
of the Social Democratic apparatus are moving toward
corporatist Bonapartism (such as the New Socialist party
in France, formed by the fusion of Mitterrand's bourgeois
wing and a Christian corporatist wing), others are seekmg
to group together m o r der t o e x press working~lass

aspirations. Thus, ai the recent congress of the Gerrria=
SP13 [Sozialdemokratische Partei Beuischlands social
Democratic party of Germany], Rn opposition led by the
Jusos [Jungsozialls'teri — Young Socialists] was orgRIllzed
to counter the strictly bourgeois positions adopted by the
Willy Brandt leadership at the Bade-Godesburg Congz~~
in 1959. This attests to the fact that the Social 13emocratic
party has not been transformed into a bourgeois party. In
the course of the class struggle,,the revolutionary move
znent of the German working class will init ially manifest
itself in an attempt to reclaim the SPB as a workers party.
A correct understanding of this situation on the part of the
German Trotskyists wil l open the door to building the
revolutionary party of the Fourth International.

The political crime of "transforming" the SLL [Socialist
Labour League] by decree into a "revolutionary party,"
turning the SLL into a dead-end sect and disregarding the
teachings of Lenin and Troisky with regard to the Labour
party, consists precisely in this: that in turning iis back on
the living process of the mass raclicalization, the leader
ship of the SLL i s deceiving i tself and deceiving the
British vanguard about the way in which a real revolution
ary party wil l be built in England.

21 The 6eld of act ion of those large organizations,
groupings, factions„and tendencies which have broken or
are in the process of breaking with reformism Rnd
Staliriism will tend to widen. Making a correct evaluation,
a s we have done und.ei' the previous point, o f t h e
signi6cance of this movement is absolutely necessary; so
is. a correct evaluation of the crisis in the United Secreta
ria.t.

The United Secretariat has been and remains the core of
a revisioziist faction which is proving to be an obstacle to
the Fourth I n ternational. However, the organizations
adhering to the United Secretariat cannot be characterized
solely on that basis. Marxist criteria must be applied in
characterizing organizations, as in everything else. Have
the Stalinist and Social Bemocratic parties "de6nitively
gone over to the side of bourgeois order"7 Marxists do not
draw the conclusion that these parties, any more than
their Social 13emocratic counterparts which Lenin charac
terized as "bourgeois workers' parties,' * have become
bollx'geols part ies. Tlie decisive cri ter1on, foI' Marx lsts, ls
the role of these parties and organizations in the class
struggle. Organizations controlled by "labor lieutenants of
the bourgeoisie" are nevertheless still workers organiza
tions, in the historic sense, even though it is not these
organizations which are leading the revolutionary class
struggle of the proletariat.

We must therefore consider the charactezization of the
organizations adhering to the United Secretariat from this
principled standpoint, looking at each case individually.

The SWP'8 role in the c lass struggle is not entirely
comparable to that of the Ligue "Communiste."' We reject



Healy-Wohlforth's characterization of the SWP as having
become centrist.

In the USA, where there are no parties reyresenting the
working class, the SWP has almost singlehandedly played
the role of a workers party in the class struggle. To be
moxe precise: this is not to say that we consider the SWP to
be the party l eading the s t ruggles of the American
working class; it never has been. The perspective remains
that of building a revolutionary party by way of a labor
party based on the unions H.owever, the insignificance of
both the Social Democracyand the CP (which nevertheless
has gained a foothold in the unions, although a modest
o ne), has enabled the SWP to p lay t h i s r ole in t h e
American labor movement.

Has this role changed as a r esult o f th e policy of
adaptation to p et ty-bourgeois att i tudes in t h e U .S.
backed by a section of the leadership — or as R result of its
stand on the war in Vietnam, its ambiguous statements on
popular fronts, or numerous other questions, foremost
among which is the unprincipled reuni6cation with Pablo
it carried out in 196%

The political bRttle waged by tile Hansen faction agRirist
the Mandel-Maitan-Krivine faction provides us with a
decisive criterion for evaluating the SWP. This political
battle against guerrillaism is a 6ght for self-preservation.
In the context of U.S. politics, adopting a guerrillaist line
would result purely and simply in the SWP's liquidation
and complete assimilation into the petty-bourgeois politi
cal formations whose pressure i t comes under. This
political fight, despite its wavering xmd incoxnpleteness,
has nevertheless joined together with the struggle for the
class independence of the Axuerican proletariat.

The Ligue "Communists" does not play a similar role.
Krivine s organization, which Mandel, Maitan and Frank
rely on, is the motor force of revisionism. The fact that the
Krivine leadership has openly gone over to a popular-front
type defense of French imperialism,the open support to
the Paris peace accords which were signed under the
auspices of U.S. imperiabsm, the direct suyport to al l
forms of decaying petty-bourgeois radicalism, and many
other examyles yoint to the profound petty-bourgeois
corruption of the L igue. The Ligue's role in the class
struggle is that of an organization which is trying to set
itself up in direct opposition to the class independence of
the proletariat, and. thus in opposition to the Fourth
International and its program

Nevertheless, the link with the Fourth International
burdensome for K r i v ine but n o l ess necessary to a
continued e x i s tence as a count e r revolut ionary
smokescreen — lead.s mainly young people, in their search
for R way to build the revolutionary party, to consider the
L lgue a T l ' o tskylst o r gRri1zatioxl. This f a c t , w h i l e r i o t
altering our characterization of the Ligue, is not unimpor
tant, insofar as i t is at the root of the numerous crises
(splits and factional struggles) which dominate the Ligue's
political life.

22. Under these circumstances, what must be the role of
the Organizing Committee, which continues to af6rm the
validity of the 6gh t fo r t h e continuity of the Fourth
Intex'national and the highest respect for the Transitional
Programs The main objection which might be raised
among us is this: we are too weak to take on the job of
reconstructing the Fourth International. Our political base
is insuf6cient for carrying out this work, These objeelions

are out of place, because it is not a matter of strugghng to
build revolutionary parties in each country apart from the
struggle for the International. In fact, this would be a
demonstration of a t o ta l l ack of understanding of the
historical materialist method, which unites theory and
practice, resulting in the working class constituting itself
as R class by m e ans of a n or g a i i ization. We must
1'eInexubex' Slat tlxe I11t8rnatlOIlal is Iiot jl lst t118 suixi total
of the national sections. Each national section can only be
the national representation of ihe Fourth International,
defining itself as the party of the Fourth International in a
glVBD COUxltX'P,

This is w'hy we must not have any illusions. The Fourth
International has entered a period ofco'nfusion and splits
which began a long time ago. It is certainly true that at
this stage of ou r w ork i n c o mmon, the Organizing
Committee could not claim to play R central leading role.
But in our pohtical 6ght, we Rim to make i t i n to an
independent pole of at traction, around which Rll those
elements emerging f rom the t raditional organizations,
mcluding the o rganizations adhering t o t h e U n i t ed
Secretariat, and seeking the way to R new revolutionary
party and International, can. crystalhze On.ce again, we
have no il lusions: this new yrocess of crystallization is
extremely drawn-out and painful. But we must begin.

