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			Foreword

		

		
			In December 1980, the “open world conference” was held in Paris (France), which approved the unification of the international currents led by the Frenchman Pierre Lambert1 and the Argentinean (exiled in Bogotá) Nahuel Moreno. The conference approved the “Draft Thesis”, whose elaborations were based on a programmatic text presented in mid-1980 by Moreno (which was later published under the title The Transitional Program Today (available at www.nahuelmoreno.org). In May 1981, the Socialist Party won the second round of the French elections and François Mitterrand became president. Faced with this, the leadership of the OIC(u) took a rapid and unforeseen opportunist political turn of capitulation to the new bourgeois-imperialist government. A crisis began which quickly led to the disappearance of the FI-IC.

			As soon as the former Bolshevik Faction started criticising the opportunist turn and tried to promote the political discussion in the leadership bodies of the FI-IC and its sections, the reaction of Lambert and other French leaders was to reject it outright with bureaucratic methods. For example, Moreno had been invited to participate in a meeting of the central committee of the Lambertist group of the Spanish state, the POSI. As he could not attend, he sent a text, Letter to the CC of the Spanish POSI (available at www.nahuelmoreno.org). The French leader Stéphane Just2 travelled to the meeting and made that central committee “decide” not to take Moreno’s letter into account in the political discussion. By late October and early November, the political discussion, which had not been able to develop, was definitively replaced by denunciations of an alleged “criminal split”, expulsions (including of French militants who did not fully comply with Lambert’s orders), and moral attacks, in particular against the Peruvian Lambertist leader Ricardo Napurí.3

			In this context of accelerated crisis, Moreno made the long-distance telephone conversation from Bogotá which we reproduce here.

			In January 1982, Morenoism regrouped its forces, incorporating sectors that broke with Lambertism, founding the IWL-FI in Bogotá.

			All notes are by the editors.

			The Editors

			September 2024

			 

			Carlos Petroni:4 The entire CC and some guests are gathered. We want you to give us a summary of the current situation because we are opening the discussion about France which is at the centre of the discussion in the International. We are dividing the discussion into two parts: what is the discussion in the methodological aspect and second a report of the latest situation so that the CC comrades have the opportunity to ask you questions.

			Nahuel Moreno: Well, of course. First, I am going to give you a somewhat long report but rather according to the outline I have prepared, then you can ask me any questions you want.

			Petroni: Let me clarify the following, there are American comrades here but they speak Spanish perfectly.

			Moreno: First of all, I would like to greet all the comrades. Unfortunately, my greeting on this occasion is not as favourable, regarding the International, as my greeting previous to your congress. And I have to mention the issue of this attempt or the beginning of a crisis that our FI-IC is experiencing. We have all felt proud of the great advances that the FI-IC meant, even more so of the Draft Theses,5 specifically, and the beginning of the organisation and centralised leadership that was being achieved. Today, all FI-IC militants, without exception, should be concerned about the situation of the International as much or more than the situation of each of the parties because this will have a decisive influence on any of the national parties.

			As always when there is a polemic or a struggle, which in this case is beginning to acquire tendency or factional characteristics, each sector, each tendency or each group of opposing leaders attack the other on the point they consider weakest and try to highlight what they consider most important, the one they consider stronger which favours their side. For us, it is significant, for example, that we are essentially being attacked, so far, in the organisational arena. We have read the bulletin that has been published in France, which you must surely have, by the comrades who unilaterally summoned the General Council. A bulletin that revolves around the discussion of measures, of draft resolutions, to attack us as factionalists and that we are preparing a breakup of the International. These organisational attacks are combined with political discussion, which in fact is what we have raised. That is the discussion that began on our part around the problem of the International Communist Organisation (unified), OCI(u), policy in France, today is a new ingredient, which for us is principled, perhaps as important as the discussion on popular frontism, which is that of democratic centralism, its principles in general and its particular application at this time of the FI-IC and our parties. It is a new, fundamental discussion of principles that is added to the other one — which was also decisive — that of popular frontism.

			We have not initiated this second organisational discussion; therefore, we have not had the initiative but we realise its enormous importance. The OCI(u) bears the responsibility of having initiated this discussion, which we will take to its ultimate consequences. It has the responsibility, first, for its organisational measures, and its concrete, objective methods, of carrying out the discussion, which has been by expelling no fewer than 20 comrades, including the comrades from Angouleme, who were expelled after presenting their tendency platform. On the other hand, also in the political field of how they interpret democratic centralism in general and democratic centralism in particular, at this stage of the FI-IC.

			We totally and absolutely disagree with the OCI(u) comrades regarding all these problems. We believe we have a multitude of quotes and facts to demonstrate that the charges they make against us are completely unjustified and that their methods and the theoretical generalisations they formulate about democratic centralism are totally wrong. But we consider the fact that the OCI(u) wants to discuss organisational issues instead of following us in the plan we had, of first discussing essentially political issues, which has an old history. You, who are Trotskyists from the United States, know very well that in the discussion about defence or anti-defence, the anti-defencist group wanted to focus the entire discussion around organisational problems. In other words, the fact that the OCI(u) has decided to change the battle front would seem to indicate that they feel very weak on the first battle front and in the offensive that we are opening to them in the political terrain.

			I am going to refer then, first of all, to the political problem, to follow the chronological course of the discussion and of the crisis that is currently underway. In my opinion, the Bolshevik Faction (BF) has not been reconstituted, nor are we going to reconstitute it. So, I want to make it clear that it is an essentially personal opinion, or, at most, of the comrades of the PST(A) leadership abroad. I insist, that only those of us who are abroad, we do not compromise the opinion of the leadership of the PST(A) inside.

			For me, the unification was done on a very serious programmatic basis, but, if you will, in a somewhat hasty manner. Looking back at the unification process that has enriched us all so much, as always, a schema has been surpassed by reality. And this retrospective view demonstrates, in a way that is palpable to me, that the following errors were made, as I said before.

			The first error has to do with the fact that in the programmatic Draft Theses, there is not a single thesis, nor any more or less extensive consideration, around the problem of the popular front and the specific policy that we must have towards popular frontist governments. I consider myself primarily responsible for this deficiency, but I will allow myself to make some caveats, not to save face but to place this void in the Draft Theses in its true context. Frankly, the Draft Theses were made, not to repeat all the commonplaces of the Trotskyist program and what Trotsky wrote and taught us but essentially to consider the new problems. If there was one issue that we considered completely settled and liquidated, within Trotskyism, as far as theory and program were concerned, it was that of popular frontism. We considered it one of the constitutive axes — Trotsky’s analyses and politics — and a basic question of revolutionary strategy. It is an undeniable fact, we can regret it, comment on it, criticise it or ponder it but, I insist again, that it is an immense fact within the life of the FI-IC, that this was a mistake because we have tremendous, enormous differences regarding the politics and the characterisation of popular frontist governments. This was the first mistake, involuntary but very serious because every theoretical question not resolved, in this case not even raised, but which later expresses itself in very large differences, has enormous practical consequences.

			The second problem has to do with the rules of democratic centralism. We did see this problem, there were methods and even arguments of the OCI(u) about democratic centralism that frightened us and did not seem correct to us. I’ll list a few. One of those issues, perhaps one of the most important, was the principle of the OCI(u), and of all the organisations of the Organising Committee for the Reconstruction of the Fourth International (OCRFI), of refusing to comply with the famous recommendation or resolution of the Third International, let’s better say recommendation because it is a point within a general resolution where it is pointed out as basic to the structure of a Bolshevik party that the cells and intermediate organisms democratically elect their leadership. That is, for the Third International, democracy is exercised every day, at the level of all organisms, as direct democracy: at any time, a cell elects its leadership, at any time it removes it and appoints another. For us, this is a mechanism of extraordinary richness, an essential element of the existence of strong centralism. For the OCRFI and the OCI(u) (the former following the example of the OCI(u)), democracy was always one or two months of relative discussion, a central committee is elected, whose members per se — i.e., individually — or the CC as a whole as an institution appoint all the leading organisms of the party, from the rank and file to the leadership. In other words, after electing the delegates to the congress, in the OCI(u) democracy ended during the entire interregnum until the preparation and election of the delegates to the next congress. Specifically, for the rank and file, there is not a daily democracy but rather an annual democracy. The second issue, and there are many others, is that we did not see the right to the existence of tendencies or factions sufficiently guaranteed in the statute. Logically, in a Trotskyist statute, one is not going to fall into the ridiculousness of not stating that the right — abstract, general — exists. But in the OCI(u), the statute spoke of certain questions and in the practice of the OCI(u), of cliques, of parallel organisms, a very diffuse thing that we do not know very well what it is, an animal of several sexes, not even bisexual, of multiple sexes. This problem was combined with the practice and history of the OCI(u): there has never been a tendency struggle, a known public ideological struggle, or a factional struggle. And this never covers a long enough period, of 30 years. As far as we know, in 30 years, never ever has there been a serious struggle except for the issue with Bergue, which was not a political struggle but rather one that was suddenly forced on the organisation secretary, in a public and open manner so that the entire organisation knew about it. It became known once the Bergue problem had been settled. Bergue was denounced for a series of issues, which we do not doubt, but it was not a tendency or factional struggle. 