What we must fully absox'b is this: it is not a matter of
the prognoses of Pabloism, nor of our theoretical criti
cisms. Rather, i t i s the great political events (such as
capitulation to the petty bourgeoisie, support to the Nixon
PRG agreements, going over to support for popular fronts,
and so forth) which will more and more deeply penetx'ate
the consciousness of T r o tskyists and m i l i tants w ho
mistakenly view the United Secretariat as " the Fourth
International." Al l o f our work must be based on the
inevitable consequences of these political events rather
than on secondary consid.erations.

The perspective for ou r w o r k m u s t b e b a sed on
beginning a discussion with the best elements, those who
are becoming aware of the betrayals of Stalinism, Social
Democracy, petty-bourgeois nationalism and Pabloism.
This is how we should formulate our perspective for an
Open Conference, which the Organizing Committee for the
Reconstruction of the Fourth International must, take up
the fight for:

a) The basis for this already exists Our a.ctivity must
aim at developing it, so that the question of the need. for
the In ternational — which the O r ganizing Committee
thinks can only be the Fourth International along with its
program — ca11 be discussed on a bl'oad81' bas1s Internation
ally. This basis exists i n t h e i n t ernational workers
movement, including the organizations adherin.g to the
United Secretariat and ihe International Committee set uy
by the SLL, with whom the Organizing Committee has
proposed opening a discussion on all the questions that
concern us: popular fronts, our attitude toward guerrilla
18Ql, etc.

b) We declare that the International can only be built on
the basis of the Transitional Program But we a.re not
making this into an ultimatum.

c ) We state our r eadiness to c o l laborate with a l l
organizations, groups and factions who see the need to
6ght for the International, and in that context to discuss
the problems posed by this f ight. Along with th is, we
declare our fundamental agreement with the program of
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the Fourth International.
d) Our Qexible tactics toward all of the currents which

declare for the International seek to dissociate the groups
orienting or capable of orienting to the program of the
Fourth International from reformism, Stalinism, and all
forms of capitulationism.

e) The International Bureau believes that the work of
reconstructing the Fourth International cannot be under
t aken wi thout p ractical par t icipation i n s o l v ing t h e
political and practical problems that it poses. It would be
wrong, of course, to counterpose programmatic discussion
to practical revolutionary activity, but t o counteryose
practical activity to programmatic discussion would be
wrong as well . I t i s necessary to combine the two.
24. The International Bureau has assigned a commis

sion to draf t a l e t ter, incorporating the above points,
calling for t h e h o lding o f a n O pen Conferenceand
addressed to al l groups, organizations, tendencies, aad
factions agreeing to oyen a discussion oa the Internation

al, with the pr ior understanding of the need for Rll i o ~~ .
to I'eCogH,lZe:

R) f118 struggle foi' the class ladepexldeace Qf al';e ~'e~
Hat;

b) the unconditional defense of the USSR. CI~
t hose countries where imperialism has been expropr!~ i . .

c) independence from Stalinism.
It has been decided that the discussion on ~

lettel' to be sllballtted to Rll the organizations„group= ~l
militants adhering to the Grganiziag Committ~ ~i1i ~
ylace under the 5rst point on the agenda of th= n~
meeting of the International Bureau.

25. In connection with this resolution, the International
Bureau th i nk s t h a t th e o r gamzations adhering t o ~
Organizing Committee can and should pro~~de for the
constant exchange of information, articles, Rnd so forth
Ia this way the Open Conference can be prepared for
while makiag political work easier whenever possible and
seelllg to l t t h a ' t fhe d iscussion is car r i e o n .

Motion and Statement by Jones at United SecretaIiat
INeetlng of Deceltlbef 20-2l, l978

[This yroyosal was introduced at the December 1976
UzHted Secretariat meeting as a counter-motion fo the
"Letter of the Un i ted. Secretariat to Coiarades Barnes,
Haasen, Sheppard, and MA. Waters." It was defeated.]

text of the United Secretariat statement will be that of «
resolution adopted at the October 16-17, 1976 meeting,
edited for public use.

3. The United Secretariat wil l open regular meetings
with representatives of the OCRFI to reinove questions
that have arisen in working to improve relations.

4. The United Secretariat wi l l n o minate an o f f ic ial
United Secretariat delegation to observe the December
interaational conference of the QCRFI.

5 . The delegation wil l b e m andated to explain the
United Secretariat decisions above.

6. The United Secretariat will hear a report from the
delegation to the OCRFI coaference at the January United
Secretariat meeting and will then discuss the modalities to
propose for the discussion with the GCRFI.

1. The United Secretariat withdraws the November 14,
1976, letbeI.

2. The United Secretariat considers that the GCRFI
statement sent on October 27 meets the conditions for the
opening of a discussion as decided upon at the October 16
17, 1976, United Secretariat meeting. The United Secreta
riat therefore decides to issue a public statement to be
published parallel with the statement of the OCRFI. The

Statement by Jones

course overturn the basis of this discussion.
ii. The declarations are made yublic.
i ii. There is organization of a serious exchange in

discussion. The present resolutions of the United Secreta
riat are an advance over the November meeting but do not
unequivocably meet these three conditions. For this reason
it is not possible to arrive at a compromise oa the practical
questions which would allow the Secretariat to go forward
in a united fashion. Therefore, I support the Joaes motion
as the most correct way of going forward and clarifying

The form of discussion with the OCRFI and the extent of
the United Secretariat public declaration to accompany
that of the OCRFI are ln my oymion tactical questions.
Compromise to get agreement on these points could be
correct yrovided three conditions are fu16lled.

i. It is accepted that a characterization by the OCRFI
that the Fourth International is a revolutionary organiza
tion is a b asis for starting R discussion and that the
statement of October 19, 1976, satis588 this. A subsequenf,
orientation of the OCRFI inconsistent with this would of the differences.



INessage Read by the Delegation from the United Secretariat
of the Fourth International to the Meeting of the

International 8ureau of the OCRFI, held ln Paris December 28-36, f978

The Organizing Committee for the Reconstruction of the
Fourth International proposed to the United Secretariat of
the Fourth International that a discussion be opened. The
United Secretariat responded by proposing a meeting to
the OCRFI. This meeting was held on October 19, 1976.
During the meeting between the two delegations, the
United Secretariat asked the OCRFI to clarify i ts posi
tions, publicly and in writing, as to the objectives it set for
such a discussion, and as to its characterization of the
Fourth International and. its sections. The OCRFI sent
this statement to the United Secretariat on October 27,
1976, After a discussio~ of the content of this statement,
the United Secretariat, having judged that it d id n o t
totally correspond to its October 19 request and left open
many ambiguities, wrote to the OCRFI on November 14 to
ask it to clarify its assertions, which exist alongside other,
contradictory assertions. The OCRFI rephed on December
10, x'8148I'84Mg 148 px'8vlQUS pG8l410JM.

On December 10, the OCRFI replied to the Un i ted
Secretariat's letter o f N o vember 14. It re i terated i ts
previous positions and emphasized their continuity.
. It is by virtue of these facts, therefore, that the United

Secretariat now takes a position on the OCHFI proposal.

I. The OCRFI Proposal

The fact that the OCRFI proposal exists is positive. A
proposal, even if we have serious doubts about its motives,
is preferable to the succession of slanders, insults and
deliberate distortions of the pol i t ical positions of th e
Fourth International which have been hurled at us for
m any years, and which have even been repeated. as if by
reflex by one after another of the participants here. Vfe
take this positive fact into account and note that, on this
level, it represents a change in the traditional attitude of
the OCRFI,

1) This ah'eady constitutes a first lesson. It is fortunate
that the OCRFI is beginning to understand. that slandexs,
insults, deliberate distortions of political positions, and
indeed, physical assaults, are useless. They can only serve
to - bar the way t o a n y p o l i t ical d iscussion between
revolutionary organizations which claim to be, and are,
part of the workers movement. Moreover, they isolate and
discredit those organizations, like the OCRFI, which are
responsible for them. You yourselves recognize to a certain
e xtent the d i sastrous impact on t h e "&ternational
Committee" of the "inability to initiate a broad discussion
in the ranks." This inability cannot be separated from the
methods you have employed in political relations with the
Fourth International and its leadership, the United Secret

2) This proposal contradicts the position you have
m aintained come-hell-or-high-water, which i s t ha t t h e
Fourth International does not exist. This is because the
reUnlfxcatlon of the great ma]orxty of Trotskyxsts xxl 1968
which you bxtterly denounced — axxd the contxnued presence
and implantation of the Fourth International, which you

II. Building the Revolutionary Organization

As a matter of p r inciple, our relations with another
revolutionary organization — however deep our differences
with its posiixons and despite even our assessment of the
symptoms of degeneration which may develop within it
must be dictated by the exploration of possibilities for
common action, whatever the difficulties, and by discus
s ions which can l ead t o a fus ion u nder th e r i gh t
conditions. Thus we congratulate ourselves, for example,
on the relations recently established between the I igue
Communists Revolutionnaire and I utte Guvriere, as well
as between the Fourth International and this current. This
is made easier by the candor and lack of ambiguity in the
assessments these two organizations make of one another,
without, of course, settling the question of major political
disagreements, which continue to exist.

The situation with the OCRFI is quite different. What
goal, in fact, have you set for yourselves in proposing these
dxscussxoxls to us7

ls it to work toward building a common international
organization'P In that case, both your political documents
and your whole attitude, including your own refusal to
envision such a prospect, mihtate against it.

have tried to ignore for a long time, are facts which can no
longer be denxed.

Since 1968, the forces of the Fourth International have
increased tenfold. In ma ny c o untr ies, the T ro tskyist
organizations are playing a signifxcant role in the class
struggle and in the reconstitution of the workers move
m8xlt I '88UltlQg &On l C ,

3) For that rnatter, we note that th is t ru th has a lso
become apparent to other currents in the workers and
revolutionary movement who, on the eve of the great
confrontations which are brewing, especially in Europe,
have asked to open discussions with the Fourth Interna
tional. We know our limitations and weaknesses as no one
else does, but we interpret this situation as one of the signs
of the continued presence and strengthening ofrev'olution
ary Marxism, of Trotskyism, which alone is capable of
giving adequate answers to the many questions being
raised today by the revolutx

*
onary upsurge. This puts the

problem of b u i lding r evolutionary communist part ies
capable of leading the proletariat to the conquest of power
on the agenda in the most urgent way.

.For our part , we w i l l a ppxoach thxs new sxtuatloxl
resultxng from a xxew polxtlcal perxod with axx opexx mxnd,
fxrmly united, faithful to our orientation in this process of
profouxxd restructuring o f t h e f o rces of t h e w o rkers
movement, without, however, falling into the destructive
trap of unprincipled maneuvers and losing sight of our
immediate goal: namely, building national organizations
and an international organization which can serve as the
decisive lever for accomplishing this indispensable historic
task.

8.718.ti •



FREE TRIAL - hiips'J/OCRKa.earn

Is it, on the other hand, to work toward destroying the
organization with whom you propose to have discussions,
by any and al l means and maneuvers'? Your attitude
toward the Fourth International and ita sections, and the
political and class characterizations to be found. in your
documents, do not perzuit ua to rule out th is type of
judgment.

We hope that i n t h e c ourse of t h i s meeting your
contribution to the discussion will help shed light on your
real objectives.

In the imal analysis, of course, your practice, the way
you educate your membership, your explicit characteriza
tions of the Fourth International and its sections in the
next period w81 give us a decisive answer, Rest assured
that we will pay close attention.

For the moment — while waiting to be convinced by facts,
not just soxne diploraatie formulations concocted on
demand, or some careful language — we have serious
doubts. These have a dual basis, as we explained in our
November 14 letter to the OCHFI.