			This practice was accompanied, as a third aspect that worried us, by quite brutal methods and a lack of guarantees in the discussion. It is quite possible that we of the PST(A), have a petty-bourgeois democratist trajectory but Comrade Carlos can inform you that the PST(A) and all those who formed the BF had and have democratic-centralist and organisational methods diametrically opposed to them. For example, in our parties, in the PST (A), differences are encouraged, they are protected by the statutes. Everyone who forms a tendency or factional group has the right to elect one or two leaders, according to the importance of the group, who is professionalised in the PST(A), and a parity moral committee is formed, not with a majority of the majority but with parity, to morally control the dissemination of the materials, the guarantee in the election of the delegates, and the right to go to all rank and file organisms for the comrades who argue the orientations of the leadership. Furthermore, the statute guarantees that as soon as a group, a tendency or a faction has expressed that it has differences with the party leadership, including individuals of the party, if this happens in the pre-congress period, the sanction of any organisational measure against the militants of said groups, tendencies or fractions, or of individuals is prohibited. No militant of an opposition tendency in the PST(A) can be sanctioned during the pre-congress period. Nor can he or she be moved from the rank-and-file organism of which he or she is a part. That is, the leadership of the majority of the party can send him or her —I don’t know— to Alaska, to give an example from the United States. He or she has the right to remain in the team, in the cell, in the region where he or she has always been a militant and is known.

			This has also happened on an international scale due to pressure from the PST(A) within the USec. Under the USec and by demand of the PST(A), the right was accepted that when international leaderships emerged, these traditional methods of the PST(A) were applied. For example, for the 10th Congress, we managed to impose that delegates be sent to visit all the organisations that were desired among the different parties. Mandel’s International Majority Tendency (IMT), for example, sent three delegates to the PST(A), and they toured it from end to end. They organised the meetings, I believe Comrade Carlos was in Buenos Aires when the discussion took place, in a Box stadium, with three of the six party regions that Buenos Aires had, at the request of the comrades. We thought it was better to have smaller meetings, of 300 to 500 comrades, and they demanded that no, that it be a meeting of the three regional groups that grouped more or less 1,500 comrades, and we then had to rent that small stadium. But that was at the request of the comrades that we complied with. We have to acknowledge that the French LCR gave us the same facilities and that a good number of our comrades travelled from end to end of the French LCR, to discuss anything they wanted.

			The third difference, comrades, is the definition of the OCI(u). As on the previous point, we had some doubts, without reaching any precise characterisation. We continue to have these doubts, we do not have a definitive definition of the OCI(u). Perhaps it was also a mistake to have unified without defining them with complete precision, and without them defining us. We moved away somewhat, not much, because we made great efforts to define them, and we lived in uncertainty as we saw very positive and very negative aspects, which prevented us from drawing an overall conclusion. But Lenin, at the beginning of his political career, had already said that before uniting and being able to unite, we must first delimit ourselves. We did not fulfil this Leninist precept until the end.

			I believe that these three mistakes but above all and fundamentally the first, the issue of popular frontism, combined to cause the current crisis we are experiencing. Of these three elements, one was completely unknown to us when we did the unification and the Draft Theses. The other two were known but we considered it was necessary and convenient to carry out the unification on such solid principled and programmatic bases where we never had skimped to discuss any differences that we were aware of. In this sense, we were intransigent and considered it of secondary importance, given the enormous weight that having a common program, without ambiguities, that we underestimated the other two factors.

			Let us then come to the decisive, pivotal issue, which caused the beginning of the discussion of distancing and crisis within the FI-IC, which was that of popular frontism.

			It all started in July of this year. In Paris, because of our “bureaucratic” activities, of reading the correspondence of all the sections, of speaking out on all the issues, we had not been able to follow, or rather, I had not been able to follow the publications and the politics of the OCI(u) very closely. The ex-BF comrades who were part of the Executive Committee (EC) had given me several worrying alerts about the electoral policy of the OCI(u), an electoral policy for which we had had a fairly important responsibility, in the previous discussions in Bogotá.

			That is, we always thought it was convenient to vote for Mitterrand from the first round, and we insisted on that line. But this was not the worrying aspect, the general electoral line but the fact that the nefarious popular frontist, treacherous and counter-revolutionary politics that Mitterrand advocated was never or rarely criticised. But once I was in Bogotá, I had more time, we began to study the policy of the OCI(u), its publications, its slogans, and its program, and there was also the very important fact that Mitterrand had come to power. By July, I had already concluded that rarely in my life, let alone in the Trotskyist movement, had I seen an organisation that claimed to be of revolutionary Marxism and had a more opportunistic policy. I was terribly shocked because the fundamental editorial, recommended by the leadership of the OCI(u) as the axis of this entire stage, that of issue No 1005 of Informations Ouvrières,6 did not mention the significance of the emergence of a popular frontist government in France, whether it would be good or bad for the workers, whether it was good that a government with bourgeois ministers was coming to power, nothing. The only thing it said was that the bourgeois were bad, that with the rise of this new government, the bourgeois was going to be worse, and that then we would have to fight the bourgeois. And not a word of the popular frontist government. Imagine that tomorrow in the United States, the AFL and the CIO come into government together and publish an editorial saying that the bourgeoisie is going to attack this government and they do not characterise it, they say absolutely nothing, it is a historical fact. And an editorial with a popular frontist government that says absolutely nothing, neither what a popular frontist government means, nor what (change of cassette) … or the rest of Informations Ouvrières. Nothing was denounced about Mitterrand, etc.

			In all honesty, the first to find out about this were Pierre Lambert and Felipe [Luis Favre].7 I sent them a letter when they were in Peru where I told them that their policy was at least as bad — and for me this was always the biggest betrayal of the Fourth International — than that of Pablo-Posadas in Bolivia of critical support for the MNR. Honestly, I consider it much worse. In July, I insisted again because of all the stories that we are factionalists, etc. In July we sent him this letter, clarifying that we were very concerned because we already thought that Felipe’s position on the anti-imperialist united front was revisionist and that this filled us with anxiety and caused us great concern.

			Getting down to earth now and eliminating all the accusations from one side and the other that will be made, taking into account the magnificent fact, which fills us with joy, that you are a new group in the Fourth International, and that you are young is very good but like every positive aspect you possibly have a negative one, which is a relative ignorance of the tradition of the world revolutionary Marxist movement and Trotskyism. For this reason, perhaps abusing your patience and perhaps ignoring your historical knowledge, I will allow myself to clarify what is being discussed, to get to the heart of all the little filth that we will commit on one side and the other, led because of the polemic. The essence of the discussion, the fundamental point, is what policy a revolutionary Marxist party should have against a popular frontist government. First of all, I would like to point out that we are alone in this discussion, in France and on a world scale. I don’t know whether you know that Pablo and Lambert agree not only on politics but almost to the letter. I don’t want to expand on this at great length but we have produced exhaustive documentation showing that the main political and programmatic documents of Pabloism in France say that we must support the government’s progressive measures and that the most important political document, written by Comrade Lambert himself, says that we must support the steps and measures. This about the steps is very interesting, the style.

			I don’t know whether you know that in the polemic between Lenin and Stalin after February 1917, Stalin also said that we had to support the steps of the provisional government. Not only does he say that we must support the steps and measures, just like Pablo, but Lambert has begun to do it, whereas Pablo is more abstract.

			The political report says that four types of measures should be supported, which are practically all of them. But in Informations Ouvrières they have clearly stated — from which it would be deduced that if they had deputies in Parliament they would have voted yes, with both hands — that we must support the following government measures: nationalisations with payment, the government’s program to achieve 200,000 new jobs in two years (in France there are two million unemployed) and then a five-year plan, and in five more years, with luck, in a bourgeois program of credit to companies to absorb people, they say that in these seven years it will liquidate, with this bourgeois measure, unemployment. The concrete target is 200,000 new jobs. In Informations Ouvrières, the OCI(u) has categorically stated that it supports the principle of these plans and this program and policy of the government. They have supported and said that the government’s measures to suspend the expulsions of immigrants for the time being and we must continue along this path and they support the entire government policy in general terms for public education.

			We say that this is support for the popular frontist government. And supporting a popular frontist government is supporting a bourgeois, imperialist, counter-revolutionary government to the core, to the marrow. We say that never, ever, does a Trotskyist support any measure of an imperialist government, regardless of the characteristics that this government has, that is, whether it is a popular front, Bonapartist, fascist, etc. Thus, the difference is very clear, either for the support of measures that are considered progressive or for the denial, of the opposition to those measures that are considered progressive. There can be no confusion in the voting. Logically, centrist tendencies will emerge but it will be very difficult for them to sit on the fence because the political dilemma is crystal clear: either for the policy of support for progressive measures or against the policy of support, for a policy of repudiation of the government as a whole and all of its measures.

			Vulgar thinking is sometimes even dumbfounded, and it is about this vulgar thinking or about the lack of true revolutionary Marxist thinking and from a dialectical scientific point of view, that the OCI(u) is arguing, to try to win it. For example, for a vulgar thought, in 1936, under Blum, 40 hours of work were achieved and paid in France instead of 48. So, a worker without class consciousness and someone who thinks in a simple, common way, asks: How can we refuse to work 40 hours if until now we have worked 48 hours? Only a madman can pose such a question. To reason in a vulgar way and, worse than in a vulgar way, without revolutionary class consciousness, is to fall into the trap of the reactionary government. Because the discussion is very clear: when we say we must reject the government’s measures, we do not mean that we have to continue working 48 hours and not 40. We say, why do we have to support these measures, that is, to say to the working class, how good what the government is doing in that area! and not simply use that measure and criticise it? The main weapon of Marxism is criticism, which means interpreting and pointing out to the working class why this bourgeois government adopts this progressive measure. In other words, for us “to use” is a verb, within revolutionary Marxist politics, diametrically opposed to “to support”. And let’s see why.

			We cannot support any measure for multiple reasons, among which there are some fundamental ones. First of all, our policy towards any imperialist bourgeois government can never be an addition or subtraction of measures. That is, our general policy cannot be that we study every measure that the government adopts and if it benefits the working class in some way, we support it, and if it does not benefit the working class, we reject it. This is a policy of adding and subtracting measures. It is the famous measure of reformism and the minimum program. For example, this means that the government could little by little adopt increasingly progressive measures, and then we are making the mass movement have trust in that government. For us, every bourgeois government has, in a total and general way, counter-revolutionary, reactionary politics (I am referring to the imperialist governments), and every measure it adopts, even the “progressive” ones, are part of that counter-revolutionary and reactionary politics. It has a counter-revolutionary objective. The policy of an imperialist government cannot be divided into small pieces: this piece is good, we send it to the left, this piece is bad and we send it to the right, and we make a small pile, and perhaps the small pile of good measures is bigger than the bad ones, and then, from telling the working class so much to support the government’s measures, they come to the logical conclusion that in general terms the government does bad things but it also does many good things.

			No. Our task is to show that everything it does is bad because the overall policy of this government is bad, and like in a puzzle, the “good” measures come into play. That is to say, every concession from a bourgeois government, like from the bourgeoisie, has the aim of slowing down the mobilisation of the workers’ movement, of slowing down the revolutionary process, making the masses say “we must trust the government and not our mobilisation”, “achievements can be obtained without mobilisation because we have a good government that adopts progressive measures in our favour.” Our policy is directly the opposite, to develop the most tremendous distrust and class hatred of any imperialist government.

			We, at the beginning of the polemic, used this expression of “hatred” and then we were scared to see that perhaps we were introducing psychological considerations into our politics. But happily, rereading Lenin, and even Trotsky, we have found that we use almost the same words. They systematically talk about hatred. Indeed, the working class is human and moved by passions, and the greatest passion that a Trotskyist party tries to instil in the workers’ movement is the most tremendous distrust and the most terrible, most brutal hatred that history has ever known towards all the organisms of the bourgeois and imperialist class, to all without exception regarding the same class. Not half a millimetre of trust, not half a millimetre of sympathy. We aim to prepare the working class to carry out a violent insurrection, through thousands of sacrifices, risking their lives, against the imperialist regime and all its institutions, mainly its government. Only if we succeed in instilling tons, tons and tons of dynamite of hatred in the class, can we succeed in transforming this into material and objective facts of a revolutionary type. No class can hate another class and its institutions, and its government, if we tell it that the government is taking progressive steps and that it can continue taking them, that it is taking progressive measures and that it can continue granting them. That is placing trust and awakening sympathies for counter-revolutionary governments.

			This discussion with the OCI(u) is very difficult for them because it raises an iron contradiction within the OCI(u)’s own policy. And it is the following: Can we support the “progressive” measures of any bourgeois government or not? In other words, is the policy of supporting progressive measures general for any bourgeois government, or is it specific only to popular frontist governments because they have the trust of the workers’ movement? We ask these questions for the following reason: For us, the OCI(u) has had a very correct policy in Spain, not as a tactic but as a matter of principle, by denouncing colossally “progressive” measures such as the fact that under Franco there was no voting, no elections, and once King Juan Carlos and Suarez8 came to power, there was a conquest as colossally “progressive” as the absolute vote for all Spaniards, without any restrictions. And another measure as progressive as the right to organise the unions and workers’ parties of one’s choice was taken. Let the OCI(u) come and tell me whether these are not “progressive” measures, about 1000 to 5000 times more progressive than any of the measures adopted by Mitterrand. Mitterrand has already said categorically, for example, that he will not give the vote to immigrants, who are hundreds and hundreds of thousands of workers in France. King Juan Carlos gave the vote to all Spaniards and this was a “progressive” measure. However, the OCI(u) was brilliant because they said: these progressive measures are at the service of maintaining Franco’s army, the monarchy, they are at the service of maintaining a counter-revolutionary policy and we denounce them. The mistake, for us, was that not only did they denounce them but they have refused to use those measures. They confused approving with using; in this case from a sectarian point of view because we believe that we should have participated in the elections, that we should have taken part in the legalised unions, that we should have fought for the legality of our parties. In brief, to use what the class enemy gives us to deceive it and use that to unmask it, and say: the Cortes are not democratic enough, they are monarchical, etc., but using them.

			If the OCI(u) tells us that no, that only measures from popular frontist governments are approved and this is why they had the policy of not supporting the “progressive” measures of King Juan Carlos, they will have to explain to us what the difference is in principle, in essence, between the imperialist counter-revolutionary policy of Mitterrand and the imperialist counter-revolutionary policy of Juan Carlos. Why are the measures of a popular frontist government like Mitterrand’s worthy of support, even though they are at the service of the counter-revolution, just like the measures of Juan Carlos?

			This policy, comrades, of supporting the measures, has disastrous consequences in all areas. For example, the OCI(u) does not publish a single article criticising Mitterrand. Mitterrand has ETA prisoners and the OCI(u) has not published a single article asking for their freedom, denouncing the government that has ETA prisoners. The OCI(u) is absolutely silent about everything the government does. Never ever — we denounce —has it published an article, of strong and violent criticism of the monstrosities that Mitterrand is doing. For example, Mitterrand is strictly implementing the Giscard  plan regarding security, and the OCI(u) makes indirect comments, never frontal. It has gone to such a point in not criticising the government that the OCI(u), in its political document and later in its daily practice in Informations Ouvrières, says that those who do these monstrosities against the workers’ movement are Giscard9 officials and not the ministers, nor Mitterrand. In other words, it divides them between the ministers and Mitterrand and the officials. Every worker who reads Informations Ouvrières comes to the following conclusion: if the officials do all kinds of tricks against the workers’ movement, as in Renault, which is a state company and is going from strike to strike to oppose the measures adopted by the government if the OCI(u) is right and the officials do the opposite of what Mitterrand wants, then Mitterrand likes the working class, those who go against the working class are the officials, not Mitterrand as a government. This non-criticism goes directly against everything that Lenin and Trotsky have said. Lenin has said that governments where traitorous workers’ parties take part, these governments must be relentlessly criticised. This word relentless is used again by Trotsky, systematically, as a denunciation. This lack of criticism of the government is the first great consequence of the policy of support, that is, no one can criticise thoroughly, every day and minute by minute, a government that one is supporting its measures because then the working class would ask itself: Why do you support the measures of this government? This has a second consequence that also arises from support for the government, which is the lack of criticism of the parties. The OCI(u) has not, to date, brought out any criticism of the SP; it has commented on the congress and criticised one wing and weighed up another but, as a whole, it has not criticised the SP and Mitterrand who is its head. Trotsky has systematically said, anticipating the OCI(u), that the criticism should not only be of the parties but of their leading figures so that the working class understands. In other words, we must say “Mitterrand is a traitor, we elected him to do socialism, he helps the bourgeoisie.” Mitterrand must be named.