III. The neceastxry clsrifications

1.) Written positicxns

a) You are proposing a discussion for discussion's sake,
with neither a precise aim nor focus, which obviously does
not interest us in the least. We much prefer to devote our
priorities to developing a substantial poHtical debate
which can help concretize united political activity with an
organization, and bring a real weight to bear on the course
of the n a t ional an d i n ternational c lass st ruggle, i f
possible. And it is possible right now with some organiza

Now in your reply of December 10, you assert, that there
is no break in the continuity of your previous positions and
those you are putting forward today. %'e are taking your
assertion hterally, and would. like to ut ihze i t here to
clarify a11 1mportant po1xlt.

We have never asked the GCRF1 to make amends by
repudiating its past positions; it is useless to recall them
here, insofar as they sti ll , as you yourselves say, guide
your actions. We had, of course, asked for a clari f icatio of
the current positions of the OCRFI, in order to judge to
what extent they were continuous with preceding ones.

You responded to us by firmly reasserting the continuity
of your' poaxtxona, and thus you1' actxons. The con8equeneea
of this are obvious.

We cannot discuss fusion, uni5cation, or even closer ties
with an organization which continues to declare that the
Fourth International must be reconstructed" (because we
supposedly destroyed it), and that the "revisionist"
positions which dominate it — according to you — must be
"eliminated,."

P lease understand us. We do not, deny that, in any
revolutionaxy organization, there may b e r e vxsionist
positions on pax&cular questions. Historical precedents are
numerous; we need only cite Rosa Luxemburg *s position on
the national quei tion to realize this,

However, all of your texts, including the most recent
ones; the training you give your membership (without their
knowing anything about the real positions and activity of
the Fouxth International); all of your statements, including
those made at. this vexy meeting; all of your documents;

your December 10 letter to the United Secretariat — make
"revisionism" the inc in cn t e r ion by wh ich you character
ize the Fourth International.

Thus, if revisionism is the essential characteristic of ~e
Fourth Intexnational, and if, as you. say, the reconstruction
of the Fourth International comes about by elimia.axing
"revisionism' from ita ranks, the conclusion is cleax-. ~
goal of reconstructing it must logically lead to the goal c
breaking up the Fourth International. This can only ~~ =

to remove all credibility from your formulation„which yc"
would like us to think ia sincere: "Let *a open the discu==-.= "

in order to ouercome the differences!"
The success of this undertaking haa been slight up until

now; it will remain so.
b) This raises another problem. Youmake systematic

class characterizations of the Fourth International aa an
organization which is "petty bourgeois,"" the flank guard 
of 8 t a l in ism," "decaying l e f t ist," or "reactionary
centrist," wh— en you don't say outright. that it "supports
populrxr frontism," or, better yet, carrying it to grotesque
exbemes, the bourgeois govexxxxxxent itself.

Now, a revolutionary organization is one which, despite
possible errors on one xtueation or another, defends the
historic interests of the proletariat.

Conversely, an organization which is petty bourgeois, or
deserving of the epithets that you cover us with, defends
the interests of a social layer which is alien or hostile to
the historic interests of the proletariat„or those of a social
group (the Stalinist or social democratic bureaucracy)
equally alien and hostile to these historic interests.

We are giving you credit for logic, at least.
Otherwise, how are we to undex'stand the fact tha.t you

dexIouneed the eandxdaey of ollr conlrade A18111 Kxlvlxle Hl
the 1969 presidential elections, and the candidacies of
Krivine and A r i etta Laguiller i n t h e 1974 elections,
characterizingt hem at t h e t im e as "crypto-Stalinist,
propelled by the bourgeoisie"v
More recently, you refused to eall fox a vote for our

comrades in th e G M R i n t h e Q u ebec elections last
November. At the same time, the platform of the GSTQ„
which is aNhated with the OCRFI, called for a vote for
"independent workers candidates against all the bourgeois
eandidxxtes "If we .correctly understand the GSTQ, this
means that the candidates of the Quhbecoia GMR were
neither workers nor independent. What were they then,
bourgeois? This i s a go od. example o f t h e f a mous
"continuity' * you refer to, which explxcit/y contradicts your
October 27 statement. This is where the real internal
contradiction of your current posture lies.

On the one hand, your way of ad,dressing the Fourth
International has undeniably changed in tone and in
form. This i s p osi t ive. But on t h e , other hand, you
essentially maintain the political characterizations of the
Fourth International w hich, as such, totally contradict the
objective which point 1 of the United Secretariat statexnent
of October 16-17, 1976, assigns to.a discussion. Under these
conditions, therefore, your approach can only be seen by
the workers aa a maneuver.
Such a discussion, in ordex to be meanin.gful, should take

up the political differences existing between revolutionary
orgmuzations, notpositions ,which reflect different class
interests, as your characterizations up unti l now would
indicate. It is up to you, therefore, to clarify this point, so
as not to confirm our opinion that all of this is nothing but
a unprxncxpled manellver.

ilOX18.
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b) Finally, we wish to make a foimal condemnation of
some of your methods, which have taken you to extremes
in the use of slander, to the point of using violence in the
workers movement. We ourselves have been the victims of
it on seveial occasions in the past. Just a few weeks ago,
some LCR militants were assaulted by mil i tants of the
OCI in Amiens, outside a meeting sponsored by your
organization. For an organization which stil l claims to
adhere to Trotskyism and the Left Opposition, this is more
than a disgrace. It is the use of Stalinist methods by
militants who c l aim t o a d here to T r otskyism — those
methods of which Trotskyism was the victim after the
Kremlin bureaucracy'8 Thermidor. In and of itself, it calls
the Trotskyist p rogram i n to q uestion, by t r ampling
underfoot the Trotskyist tradition of the fight for workers
d.6B1ocFS,~, lx l O Qx" ovPD ox'gaIllza,txoQS 8.xld. lid t'h6 eDXlx'e
woi'kets moveIzlent.

The same point has been reached on the l evel of
practical activity.

a) Unity in action between the OCI, the organization
most reyresentative of the OCRFI, and the French actioil
of the Fourth I n ternational, the L CR, i s p r actically
nonexistent. This i s d u e n o t o n l y t o y ou r p o l i t ical
orientation in France, which we disagree with, but also to
your characterization of the LCR. You have gone so far as
to say that the LCR'8 politics "stand on the ground of
national defense" and of "suyport to the government."
Now„any real strengthening of ties between two organiza
tions must at least be tested by means of actual practical
convergences in the l iving class struggle, if not always
stemming directly from them. Nothing in the present state
of affairs would indicate that this situation might change
in the foreseeable future — just the opposite. For that
math.r, this attitude exists in countries other than France:
in Mexico, Argentina, and Peru, for example. This only
demonstrates what we know already.