			But this is also very serious because there is not a single criticism of the extreme, extreme right of the French trade union movement, which is Bergeron, who leads the CGT-FO,10 who criticises Mitterrand for going too fast and says that we must be more respectful of the bourgeoisie. Lambert was always a leader of this workers’ confederation. This worries us a lot because to date there has not been a single criticism of the disastrous policy of this workers’ confederation, which is the workers’ confederation linked to the PS.

			The third consequence is the theory of blocs. You know that with Pabloism and Mandel, the great theoretical difference that we have from 1951-52, which is the difference we have with all the opportunists, is that the axis of our policy is to see which bloc is progressive and which bloc is negative and support the first against the second. And Trotskyist politics, since Trotsky, is nothing about blocs, the only progressive thing that exists in general is the proletariat, and everything bourgeois is negative. What we have is class struggle, not blocs between classes. This does not mean that a class does not fracture, causing civil war as in Spain. But we never make a political bloc, here what we may do is a military bloc but not a political one, as Trotsky used to say, the systematic denunciation of the republican bourgeoisie, the systematic political denunciation of Chiang Kai-shek  must continue to be done more than ever when we fight on the same side of the barricade.

			This bloc theory is currently being developed at full speed by the OCI(u) and its leadership. They say that there are two blocs, the bloc of the economic bourgeoisie, which fights against the bourgeois government, and the entire workers’ movement that supports it. Put another way, the bloc of the Mitterrand government with the entire working class. I cannot go into more detail, you will read our materials but you will see the number of quotations, especially one where instead of using the word block, the word field is used (this is in an OCI(u) document).

			OK comrades, but ultimately what is being discussed? When a popular frontist government comes, many times, not always, I insist, there are no absolute laws — a stage of a great uprise of the workers’ movement opens and, furthermore, this rise of the workers’ movement for the first time clashes directly with the traitorous parties because they have them in front of them, they do not increase their wages as is happening now in France. The “bosses” of the biggest factory in France (with over 40,000 workers), Renault, are today the SP, the socialist party in government because it is a state company and the strikes are against the government. Then immense possibilities open up for the working class to say, as they say in Poland, “we have to go against the CP because it is the one in government”, and the government, together with the bourgeoisie, is the one that oppresses us and is the manager of the bourgeoisie.

			When this popular frontist stage opens, if this great upsurge takes place, what is posed for Trotskyism is something so simple, so simple, that it is embarrassing that the Trotskyists have forgotten. The strategic axis, everything that the Trotskyists do has the objective of, as quickly as possible, carrying out a workers’ and popular insurrection, to turn the government over to a populist front, as was Kerensky’s in Russia. That is the objective, to create a great mass party that will educate the workers about the need to overthrow that last bourgeois government, that we must prepare for the insurrection, and for that it is necessary to create a party of masses. But this cannot be done if from the beginning the workers’ movement is not told, through a thousand different tactics, if the workers’ movement is not instilled, that those two traitorous and counter-revolutionary workers’ parties are the last scum of history.

			Precisely, the insurrectional stage is prepared by the stage of hatred, let’s call it that, of inciting hatred, combined with the struggle, we must develop all the struggles we can against the bourgeoisie and the workers’ parties in the government and against the government. We can use different tactics to attack this government. We must take into account that the masses believe in the government, in this sense we have to be tactical, for example saying “the bourgeois ministers out of the government” instead of directly attacking the entire government, although without ceasing to denounce the entire government and the workers’ parties for joining the bourgeois parties. But attacking the bourgeois ministers in the government, and telling them to leave, is a tactical way of attacking the government because Mitterrand wants the bourgeois ministers in the government.

			That is, comrades, when the popular frontist government comes, the final point of Trotskyist policy under the governments is almost always raised, which is to go towards insurrection or, on the contrary, towards defeat, towards retreat. But the insurrection is no longer posed as a propaganda issue, it becomes a real issue. This is why when a popular frontist government comes to power the workers’ parties are 10 times more traitorous than before because before they were a counter-revolutionary apparatus within the working class, and now they are transformed into a direct counter-revolutionary apparatus of the bourgeoisie, they are transformed into the political managers of the bourgeoisie. For revolutionaries, they go from the counter-revolutionary apparatus of the workers’ movement to the general counter-revolutionary apparatus within society, within the bourgeois regime, they become the quintessence of the bourgeois regime that is the one which exercises the government and, therefore, the one that must be overthrown through an insurrection.

			Today in France this discussion is of decisive importance, perhaps you do not realise it. In France, as in very few other countries, we have the possibility of quickly transforming Trotskyism into a mass party. It opens up the possibility of destroying revisionist tendencies through the tactics of unity and the formation of a single great Trotskyist party but on these programmatic bases; not on the programmatic bases of collaboration and support for the measures, of support in general for the government but, the other way around, in the systematic repudiation, comrades. In other words, strategically, when a popular frontist government rises, the objective is the seizure of power by the working class and the formation of a Trotskyist party with mass influence, which teaches the masses every day that they cannot place a single millimetre of trust in the popular frontist government and the counter-revolutionary workers’ parties and that what it has to do is come to hate them, carry out different struggles that will prepare the revolutionary party, supported by the mass movement, to overthrow the popular frontist government, and to destroy the counter-revolutionary workers’ parties through the action of the mass movement.

			Well, comrades, this discussion, is raised in this way, with vigour because we believe that there are exceptional conditions to create a mass party in one or two years. We believe the OCI(u) is much better off today than the Bolshevik Party was in 1912 in Russia, that is, five years before taking power. It is much better off; we believe that in three years it can have the strength that the Bolshevik Party achieved from 1912 to 1917. An example is demonstrated by the influence in Paris of the OCI(u). And let’s not talk about the entire Trotskyist movement, which, in relation to the influence of the Bolsheviks and the Petrograd militants, is very powerful. In 1912, when the uprise began in Petrograd, the Bolshevik party had 50 members. And the OIC(u) today has 1,500 or 2,000 militants in Paris (leaving aside that Paris is perhaps five times larger than Petrograd).

			On organisational issues

			On this point, comrades, I will be very brief, so you can ask questions. It is a matter of how democratic centralism should work in general, that is, whether the guarantees of a general nature that I indicated at the beginning, that the PST has always given, should be given. Whether or not that is Bolshevism. Election by the rank and file, total guarantees for tendencies, no persecution, no “cliques” to stop the discussion, and such like accusations. Yes, the right of tendency is sacred. I say this because the OCI(u), with the argument of cliques and parallels, expels everyone. And we believe that this clique thing is a very dangerous weapon. A Bolshevik party, even if a clique exists, can only judge it by objective facts. A clique is a group of friendly people, who, for reasons of friendship, speak out in the same way in the political terrain. But friendship cannot be prohibited, and the political consequences must be refuted in the political arena and not pursue McCarthyite persecution because this crushes the development of the possibility of tendencies. If you cannot discuss among yourself in the ranks and leadership, how you see the situation because you are immediately denounced as a clique, you will never give different positions, and no tendencies or groupings will ever emerge. This is in general. And, in particular, comrades, we must fight for the reintegration of all comrades into the OCI(u), so that all guarantees are given. Let them be reinstated with all honours because they have not formed a clique or anything like that but rather, they have discussed political positions and, in that, we are principled and we are not going to give in at this juncture. And there is also the discussion about whether democratic centralism exists on an international scale. For us, according to the statute, and according to the Draft Theses themselves — the two fundamental documents of the FI-IC — there is no democratic centralism at the current time. In other words, everyone can do what they want if three-quarters of the EC or the General Council do not prohibit it. Nothing can be prohibited. Such as, in fact, our documents say when they point out that voting is not done by a majority but by three-quarters for it to be mandatory. Hence, what is not mandatory can be done. And, just as they also say, that we are not governed by democratic centralism.

			The OIC(u) is saying no, that the entire discussion has to be organised, no document, no letter can be read, and no report can be changed. What I am doing would be anti-organic for the OIC(u) at the current stage of the FI-IC. We are not going to give in on that. Only a sovereign Congress, which votes by majority, can impose democratic centralism. Only if democratic centralism existed would it be possible to say whether or not I can talk to you or whoever. Meanwhile, no resolution prohibits me or anyone, least of all the OCI(u), which says that you should not talk to anyone and has been talking to everyone on the phone and commenting on everything. It is their right that we recognise, and it is our right that we demand to have recognised because there is still no democratic centralism and, therefore, we are not subject to half plus one. With a clarification: if there were half plus one, we would be a large majority. 

			Well, comrades, this discussion should be carried out with great responsibility. My opinion is that the FI-IC may enter into an organisational crisis but through this discussion, we all become stronger. The formation of a leadership is strengthened. We will come out of it much richer than with the Draft Theses. This document was already a great progress and this discussion will also be a colossal progress. Because having politics for popular frontist governments means having politics for the enormous number of class collaboration-type governments and popular fronts that the world revolutionary uprise will give rise to. It means enriching ourselves, even though we may lose 1,000 or 1,500 militants. You should speak out responsibly and seriously but categorically on this discussion because of the enormous importance of your group. For being, as I told you in the previous greeting, in the bowels of the monster. We are all looking out for your small group. And we all hope that you will speak out for our approach to this serious stage of the OCI(u). That is, if you were to pronounce yourselves in this way, it would be an enormous strengthening of the international leadership.

			That’s all, comrades. I await your questions.

			Petroni: I’m going to tell you who is present. There is Susana, who is responsible for San Francisco: Comrade Alberto, who is a member of the CC, Mario, Gregorio, a member of the newspaper (collaborator) and is here as a guest; Elizabeth, who is a member of the CC; Comrade Ima, who is invited to the meeting of the CC who comes from Spanish OTI, Comrade Antonia, member of the CC; Jusil, invited to this meeting who comes from the OCI(u). Well, these are the comrades who are present.

			Well, comrades you have questions, please ask them.

			And, while the comrades think, I have one: Hugo, in the newspaper issue 1024 of the OCI(u), there is a point that seems important to me. It is the following. I think that the root of many of the positions of the OCI(u) is that they assert that there are insurmountable contradictions between French imperialism and US imperialism. On page #9, in the article on Cancun, they say: “Official optimism cannot disguise the deep divergences between the governments of the great imperialist powers, which are the expression of their antagonistic interests.” That is, for me this presents us with a problem: that they see French imperialism as progressive.

			Moreno: Yes, this is also the theory of blocs, unfortunately. In this, the OCI(u) changes its lifelong line. All its life it has pointed out that Yankee imperialism was brutally hegemonic, and this was almost taken to the point of absurdity. All other imperialisms were almost an epiphenomenon, they almost did not exist. And now, the other way around, as soon as Mitterrand came to power, the OCI(u) discovered almost insurmountable differences, which led to the blocs. That is, the bloc of Yankee imperialism was very bad and the most counter-revolutionary, and, on the other hand, a more or less progressive bloc of the Salvadoran guerrillas, Panama, France, which pushes a little; not entirely because it is reformist but it is on this side of the barricade. This is directly criminal. We believe that Mitterrand is consciously working with Yankee imperialism and that they have a wisely planned division of tasks. Nor do we believe that everything is rational and this is expressed in the fact that there are wings of Yankee imperialism that sympathise with the politics of European imperialism, even because of the influence of Yankee imperialism on the European economies. Just as there is a Pacific wing, Yankee imperialism sympathises with Chiang Kai-shek11 and with South Korea and Japan, etc. That is, the influence of Yankee imperialism carries all its contradictions within itself, but it is all part of the same imperialist front, although there are differences. These are differences within the total unity. I don’t know if you are satisfied with my answer or if you want me to expand on it.

			Petroni: that’s fine, I’m completely satisfied.

			Gregorio: Yes, comrade. I wanted to ask you, regarding the progressive measures of a popular front government. You have clearly explained to us that all these measures are indisputably aimed at maintaining the regime and institutions of the bourgeois regime. I just wanted to ask you if, in the exceptional situation when this popular front government was forced to carry out certain expropriations because of the state of the class struggle, and, in that situation, do we not support these progressive measures of the government?

			Moreno: I love your question, comrade, because it has to do with the other side of politics. I said that measures are used. But revolutionary Marxist politics not only uses measures but also defends them when phenomena such as those you say take place, which lead to a break with a bourgeois sector — or with the entire bourgeoisie — and the bourgeoisie is forced to attack those measures. Then, we defend them. But we don’t support them. Because to say we support them is to say to the masses that it is a government worthy of a certain amount of trust. For example: In our document, we take an example of the Trotskyist line in the face or 40 hours. I don’t want to go on too long but I have the quotes here. Trotsky and the Trotskyists in France said that those 40 hours were a manoeuvre, that they were filth, that it was a manoeuvre to stop the working class that was beginning to occupy the factories and impose not only the 40 hours but workers’ control and 30 hours if they wanted; they were going straight to taking power and that’s why they gave them the 40 hours but along with that they said: let’s use them but also with revolutionary methods to impose the 40 hours, let’s defend them from the attack of the bourgeoisie and not only defend them but let’s do it by occupying the factories and making committees and forcing them to be applied. But they never said they approved of them.

			Now there is a plan of the French bourgeoisie, with Giscard before and now with Mitterrand, to lower the working hours to 39 hours and in three or four years to 35, which is a terrible defeat for the working class to go down from 45 to 35 because these 35 hours eliminate overtime. A thing worthy of a centuries-old bourgeoisie, very subtle. They say: the 35 hours are multiplied by all the working days of the year and the bosses have the right to work those hours on the date they want. For example, one day they make you work 10 hours and the next day they tell you not to work. Then, you never charge overtime again and they drop the current 40 hours. The OCI(u), and Lambert and Stéphane Just, who are very smart people, long ago realised this very subtle manoeuvre of the French bourgeoisie. And they have opposed it because they consider it an attack on the 40 hours. In the current balance of power of the French bourgeoisie, if the bourgeois government says that it is going to increase from 40 to 44 hours, possibly it will fall the next day. Thus, they say this. And we say for the defence of 40 hours. The Trotskyists themselves said it was a counter-revolutionary manoeuvre, it is a disaster, and the workers’ parties were scoundrels because they struck for 40 hours when all of France was in the hands of the working class and the working class could lift a finger, take power and the 30 hours are on the next day. But now, faced with the attack of the bourgeoisie, we defend it. That is, even in this case we do not support it. We defend from the attack. It is something very similar to when a civil war occurs between two bourgeois sectors: the republican side against the fascist side; or the Japanese side against Chiang Kai-shek’s side in China. We defend China, we support, in quotes, in the sense of defence only. We defend China, for example, but Chiang Kai-shek says “Vote me 100 million dollars to buy weapons and distribute them to the workers.” Like Trotsky, we believe that it will not distribute them to the workers and, therefore, we do not support it, although we defend China, including Chiang Kai-shek, from military attack, from occupation. But we continue our political struggle. And the political struggle requires us not to place even half a millimetre of trust in any measure of any bourgeois, especially imperialist, government. We have come across one or two somewhat misleading sentences from Trotsky regarding the expropriation of oil in Mexico, which we have not been able to pronounce.

			Well, comrades, I don’t know if you were satisfied with my answer. 

			A female comrade: Well, comrade Moreno, I am the comrade who recently arrived from France. I don’t know if you remember but we met a month later… The first thing I want to tell you is that for me, as a former militant of the OCI(u), it is very important. That is to say, this possibility to discuss, to have talks with all the militants of the International, this struggle that you are promoting of an important organisation of our International.

			The first thing is that I, like many comrades of the OCI(u), have seen the misinterpretation of democratic centralism, that is, all the points you have made, or the lack of internal democracy, the lack of possibility of elaboration of the rank and file.

			Moreno: I understood everything you said to me but not specifically the question. Please tell Carlos to talk to me because it is a bit difficult for me, for Carlos to summarise your question.

			The female comrade: I didn’t have a question. I wanted to tell you what a good initiative we’ve taken…

			Moreno: All right, I got you. The OCI(u) is in great decline, especially Pierre [Lambert]. I have the recording of my conversation with him yesterday. They are practically surrendering, through many manoeuvres but they are surrendering. He is ready to make all kinds of concessions, to bring the tendency back in. We believe he is very scared because their internal document announcing the bad relations with us fell into the hands of Rouge and the LCR, and the LCR has launched a furious attack. For this reason, or I don’t know whether you know that we have more than 1,000 or so comrades, excluding French and Argentineans, who are speaking out completely in our favour, that is, there are about 1,300 more comrades on our side. We don’t know whether this has also affected him. And then, it is also quite possible that he has been affected by the fact that he is a lifelong Trotskyist, and he is a politician of great magnitude, so he has reflected a lot and has begun, although he manipulates these issues a lot, he has begun to criticise the apparatus (of which he is also a part). But leaving aside the manoeuvres, certain perspectives open up for us to discuss, and perhaps with certain possibilities.