There are not only serious differences between us, often
of a fundamental nature; there is also an almost complete
lack of practical convergence, which might be able to
stimulate or concretiz~ a real process of strengths»ng
political ties and leading to a fusion,

IV. Conclusion

In our opinion, there are three types of criteria which
make it possible to project a strengthening of political ties
with a view to a possible process of unification between
FBVOjIUt10Qa~ OX 'gRXHZa'40HS.

a) Programmatic agreement based on revohitionary
Marxism, that is, the first four congresses of the Commu
nist International, the documents of the Left Opposition,
the texts of the Fourth International, and above all, the
Transitional Program.

b} Agreement that international democratic centralism
must govern the functioning of the international organiza
tion, which also constitutes part of our program, insofar as
i t expresses the objectively necessary function o f a
x'evolUtloxlsx'p IDiem.8tloI181.

c) The possibility of actual yractical convergence in the
ongoing class struggle.

The first criterion is far f'rom being met. Our substantial
differences on how to carry out the Trotskyist program,
and even on its content, have already been shown on a
number of political questions. A yublic debate between the
United Secretariat of the Fourth In ternational and the
OCRFI will provide an .opportunity to test this criterion.

The second criteiion, 'regarding the functioning of a
unified organization, has been rejected by the OCRFI,
particularly in i t s letter of December 10.

As for the third. criterion, as we have already seen, it
cannot be applied at this stage, either in France or in the
mB]071'tp Qf C88es.

That is why we cannot at this t ime agree to have the • I lf
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kind of relations with you that we would. have with an
organization that actually wanted to become closer to us at
the national and international level.

In the present stuts Qf cffclrs, th8 only typ8 of discussion
which we can project haoing with the OCRFIis a public
debate between the Urw'ted Secretariat and your /euder
ship, which cannot, therefore be placed in the framework of
point 1 of the United Secretariat resolution, which you
referred fo in the statement accoinyanying your letter of
October 27. It remains to be seen whether this framework
can be modified.

Under the impact of the rise of the class straggle and the
crisis facing the t rad l t lOnal organlzatlolls 111 the workel8 '

movement, which place a heavier burden of responsibility
on revolutionists, the rejection of sectarianism and the
c lear recognition of the revolutionary character of the
Fourth International — with all of the political and practi
cal consequences flowing from it — will yerhaps lead you to
make this possible. We hope so. We ~1 be happy if that is
the case. In the meantime, of course, we are ready to work
out, with you the means by which a public debate of this
tyye could take place. We are ready to conduct it before the
whole working class, in o rder to c lar ify our yo l i t ical
differences.

I

ill

)a

III

This is wh y t h e U n i ted Secretariat of t h e F ourth
International totally approves the LCR's decision to refuse
to take part in any bilateral contacts with the OCI until
the OCI has publicly condemned this outrageous assault.
If the OCRFI has any authority whatsoever, or even a

modicum of revolutionary integrity, it should intervene
immediately to See to it Chat; such prhctieea be Stopped,
and that they be publicly condemned by the OCI.
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Statement to the Unltecl Secretariat
From the International SLIreau of the OCRFI

in the conditional, about the "revolutionary integrity'" of
the Organizing Committee for the Reconstruction of the
Fourth International? How should we respond to such an
assertion? Esyecially since the references to the alleged.
violence or violence aHegedly peryetrated "by militants of
the OCI against militants of the LCR" rests entirely on a
fiction. The OCI yublished aH the facts in Exxformations
Otxurihres, reducing the assertions of Rouge to xlothing.
Nearly all of the participants at the meeting called by the
GCI signed a statexnent attesting to the fact that there was
never any violence at Axniens. Two former members of the
LCR, who disagreed with the OCI, sent a correction to
Eatage and to EIxforlxxctiolxs QQUPKhres.

2) Once again, this is not the main yoint as far as the
I nternational Bureau is concerned. The main point is that .
the discussion is opening uy. That is why we are convinced
that your delegation, who attended our discussions — for
which we are very g lad — and who were offered the
opportunity to take part in the discussion under all the
points on the agenda (which, unfortunately the, y were not
authorized to do), will bring back a report that will show
we 818 liat proposlIlg a dl s c l lssloIl fo l' discussion s sake,
with neither a precise aim nor focus."

We are certain that the report from your delegation will
show that ou r d i scussions took y lace (ta quote the
conclusion of your xuessage) "under the impact of the nse
of the class struggle and the crisis facing the traditional
organizations in the workers movexnent, which ylace a
heavier bur'den of responsibility on revolutionists."

And that is why we d.eclare, as you do: "We are ready ta
conduct a public debate before the whole working class, in
order to clarify our political differences."

As the f irst example of our wil l ingness to do this, we
propose the publication of a joint Bulletin, to be published
under the joint authority of the United Secretariat, and the
International Bureau, where aH of the questions raised by
the new stage in the class struggle and the problems of
building revolutionary parties in Latin America would be
discussed. The International Bureau, for our part, would
l ike to i n form you o f ou r i n tention to publish, in a
yrelirninary Bulletin for the membership, the different
documents which our organizations have adopted concern
ing "foquismo," such as the self-criticism by the United
Secretariat which we consider to be a positive step. We will
of course add our comments and differences with this
document.

This l s n o t , o f c o urse, an exclusive proposal. In
caIlcllls1011, we say ta yo il : a delegatloll f rom the I l l ter11a
tional Bureau is r eady to m eet, at any ti xne with a
delegation from the United Secretariat, to work out the
procedures for the public debate which you are proposing.

December 30, 1976

The seventh session of the International Bureau for the
Reconstruction o f t h e F a i t h I nte rnational, meeting
December 26-30, 1976, in the presence of a delegation from
the United Secretariat which had been invited to partici
pate in its deliberations, discussed at length the problems
cilITelltly posed 111 'tile struggle fol' the rec011structlan of 'the
unified Fourth In ternational. We are sendiug you the
attached resolution, which was adopted unanimously.

The International Bureau took note of the message
read, by the delegatian from the United Secretariat Th.e
main yoint, for the International Bureau, was that, in the
opl111011 of th8 Uxllted Secletarlat:

" In the p resent state o f a f f a irs, the only tyye of
discussion which we can project having with the Organiz
ing Comxnittee for th e Reconstruction of th e F ourth
International i s a p u b l i c debate between the Un i ted
Secretariat and your leadership.... We are ready to work
out with you the means by which a yublic debate of this
type cauld take p1ace."

We accept this proposal, and suggest that we meet
immediately "to walk out the procedures for this public
debate."

Nevertheless, we fully maintain aur previous proposals
for a discussion organized by the United Secretariat of the
Fourth International and the Organizing Committee for
the Reconstruction of the Fourth International, involving
the member organizations, with the conditions and topics
to be determined.

We recall that in 19M the majority of the PCI asked for
recognitian as an in ternational tendency in the Fourth
International; this wa s r e fused by t h e I n ternational
Secretariat. This resulted in a spht; hence, the discussions
today between the United Secretariatand the Organizing
Committee must take place in a responsible way, from
Ol ge,MZRtloIl tO OX'gmllZat],OQ.

Incidentally, the International Bureau thinks that a
number of the questions raised in the message from the
United Secretariat should form part o f the d iscussion
between our organizations. However, the International
Bureau would like to make the following observations:

1) The International Bureau holds that a spli t which
has lasted for nearly a quarter of a century could not be

otivated simply by considerations of a personal nature.
You accuse us of "slanders." We do uot deny that polemics
c an lead t a e xcesses. But t o a t t r ibute them to t h e
Organizing Committee alone would not conform to reality.
By way of proof, we read in your message:

"If the OCRFI has any authority whatsoever, or even a
nlodlcllxxi of 1'evolllt lol lary I n tegr i ty, lt sh o l l ld l x l tervelle
imxnediately to see to it that such practices be stopped and
that they be publicly condemned by the OCI."

How are we to characterize this raising of doubts, even
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Letter to OCRFI Approved by the United Secretariat Meeting
of February 5-7, 1977

l "I' I jm,

Brussels
8 February 1977

The VS d.elegation wil l come to t h is meeting with
written proposala and we suggest that you do the same.

I n addition, th e U S h a s le a rned t ha t d u r ing a
conversation with Comrades Michaloux, Horowitz, and
Glivier a t the co n c lusion o f the me et ing o f the
I nternational Bureau, Pierre Lambert s tated, in t h e
presence of Claude Chisserey and Stephane Just, that
there were members of the GCI in the LCR. This serious
assertion requires an indispensable explanationfrom you:
What is the justification for such a yohtical orientations
How does the leadership of the OCI motivate the political
reasons for this "entryism sui generis' * in an organization
of which the OCI has said: "The links with the Fourth
I nternational and the assertion of the va l idity o f i t s
p rogram ch ar a c t e r iz e (t h i s ) or g a n i z a t i o n as
revolutionary.
Obviously, we hope for a rapid and clear written

response o.n this important subject.

Communist greetings,
United Secretariat of the Fourth International

United Secretariat af the Fourth International
to the Organizing Committee for the Reconstruction
of the Fourth International

Comrades,
During its meeting of 6-7-8 February, 1977, the Umted

Secretariat heard s. report from its delegation, which was
yresent with observer status at your Paris meeting of 26-80
December, 1976, The US has also been informed of your
response ta the statement of the US read during this
IB88f.lB.g.

The US takes note that the International Bureau of the
OCRFI accepts the proposal, formulated in the statemen.t
of the US, for a yubhc discussion between the US and the
GCRFI. In order to examine the modalities and themes of
such a discussion, we propose that we meet, after the next
meeting of the US.

Statement by Atwood, Galoia, Johnson, and Thhrbse
at February 5-7, 1977, United Secretariat Meeting

We strongly object to the presence of OCI members in
the LCR. Our objective should be ta get the OCI to atoy
this practice.

We did not vote for this motion [printed above] because
we consider the procedure it proyoses to deal with the
problem is not the mast effective, for the following two

1. Rather than dlemanding a written response from the
OCI prior to the next meeting, this problem should be
raised in the next discussion be'tween the delegations of
the USFI and the GCRFI.

g, Rather than demanding an explanation from the OCI
concernmg this prancewe should insist that the GCI live
uy to the comnntment lllade by Pierre Lambert, ln 'tile
presence of Claude Chisserey, Steyhane Just, Gus
Horowitz, Charles Michaloux, and Olivier, to remove all
GCI members inside the LCR,

The procedure yroyosed in the letter that waa adopted
seems ta us to be designed to erect further obstacles to the
discusaian already agreed to between the USFI and the
OCRFI, rather than to solve the problem.

I'88,80I18:
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Letter of March 7, 1977, from OCRFI to United Secretariat
!~I

Paris
March 7, 1977

i jill

I I

I I,)4

I)l • i .~

I I I
ILCR — given the type of relations that, existed between the

LCR and the GCI, no other solution was possible. The
LCR, for that matter, has not hesitated to resort to the
same method — Comrade Carasso from Clermont-Ferrand
is a case in point. It seems to us that this is inevitable.

These are problems we think will take care of themselves
once the political discussion, which we are looking forward
to, really gets under way.

United Secretariat of the Fourth International

Bear Comrades:
This is to confirm that we are prepared to organize a

public discussion between the United Secretariat of the
Fourth International and the Organizing Committee for
the Reconstruction of the Fourth International, and that
we of course agree to the meeting you have suggested. We
are only waiting for ym to Set the date.

As for the other point you raise in your letter: Comrade
Lambert in no way denies having said that the OCI had
found ways of fol lowing the political discussion in the

F. de Massot
For the International Bureau
of the Organizing Comrmttee
for the Reconstruction of the
Fourth International

I! I
I>
I

• ' l l 'i

• I

.P1[APi.
Motion on GCRFI adopted Unanimously at the

March 22-23, 1977, Meeting of United Secretariat
'hItj!I.' iM<

Ilggfv I
ij,

In accordance with the motions previously adopted. on
relations with the OCRFI, and after receiving fhe OCRFI's
response to these proposals, the USFI decides:

1. To hold a meeting with an OCRFI delegation as soon
as possible to consider the modalities of t h e publ ic
discussion between the latter and the United Secretariat of
the. Fourth International.