			But let’s not fool ourselves either, so far, the methods have been brutal; the conversation was very good saying that all the concessions are being rolled back (illegible), so please let’s agree and make a deal. But we are going to stand firm because we will not allow the monstrosities and lies that they have told to the rank and file and the monstrous methods. I don’t know whether you have received our bulletin in which the reason for the expulsion of the comrades who formed a tendency in Angoulême is stated. One is expelled (verbatim), unfortunately, proposed in the name of the CC by Cristobal, for “misleading…” Not even Stalinism dared to say this. Stalinism made up lies, it said “so and so is fired because he is a counter-revolutionary because he met a Gestapo agent in a certain hotel” and it was all a lie, the person had never been to that city or that hotel, but an objective fact was given. On the other hand, this is the first time I have heard such a thing: if one has to be fired for “inducing a mistake”, then someone who convinces people to make mistakes is much more serious than inducing, and they must be kicked out of the organisation.

			The female comrade: On the issue of not criticising Bergeron, the leader of the reformist, social democratic CGT. I believe that the roots of the fall of the OCI(u) in its opportunism, the popular front, go back a long time to the union issue. That is to say, there has been a long-standing elaboration within the OIC(u) on what the task of the Trotskyists in the unions was. That is, many Trotskyists were expelled from the CGT and without struggle, without mobilisation of the workers, without explanation to the workers, without mobilisation against the lack of democracy within the Stalinist CGT, they went to Bergeron’s CGT as if this were much better, much more democratic. Still in the OCI(u), at the same time during the electoral campaign of the politics of the Stalinists and for the campaign of unity, right here we have seen roots of whether social democracy was better, as if the Mitterrand vote was not political as you have stated but a vote because social democracy is better. What I am trying to say is that I believe that the roots of the opportunistic politics of the OCI(u) today have roots much further back, much older and that many militants who were within the OCI(u) were fighting to have a political line of intervention in the unions, a political line of intervention against social democracy, which it said was for unity but which it never used for that unity before the elections. So, to say that I believe that the OCI(u), as you say, there are opportunities, not in the leadership but in the ranks, there are opportunities to implement that fight that we are doing and to win that fight against the OCI(u), its leadership. And that’s why I do believe that Lambert is now trying to retreat because he doesn’t have the strength to implement that opportunistic policy. I don’t know what you think of what I’m saying.

			Moreno: First, we laughed and were greatly happy, it is one of the points of our letter to the POSI, raised a little more delicately than you but that is what we think, with quotes from Trotsky, so as not to offend but we say exactly the same and we name Lambert, if he is not a transmission belt, through Bergeron, of social patriotism, of social democracy. According to Trotsky, every union leadership tends to transfer opportunist lines. That is, we say the same as you but including Trotsky as much as we can so as not to provoke a violent reaction. The second thing is that, frankly, apparently you know the OCI(u) very well because it was not our criterion, not at all. But our comrades there who know France well, the French comrades from the former BF who know the OCI(u) say that it is the most sensitive point in the rank and file, that in the rank and file, there is a lot of lifelong anger, especially among those who have been active in the CGT, because of this policy, which is the point of greatest criticism. That is the problem of the popular front and that, as it has a fairly large but unilateral education, is thrown into abstractions, this may not be seen so much but what you say, yes. That is the advice they have given us, that we should hit hard there. So, I can’t help but congratulate you.

			Any other questions?

			The female comrade: I would like to see much more emphasis on the issue of the Renault strike. I do not know very well what the policy of the OCI(u) was but I think it is very important to explain how the opportunist deviations have not allowed the Renault strike to be used, it isn’t a small thing, to develop the class hatred of the workers against the policies of Mitterrand and his government.

			Moreno: Very, very good. Well, the policy of the OCI(u) was very simple. It tried for a month and a half, if I’m not mistaken, to hide this and all the conflicts; you will soon receive my letter to the CC of the Spanish POSI, which is a very extensive document, where I point out the facts. But now we are going to give it, as you say, much more importance because Renault’s problem was so big, that it became a political event of such importance that in the end they had to give it importance. Total silence for a month and a half as if it did not exist; Le Monde commented on it, the CP and all the newspapers in France commented on it except one, Informations Ouvrières. And all of a sudden, they said: “yes, the Renault strike” but to insist on the same thing. Now it seems that they are turning, attacking the CP and not the SP. Until recently the political document said that Fiterman, the minister, should not be attacked, only the officials. Now there seems to be a shift. Regarding Renault, they took it into account but that is the ultimate criticism of themselves, why did they give it importance now and not before? And what has to do with the first wave? There is an exceptional situation in France, it is getting better and better, there is starting to be conflict everywhere, and the OIC(u) does not take part in this process. That is why I agree with you that it is a concrete fact of enormous transcendence and very clear, everyone can understand it because it is a fact, and it stops being abstract.

			Are there any other questions or should we end this very long talk?

			Another female comrade: I am a member of POSI, I have been active there until I came to the United States, and I have been here for two and a half months. So, I first wanted to make a couple of points about what I think of the policy of the French OCI(u) and the OCRFI in general, naturally from the part that I knew in the OCRFI, and then at the end, I wanted to ask you a question.

			Concerning the policy of the OCI(u), there are two considerations: one regarding the method of discussion, and another regarding the tactics of party building. Regarding the method of discussion, I know the method within the POSI, I have been in the CC of the POSI for eight months from its constitution to the unification with the public faction of the LCR, the IC, and I know this method of discussion. Suffice it to say that for raising in the CC the doubts of the Barcelona comrades, about whether or not to participate in the Workers’ Commissions, I was called a Philo-Stalinist.

			Moreno: Yes, I know.

			The female comrade continues: The discussion was settled by accusing me personally of […] all possibility of discussion ended. The comrades […] intended to take the discussion further […] clique, massacred, I think it is the mildest word I can use…

			Moreno: Yes, yes, unfortunately, that is the case. It’s the last discussion, recently, maybe a year ago. That discussion is famous and it is just as you tell it.

			The female comrade continues: A year and a month ago. As for the method, I have also known all kinds of discussions about “we are not a discussion club”, a phrase that also appears in Favre’s document, which is intended to eliminate everything; I do not know of any organic discussion organised in the POSI. My problem is that I believed that this was in the POSI because it was small. After all, it was weak because the leadership was not good, and this was not the case in the French OCI(u). Upon learning about this whole problem, I have realised that the roots are not from one or two wrong leaders in a section but rather, as far as the problem is concerned, it seems to be a scourge of the entire OCRFI. So, I agree with the way you are presenting the discussion and I totally agree with it. Furthermore, I believe that the POSI comrades in Spain have hardly any information or very bad information. I recently spoke with a comrade from the rank and file and he told me: that nothing is happening in the OCI(u), the unification here in Spain is very good and it is supposed to be Moreno who intends to cause problems. The comrade had no idea or had distorted information about what was happening. Apart from that, I also wanted to know what is happening in POSI now and I still have not received news from them. In terms of party-building tactics, some things are becoming clear to me now. As you said regarding the issue, for example, of the POSI campaign regarding the elections after Franco’s death, the policy in general and in essence was correct, the tactics when applying it were fundamentally false. That is, I am used to being right about everything and that no one subscribes to the things that I propose or that I do in factory assemblies. Our policy is correct but the workers do nothing with us and never want the party. So, I see that there is a problem when applying the policy as I don’t know whether it should be exactly the same as in the OCI(u) because I don’t know it that well, but it was the same as the POSI. When applying the policy, it is, on the one hand, ultra-sectarian and, on the other hand, it supports social democracy. I remember our discussions about the unions for example, and in Spain they are now beginning to consider whether or not to intervene in the Workers’ Commissions, the union centre led by the CP. It was a sin to even talk about it, it could not be raised, we did not intervene there, we only intervened in the UGT, the PSOE union centre. So, it seems to me that there is a serious problem there because we have never led a strike. I think that the comrades of the OCI(u) in France are more or less in the same situation, and they find themselves now after a policy demonstrated essentially correct when the elections, the vote for Mitterrand and all this, they find themselves facing the masses and I think they practically do not know what to do with them, fundamentally in the union movement but not in the workers’ movement, not in the factories. I believe that the orientation that you are giving is fundamentally correct as far as the building of the revolutionary party in France and everywhere in the International is concerned.

			Finally, the question I wanted to ask, regarding the criticism that the French OCI(u) is making, is that it only places the bourgeoisie and the CP as the main enemy and does not criticise the socialist party. The problem is what to do with regarding the criticisms of the CP now, and how to differentiate our policy against the government in general, as against the SP and the CP, to what degree […] the criticisms, how to make them, how to participate regarding, and although […] I would like some more information about the POSI of Spain.