2. To establish as the first topic in this discussiou: The
Crisis of Stalinism.

3. To proceed fo prepare this public, written discussion
in the folio)))ing way:

a. The presentation of t h e positions of th e Fourth
International in this discussion must fake place under the
control of the United Secretariat;

b. The Bureau of the USFI is mandated. to prepare a
draft document for th is pubhc discussion to present to the
USFI;

C. In order to a vo id beginning the 'discussion from
preestablished posifions, this document should be the
result of a process of real discussion within the leadership
bodies of the lnfernational. In this way the basic positions
of the International can be determined, as weH as any

disagreements that may arise in this or that area;
d. In the framework of carrying out this procedure the

USFI will al low the pubhc expression of differences that
might exist within it;

e. After a balance sheet of both the public discussion
and possible common actions is drawn the USFI wi l l
decide on the fo1'nls fol' continuing the d lscusslon.

4 . In order to consider the problems related to the
practical realization of this public, written discussion, a
meeting will be held between the Bureau of the United
Secretariat, the Secretariat of the Political Bureau of the
LCR, and representatives of the SWP leadership.

5. In its letter of March 7, j977, addressed to the United
Secretariat o f t h e F o urth I n t ernational, the OCRFI
ass'erts: "Comrade Lambert in no way denies having said
that the OCI had found ways of following the political
discussion in the LCR — given the type of relations that
existed between the LCR and the OCI, no other solution
was possible." The USFI decides to publish this letter in
the International Internal Discussion Bulletin, accompan
ied by a response from the Political Bureau of the LCR.
The USFI d.elegation is mandated to take this point up at
its next, meeting with the OCRFI delegation.

Statement by Galois and Johnson
at March 22-23, 1977, United Secretariat Sleeting

it would have been preferable to have suggested a few
more topics to init iate the discussion, such as women' s
hberation and the Latin American revolution, in addition
to the crisis of Stalinism.

We voted for the motion on the OCRFI, because it
rep1'88811ts a s'tep forward towards opening lip a process of
discussion between the USFI and the OCRFI. We sfil l
think it would have been preferable to have. initiated an
infernal discussion rather than a pubhc one. We also think

33



I I!IIIIII pr ;I ",I lrl l!1IIF fII r "rr

Motion Concerning SNP Convention Adopted by Central
Committee of French LCR in ALIgLIst 1978

I, rl'

I

The Fl'8
not to atte
differences
because of
with regar
i nvited o
consulting the sections of the corrmponding countries: LO
and the OCRFI i n F r ance, for example, in f l a grant
Uiolatioe of a previous decision by the United Secretariat,
the decision itself being a sequel to previous contacts
made by the SWP with the Lambertists. What is more
serious is that for the 5rst t ime, the SWP invited the
OCRFI„ the international appendage of the Lambertists,
as such. Is it necessary to recall that the Lambertists and
the OCRFI consider the Fourth International Co have
been "destroyed" by the present leadership of the United
Secretariat, that the organizations of the Fourth Interna
tional do not deserve to be called either Trotskyist or
revolutionary, Chat the Fourth International is nothing bui
a flankguard for Stalinism, and that, consequently, the
OCRFI's politics are l imited solely to i ts publicly pro
claimed aim of spl i t t ing the Fourth International'P The
invitation to the OCRFI as such, without even asking for
agreement horn the United Secretariat, thus represents a
factional bonus for the Lamberbst maneuver. What is even
clearer, as noted in the resolution passed by the United
Secretariat on J ul y 3 a n d 4, is th a t th e i n v i ta t ions
constitute "a pohtical act as it does not merely not invite
but excludes Spartacists, Healyites, and others who are
political attackers of the SWP.. . . The United Secretariat
further notes that in this political act the SWP chooses not
to invite an o rganization such as the RMOC, which
poHtically attacks the SWP, but does choose to invite
forces such as the OCRFI who attack the majority of the

of th e In t e rnational a s co unterrevolution
." In other words, the politically aelectiue nature of

nch section of the Fourth International decided
nd the SWP convention not because of political

with the (LTF) leadership of the SWP, but
the political meaning this convention took on

d to the International. The fact is that the SWP
rganizations wi thout a sk ing th e a d v ice or

these invitations is apyarent. What is involved here is a
reaffirmation of the intention to act as an open faction in
practice, together with the refusal to contribute to the
resources of Che center, Che nondistribution in yractice of
Inprecor — the official organ of the United Secretariat — in
the United States, a unity pohcy with various organiza
tions that is as much a violation "of the right of national
s ect1011B 'Co deterinine t ac t ics as l t l s o f Ch 8 r l g l l t s o f
international leading bodies" (United Secretariat resolu
tion, July 3, 1976), as well as send.ing a representative to
France not u nder t h e c ontrol o f e i ther th e U n i ted
Secretariat or the leadership of the French section up to

In the face of such a factional pohcy, we must help
advance the ideological debate while struggling against all
factional maneuvers within th e F ourth I n ternational.
Moreover, the political discussion can only go forward on
the condition that al l i nd ividuals and sections help to
build the International.

It is for this reason that the Political Bureau had decided
that the F rench section would not a t tend the SWP
convention. What was involved was not a general policy,
but a conjunctural decision that apylied only to the SWP
convention, considered as a political act harmful to the
International. The Political Bureau, of course, left and still
leaves comrades free to visit the United States, to meet
the. members and leaders of the SWP there, to take part in
m eetings with t h em, etc., whi le requesting that t h e
Political Bureau be informed beforehand.

On the b as is o f th e se considerations, the Central
Committee has ratifmd the decision of the Political Bureau
not to send a delegation from the French section of the
Fourth International to the SWP convention, but consi
ders it possible for LCR members now in the Uxlited
States to attend the convention as individual observers.

IloW.

November 14, 1976, I etter From United Secretariat
to LLItte ouvriire

Brussels
November 14, 1976

I'
//I llll

TO. Lutte Ouvrihre
FROM: The United Secretariat of the Fourth International

Bear Comrades,
At its No vember 13-14, 1976, session, the U n i ted

Secretariat discussed the results of the October 22 meeting
between our respective delegations. We also took note of
the report of our observer at the international meeting you
had called.

The United Secretariat 6nds that:
a) our views concerning the usefulness of linking all

proposals for ongoing discussions between various 1evolu.
tiollary organizations 'Co a b111dlIlg framework fol' actloil
apyear closer than was previously thought;

b ) the participation, as w el l a s t h e course of t h e
international meeting on October 31, 1976, has con&med
that lt l s u n r e a l is t ic to t r y t o br1 11g 'together rzll gToups
claiming to be Trotskyist, even for purposes of discussion,
at least at the present stage. The unyroductiveness of this
tyye of discussion, to which a whole series of sects seem to
give priority, has also been con5rmed.