			Moreno: Well, I’m going to start with POSI. Comrade Raul made a lot of progress, now he is going backwards. For example, from that meeting, he has self-criticised. Before coming to Bogotá, I went to Spain and spoke to him with complete frankness, that he was a great leader but that for us he had methods that would prevent, even if there were total political agreements, unity with him, and that they were specifically him and the regime. Then he was very self-critical. I told him about that meeting, that I had reports that he was a real beast and that they were Stalinist bureaucratic methods of the worst kind. Then he told me that yes, that he had learned all that from Lambert, that it was the fault of OCRFI, some furious criticism. That he was going to change, and he had begun to change quite a bit, for instance, both on political and organisational grounds. For example, they now accept that they can take part in the elections to the Cortes, they accepted the article published by the magazine, made by the Spanish PST, as an official document, and they began to change organisational methods. But we don’t know what happened, he criticised the OCI(u) line but the OCI(u) sent them Sebastián, they sent Stéphane Just, and in that meeting, in the CC a month ago, Raul already took a U-turn saying that he had criticism but that the general line of struggle against the bourgeoisie alone seemed good to him. He did not continue making criticisms and has begun to close the POSI regarding us and the unification process. He misses appointments and we know that there is a huge witch hunt campaign going on. He says no, that it is the pro-us wing, that there are two wings, that he barely managed to win in the leadership in favour of his line of uniting with us because everything united us, and that the other wing, directly dependent on the OCI(u), was the one that was against any unity with the PST. But we see him in a very big step backwards, despite what he tells us, because we must be guided by the facts and the parity committee to prepare for unification is already working increasingly worse and he is the one who is missing.

			Regarding the other tactical question, this is a bit long and should be discussed with the French comrades. I think that in general terms we must hit both parties very hard, and essentially the SP, which is the majority, but the CP to the bitter end as well but without taking away a single responsibility from the SP because the president of the republic is a socialist. The Reagan of France is Mitterrand, so all the strikes to him, and it is also a Bonapartist regime; the strength of the president is tremendous. In this sense, we compare Mitterrand with Juan Carlos. And it is not capricious because in the discussion with the Spanish comrades I had the misfortune of having to read some texts on Spanish constitutional law in Paris. I found myself with the great surprise that the monarchical structure is copied from the Fifth Republic. That is, an almost identical constitution except for the part where it talks about the law, which is copied from the Italian constitution, but the rest, the institutional structure is almost the same as the French one. Then the presidential institution and the president have to be hit hard because the fight against Bonapartism involves bringing down the president of the republic, as an institution, the one who exercises it. I don’t know whether I answered your question.

			There is a very interesting tactical problem — the CP is making a quite clever, very sinister move, which is that it places the CGT as its left wing. The CGT makes some little proposals, it is the only one that appears a little to the left at times, proposing to solve such a problem. The communist youth has also put forward the struggle for the rights of the soldiers, although accepting the policy of the government of not lowering from 12 months to six. This is indeed a very delicate tactical problem. Some French comrades believe that we have to turn it to the CGT side because it is going to be fortified, and it seems that there are reports to that effect and that this is where the process is going. For me, this is why I tell you that we cannot argue and we must be very careful in tactical matters; for me, the axis of Trotskyist activity in the workers’ movement passes through Renault and two or three of the most important factories but essentially through immigrant workers. A quarter of France’s industrial workforce, that is, those who do work with their arms, not in services, are immigrants. I think this is where the problem comes from, it is no coincidence that our faction had a magnificent Renault activist who was precisely Greek and that the most advanced have reached us. But all these tactical questions: whether immigrants or not, whether we have possibilities at the rank and file of the OCI(u) to gain people or not, whether it is convenient for us to work outside, depend on many combinations of answers. It is not a single and isolated response, but rather a strategic and tactical response.

			A comrade: I have eleven hundred questions to ask but because of lack of time and for many reasons, I cannot ask more than one and I chose the smallest of all. My question is whether the OCI(u) is giving in on Trotskyist principles to the Mitterrand government, and at the same time wants to put its position to the other organisations of the FI-IC.

			Moreno: the OCI(u) is a mixture, the POSI comrade pointed it out well although she did not say exactly this phrase, and the opportunistic face was developed very well by the French comrade. The OCI(u) is a mixture of sectarianism, of general statements with opportunism. For example, in Poland, we have a discussion with Pierre Lambert about whether the centre of our activity, of our approach to power and everything is Solidarity, and Pierre already insinuates that it is the Soviets. Soviets do not exist in Poland, and I do not know if they will exist. So, it is a mixture of ultra-leftism with opportunism; the Spanish comrades know it better than anyone, the French not so much from the point of view of the history of Trotskyism, because Molinier12 was a little more skilful than Nin.13 Nin, every time he turned to opportunism, he spoke for the dictatorship of the proletariat and did not go below that, that was his great slogan. By this, I mean that the OCI(u) may strike with the left on an international level and with the right on a national level. It is a combination of ultra-leftism with opportunism, which is very common, they are the two sides of the same policy, and it puts forward ultra-left positions as it proposed in Spain where they not only stated that the elections for the King’s government should not be supported but that they had to be used, it went to the ultra-left. We said that we must denounce this concession, this measure by the king as a manoeuvre but we must take part in the elections. They were ultra-leftists and sectarians. In Spain, they were also, besides that, opportunists. For example, what the comrade stated about not wanting to be active in the unions led by the CP is a crime against Trotskyism. In the Draft Theses we wrote that document against this policy, the document on unions, which forces everyone to join every union where there are workers, against this ultra-leftist and sectarian policy of theirs. So, I don’t know whether they are going to try to impose this policy but what they will impose to the death is that everyone votes that the policy they are proposing is correct. But there is a greater danger here, that they try to reach an agreement with us with our general statements, because Pierre [Lambert], in this recording I was telling you, insists — and he has told Aldo14 Casas  the same thing — that I have to prepare a document, a thesis and that he doesn’t see any big problems with voting for it, as he believes there will be an agreement. We exaggerate the difference, he says. This is also very dangerous because it is trying to dissolve — and Trotsky also studied this — a concrete problem, current politics, the denunciation of Bergeron, everything that the French comrade said, dissolving it into a thesis, which they are going to say that it is very good, they are going to say that they are applying it in France but they are going to apply it in the opposite sense, and they are going to give us a lawyer’s argument about whether they apply it or not. The problem is confusing. We highly doubt that because of their ties to social democracy, they will change their specific policy; however, we are almost certain that they will make formal concessions of all kinds, including giving us the FI-IC, they may go as far as that. As long as we do not attack their concrete policy. But the optimal variant can also happen, that they begin to change, that they accept our theses, democratic centralism, it is already a unique event in 30 years that they say they readmit us. But we have to see under what conditions; if they admit us by saying “Look how good we are, that you are a clique, you are scoundrels but we let you in anyway”, we don’t accept. I don’t know whether I answered the comrade.

			The comrade: Yes, perfectly. I just wanted to tell you that all of us here have brought this issue to a broad discussion, and we are endorsing your positions 100 per cent.

			Moreno: Very good, comrade, it gives us great joy, there are several of us here listening to it and from the smiles I see that there is a general joy.

			Another female comrade: I wanted to ask you; I was very concerned about the resolution on Poland that we received. I believe that the combination of opportunism and sectarianism occurs not only in France but internationally. I think that the resolution on Poland, in general, is also very opportunistic and I would like to know whether you think it is related to the problem in France.

			Moreno: No direct relationship but rather with a method. The problem is more complex, comrade. I didn’t raise anything about the army, that’s why I made that addition, which is the essential fact. There will be no revolution against the bureaucracy if we don’t do work in the army, and they did not even raise this problem, nor the issue of dual power in depth. This also has to do with it, you who are young have to understand us a little and our big mistakes, we have swum against the tide. In this sense, hit us hard but also understand that we have gone through a very long tunnel. Mandel told me that Deutscher15 told him when the crisis of Stalinism began when it was already big and strong, “Look, Ernest, we are beginning to come out of a tunnel”, and I enthusiastically told Mandel, “We are already out, we are out”; and Mandel tells me “No, I think Deutscher is right, we are starting to come out of the tunnel”. We found ourselves with the tragedy of the economic boom, with the tragedy of 15 or 20 years in which the proletariat of Western countries generally stopped fighting, with an unprecedented phenomenon because the industrial proletariat is the number one character in world history. more or less since the 1870s and if we take periods, since 1848. However, 15 or 20 years ago it ceased to be the main protagonist. And that is a tunnel for us Trotskyists because our program is essentially the program of the industrial proletariat. There is no Trotskyist program without a mobilised industrial proletariat, and there is no industrial proletariat that can continue to mobilise unless it acquires the Trotskyist program and moves according to the laws of the permanent revolution. That is, it is an inevitable unity but all of us have acted defensively with the triumph of Stalinism that appeared omnipotent, so we have made many mistakes. Our entire generation. Trotsky, when the tide turned against him, did not make those mistakes, they were his greatest theoretical successes but because he had made himself in a stage of great uprise, he had learned the laws of the class struggle when it was lived with all intensity, he led, he was a leader.