Therefore, the United Secretariat considers it useful to
move forward right now with bilateral exchanges between
your current and ours, in order to exylor'e in a practical

b
Ih
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manner the possibility of combining a discussion with
instances of joint action. The results of these experiences
should show whether a process leading to fusion between
our two currents is possible in the medium term.

With this aim, the United Secretariat makes the
following proposals with regard to France, in agreement
with the LCR leadership:

1. That LO amd the LCR immediately begin discussions
with a view toward the joint publication of a four-page
w'eekly supplement 'to Rouge and Lutose QlkUpzepe.

2. That discussions get under way with regard to a joint
electoral campaign in 1977, and in particular with regard
to the joint publication of propaganda amd agitational
material for the 1977 municipal elections.

3. That a joint LO/LCB workezs conference in France be
organized by the emd of summer 1977.

4. That the United Secretariat and your international
current immediately establish a parity commission to
discuss the platform and practical modaHties of a
campaign of' solidarity with the laboring masses of color in

South Africa„a campaign that will undoubtedly be a long
one, given the importance of South Africa to imperialism
and. the probable duration of the liberation struggle in that
country. One of the pnmary goals of thzs campazgn must
be to aid in the reconstitution of a Trotskyist orga~aziom
in South Africa itself.

5. To exazmime the possibility of a similar effort in
support of the rising Spanish revolution.

6. To discuss and work out together, or failing that, for
your current to prepare several articles to be published in
one out of every four zssues of Iltpl ecop.

We await your response to these proposals, as well as
any counter proposals or additional proposals you may
make, We are, of course, ready to meet with you as soon a=
possible to discuss them.

Fraternal communist.
greeting.gs,
United Secretariat of the
Fourth International

December 9, 't978, Letter from Lutte ouvrikre
to United Secreteriat

PB.TXS

December 9, 1976
those positions on which real differences exist would be
published in their own names,

2) Concerning the 1977 municipal elections, in which,
because of our small forces, we co-uld expect to run
separate candidates in only a few municipalities, LO and
the LCR should zuake every effort to run common
candidates„makiimg it possible for revolutionaries to be
present in a larger number of cities.
To the extent that such am agreement can be reached,

LO and the LCH will collaborate first on a political
platform, amd then on common propaganda materials. But
even m the event that our efforts to publish campaign
material completely in common do not succeed, and we
have to conduct campaigns in support of these common
slates partly or totally independently, the fact of having
established common slates, making it possible for revolu
tionaries to run candidates amd defend their politics in a
larger ~umber of cities, would still be positive and is worth
seekzng.

Along the same limes, there is the question of the
legislative elections projected for 1978. Given the current
state of our forces, neither of our organizations could
consider runzung candidates in all the districts. On the
other hand, if we joined forces, it would be possible for
there to be a Trotskyist candidate in each of the 470
districts by the time of the elections. LO and the LCR will
therefore begin negotiations in order to arrive either at an
agreement on how to distribute our candidates similar in
conception to the 1973 agreement but covering all the
districts — or, preferably, at the same agreement, this time
supplemented by a common campaign around a platform
worked out in coznmon with the same campaign material.

3) A workers conference in which both our organizations
will participate will take place before the end of this
summer The prep.aratory discussions leading up to this
conference, as well as the conference itself when it is held,
will enable us to confront each other spo'litics and

Dear Comrades,
We have leazmed of your proposals and have conveyed

therm to our comrades in Combat Ouvrier, Spark and the
UATCI. For now, however, we are replying to you in this
letter only im the nazne of Lutte Ouvriere.
We see your proposals as a whole as a positive step,

since we have long felt that it would be desizable to
establish relations between our two currents, both on the
international level amd in France, and that it is very
necessary to consider carrying out activities in common
%'hex'evex' p088lble.

We would. prefer, however, to formulate the proposals on
the basis of which we can begin collaboration as follows:

1) LO amd the LCR should immediately begin discus
sions aimed at publishimg a common four-page weekly
supplement to Rouge amd butte QztUrzere. This supplement
should mot be conceived of as a forum for debate between
LO and the LCH,, but rathez' as a reflectiom of the ability of
our organizations to work out a common viewpoint on
some, if not all, political questions.

For example, the publication of this kind of supplement
should neither be subordinated to a possible united front
agreement or a uzuted campazgn zn the upcommg mumzcz
pal or legislative elections, nor dependent upon such an
a greement. Consequently, it w ould be go% for t h e
supplement to discuss different aspects of day-to-day
politics that the revolutionary movememt is confronted
with.
The publication of a common four-page supplement in

our respective papers is a starting point. As the areas of
politics in which a common viewpoint has been worked out
extend further and further, the supplement should increas
ingly occupy a greater proportion of the space, compared
to the diverging viewpoints of the two organizations — the
ultiznate aim being a coznmon publication, where only
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method.s in the workplace.
While bearing in mind that there has been no meeting of

our international tendency since your letter was received,
and that we are replying only i n t h e name of Lut te
Ouvriere, we would like you to know that, as far as we are
concerned, there is agreement on the following points:

4) Our two currents will launch a campaign of sohd.arity
with the nonwhite laboring masses in southern Africa, one
of whose "primary aims must be to aid the reconstitution
of a Trotskyist organization in South Africa itself."

5) our two currents will launch a campaign of solidarity
with the Spanish working class and its organizations,
s truggling, under the new conditions created by t h e
"political reforms" of the Juan Carlos regime, to win
democratic freedoms and legalization of workers parties
and tlade un1ons. The growth of the Spanish Trotsky18t
movement could be a decisive factor enabhng the working

class to take advantage of all the openings provided by the
situation, to become organized and educated, and to
prepare for future revolutionary battles.

6) Articles will be published, either written jointly by our
two tendencies or by our current alone, in every four issues
of Inprecor, in o ther words, once every two months.
Similarly, we are offering you an opportunity to publish
equally regular articles in our magazine butte de Ci'asse
Cluss Struggle; these may be either jointly wr i t ten, or
81mply exp18ss your v lewpolnt .

Communist greetings,
Executive Committee
Lutte Ouvriere

cc: Ligue Communiste EMvolutionnaire