			This has allowed us to make amends for mistakes, etc. All this for what? Lambert, like Stéphane Just, has been a Trotskyist on the defensive of their sectarianism. They had to defend the general principles, of a tremendous communist party, there was a strike in 1953, then in 1963, and then the very big one in 1968. And in France. in all this time, there was almost no other strike. This creates a defensive mentality and it hides itself in complete abstractions. Because reality does not give him the chance to fight. For example, I was a very good friend of an extraordinary comrade, our great Swiss leader, and when we held international conferences, Healy had it against him with a rather heavy Irish humour, but he made very good jokes, did not give it any importance and laughed. systematically. I raised the problem, and in Switzerland, I believe that in this post-war period, since 1918 there had not been a strike, according to Healy. So, I once told him that his comrade was worthy of respect, of being listened to, that no jokes should be made, and then he made a frankly very talented joke, that even I had to laugh at, which was to say to me: “What do you want, Moreno? I have to laugh all day, Switzerland is not a country, it is a luxury hotel, there are no strikes, there is nothing, absolutely nothing happens.” This, our Swiss comrade reflects that process, was a very good theorist but abstract, without any sense of reality, without any sense of how to act in the workers’ movement, without any sense of the most exploited sectors of the Swiss proletariat, which are the immigrants, he never worked on those sectors.

			So, Lambertism has this mentality, super abstract and very defensive. This mentality transforms into opportunism as soon as important events appear, such as the Polish Revolution and so on. But my warning is this, I don’t know what would happen if a great revolutionary party emerges, perhaps they will be forced to change, they are not going to change, it is already a very settled method, but changing means giving in, and this is not ruled out. Yielding to the new generations, to the new experiences and to the new leaderships that will emerge and be much more capable than ours. If the OCI(u) does not hinder the formation of new leadership, we are not asking them for a methodological or spiritual striptease that they cease being abstract and opportunistic when they act in reality, as they have always been: abstract, sectarian, opportunistic. We cannot demand this from them, they are too old to change their hair, as they say in the countryside of my country. But if they contradictorily have the policy of opening, through the method of democratic centralism, the possibility of the combination of new leaders, of the emergence of new leadership, in which we all form part and first of all them but where their method is not decisive. Leadership is made with disparate, different individualities, the more different the better the leadership, according to Lenin’s advice. The leadership has to be the team, the totality, the unity of diversity. So, in this new reality of an OCI(u) formed by new leaders linked to this colossal stage of the class struggle and a new leadership emerging, they with their opportunism and sectarianism, can play a positive role, individually. If they close the path of democratic centralism, they will be one more tremendous obstacle to the formation of the International, a very big but relative obstacle, precisely for this reason that I tell you about the emergence of a new generation. I am happy that you are part of this future new international leadership and who are already part of this new militancy and this new leadership that is being formed. I don’t know whether I answered you, comrade.

			Petroni: Hugo, just to finish the conversation. I think I noticed in your speech where you describe the conversation with Lambert, with a tone of hope. I think that this tone of hope and what you say about the content of the telephone conversation, contradict much with the document signed by Stéphane Just, Favre and François,16 which is disgusting, it is a complete factional attack against you, against the method, they distort everything, they lie, they falsify. Put another way, it is a method that we have known in the past, that they have adopted in all the factional discussions.

			Moreno: It is a real contradiction, Carlos. But we cannot ignore what’s new with Pierre [Lambert], and if you knew the recording we have here from last Monday, in Brazil, of Felipe [Luis Favre], your hair would fall out. It is the last straw but we are going to force all this down his throat. I am neither an optimist nor a pessimist, I gave you a detail that at the beginning I did not intend to tell you, our line is very pessimistic in principle, because of everything you say, because of the line and fundamentally because of what the [female] French comrade told us. It is a tremendous question that we have, what are the links between social democracy and the OCI(u)? They are intimate but to what degree, apparently very solid. But for the moment we are hypothetical, we want the praxis to tell us, so there are two attitudes on my part, contradictory. On the one hand, in the cold analysis, I cannot fail to take into account what Lambert says but neither can I fail to take into account all of the above. And all of the above is disgusting and indicates that this has no way out. For example, lying; which is going to be a good laugh. Lambert, in what he recorded for me, tells me that we started the discussion over three months ago, and Stéphane Just says that it was only in October. The article was already out on 3 October. When you say that they lie and are disgusting, they are like that and they are factionalists and lie like we have rarely seen. Mandel was an angel compared to them. Yesterday, Lambert admitted to me that we had been discussing this for over three months. They will have to swallow all that if we go. Now, I am as pessimistic as you are but a true Marxist exploits every small variation to the maximum and tries to enter through the smallest window that opens up. We cannot ignore what Pierre told Aldo [Casas] and me, he totally capitulated on the whole line (the terms don’t matter). The doubt I have is that if it is the case, I think it is demagogy but I must exploit it. But without falling into any manoeuvre, the French comrades have told me: what do we do? Do we continue publishing the bulletins? Do we publish the last expulsion that they made, which was monstrous? Pierre himself called him to see if he would rejoin because the expulsion was scandalous. And I said, don’t stop for a minute, publish public bulletins, distribute them, continue driving them crazy, only when they capitulate unconditionally will we say something. So much so that we have decided not to say anything to the French comrades or anyone because they are right on the front line of the battle, until Tuesday or Wednesday when the concrete proposals are made to Pierre and we know for sure whether he accepts or not. The matter will be decided quickly, on Monday or Tuesday.

			Our proposal is the following: a world conference immediately to appoint a moral commission, where a majority vote is taken under the mechanism that we had said to found the Fourth International and not only that but we are going to tell him clearly, that this means an overwhelming victory for all of us who are against your politics. Can you bear to remain in the minority in an International that is going to move by democratic centralism, and whose leadership thinks that your politics and methods, that your politics are opportunist, the methods are Stalinist and the phraseology is Trotskyist? An International that every day is going to write that by a majority of its leadership against you but that is going to completely respect you as a leadership. We do not want to remove you as a leadership but we do want to change your methods and your politics and you will tell us yes or no. Because the problem is very simple, we have a very large majority, between 3,400 and 3,600 militants against some 1,800 or 1,900 of yours. Given the parity that was decided when the FI-IC was created, the PST(A) and the OCI(u) would have permanently for four or six years, so that the two do not fight over who has more. Because, for example, we have doubts about the statistics of the OCI(u) rallies, we have counted the seats and everything, being a strong party. The Argentine party, I will give you some very big news, had 14,000 supporters and, despite the terrible financial crisis and inflation, managed a financial campaign of us$ 465,000 and a regular sale of 11,000 to 12,000 for the newspaper, that we believe cannot be maintained because of the conditions of clandestinity; we are astonished ourselves. This party, this leadership with the apparatus, makes a party of 11,000in three minutes, as we did with Mandel. And Jean Pierre went there, visited the cells and everything and had to submit the report that everything we told him was true because we let him choose. We told him: today there are so many meetings, you tell us where you are going. We extended it a little, three months, we broke the clandestinity a little, and we brought 11,500 into the party. With 14,000 militants, imagine. Regarding how the OCI(u) counts, we would have 14,000 contributors because they count by contributions. So, that is why we reached that pampa agreement with Lambert, let’s fight over who has the majority but for four, five or six years they have the same representation. If this is the case, we have an immense majority. Will Lambert accept it or not? If he doesn’t accept it, the problem is over, we are not going to hold back, for us it is a discussion of principles, and then we will claim that majority and we will be the FI-IC and when they want to enter, they will enter. It will not be our fault if they do not accept our methods, that is, if they do not accept our politics, it is fine but they have to accept the methods, of democratic centralism. Otherwise, there is an impasse, there is no way out. Did I answer you, Carlos?

			Petroni: Yes, perfectly. Well, then let’s end here, comrade.

			Moreno: I mean, as a good Marxist I always like to think of the worst variant, to be prepared for it. If one always thinks of the worst variant, that is, all the surprises that may come are favourable because in the end, it was to corroborate the most unfavourable hypothesis that one has handled, to continue handling them, it is well within the Marxist method. A big greeting to all the comrades, I insist and this is not demagogy, that you are a decisive element towards the future in this whole question. The fact that you come with us is immense, it opens enormous perspectives for the Fourth International because the Fourth International has enormous perspectives in the United States if we continue working on immigrants and if we expand the work towards black workers. Greetings comrades, and we will win this battle, we are already winning it.

			A comrade: The newspaper is already coming out in English.

			Moreno: Very good, great news. Goodbye, comrades, to all, and a salute with a raised fist.
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