WORKERS FIGHT

INTERNAL BLULLETIN no. 26

February 1975

Ireland and the Pernmonent RevolutiONcseecescsoeoees S

The Lessons of Mill's TreacherYcescrecsssceosnsoses L.D.Trotsky
Excerpts fron "Letters from Prison"scescocecosssoe JoFsCannon
15 ~ R&F and the TeacherSeccovoccsccsersnssencsoa DS

Docunents on the incidents concerning Bolton Anti Fascist Cttee

NOT fraction minutes.




CANENT RUVOLUTION

Contents

1., Tditorial for 'Irish :lilitant' Dec 1966 - G. Lawless and
2, Letter to 'Irish Lilitant' from S. riatgamna ¥, McCann
Z, Letter to G. Lawless from S. .fatgamna

4 Letter to S. Matgamna from G. Lawless

5., Letter to G. Lawless from S. latgamna

6., Letter to S. Matgamna from G. Lawless

7., Tditorial for 'Irish Militent' Feb. 1967 - R. Lever and
S. ilatgamnsa

Lppendix: Excerpts from Irsland Unfree - 3. Purdiz (ILG)

The reason that these editorials and letters have been included in
this bulletin is becsuse many people, myself included, had not had the
ideas on Ireland and the r~ermanent Revolution that Comrade SII put for-
ward at the workers Fight Day School on Ireland clearly spelt out pefore.
The fact that the ILG still mainteain thet the Jermanent Aevolution still
holds good for Ireland mcans that these letters are just as relevint now
as they were in 1967. T

wditorial from 'Irish kilitant' Dacember 1966

The major point of confusion in the Irish Ieft today centres on the
national question and 1its relationship to the struggle for soclalisn.

The Marxist analysis of the relationship of capitalist and socialist
revolutions in the modern world was first suggested by Marx with refer-
ence to the German Revolution of 1545, and then in this century wasfully
devaloped by Leon Trotsky. That analysis is called the Theory of ferm-
anent Revolution.

As expressed by utlarx and Trotsky, the Theory of Permanent Revolution
can be summerised in these termS......

The countries such as Ireland that becin their econoaic dev-
glopment after the initial flourishing of capitalism in the major nat;ons
of Western “urope do so under radically different conditions than thelr
predecessors., In these countries the bourgeoisie is much weaker than it
was in western iurope because it is at a vast competitive disadvantage
against the capitalists of the advanced countries, a dlsadvagtage mult-
iplied by forelgn political rule in the cese of @1rect oolonles:= At the
same time the proletariat is much stronger than }ts l?t@. and lgth.
century forebears for the simple reason.that it is based upon large scale
industry to the extent that industry exists at all.

The class struggle between proletariat and bourgeoisie existed ig
embryo even in the ~.nglish Revolution, and playgd a §ign?fioant rolg in
the greater French Revolution. B3ut in modern t1@e§ its 1@99rtance is
so much greater that for the hourgeoisie the declsive politicul emot}on
is fear of the working class. LMoreover, gconomically, the bourgeois;e
of & backward country is most intimately linked with the old landowning
class and the foreign colonial power. For thessg reasons Fhe bourgeO}51e
and its parties are incapable of carrying through bourgeois-demoecratic
revolution.

But the fight against the landlords and imperialism is of extreme
importance for the whole people and particularly the peasants and workerst
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The peasantry, because of its dispersion and its backwardness, cannot lead
this strugegle. Only the working class in the urban centres can carry it
through to victory. 4t the same time the leading role of the proletariat
in the struggle for 'bourgeois-democratic! measures is combined with a
struggle for its own class interests against its own class enemy, the nat-
ional bourgeoisie. The conquest of power by the proletariat procaeds

*to wrest by degrees &ll capital from the hands of the bourgeoisiet. It
does this merely in its own class interest and also because in todays world
fast ¢conomic development is only possible on the basis of nationalisation
and economic planning.

Thus the 'bourgeois-democratic' revolution grows quickly and contin-
uously into the socialist revolution. It is a permanent revolution in the
full sense of the word uninterrupted by any period of capitalist rule. It
is permanent above all in the sense that the success of a socialist rev-
odkution in a backward country, lacking the major technical, material and
cultural productive forces reyuired for the establishment of socialism,
can be secured only by the extension of the revolution uninterruptedly
until 1t triumphs also in the advanced capitalist countries., fs long as it
remains isolated in & hostile capitalist world a socialist revolution in
7 backward country is prey to the two perils of counter-revolution and
niternal degeneration.

Letter to 'Irish wilitant® from S. latgemna (unnublished)

Deur Comrade,

Your December editorial briefly outlined the Theory of rfermunent Rev-
olution of karx and Trotsky. without this theory modern history is in-
comprehensible....the fact thuat the russian Revolution tcok vplace in a
backward country, the logic of the unfolding coloniual revolution as in
China. This theory is a development of the .iarxist laws of conbined and
uneven development which shed a flood of light upon the course of Irish
history, entangled as it is at all points with that of 3ritain's,

+Clearly your intention was to brush away the cobwebs and nonsense of
those who deny that the next step forwerd for Ireland cen only be workers'

1 Jer.

Approaching the guestion fron an ideslist, normative conception, these
people take the comion ..enshevik/Stalinist stand that a regime nearer to
the classical model bourgeois state hus yet to be established in Ireland
as a result of the 'bourgeois-democratic' revolution. Supre-historical 7
echolastics of the first water, they take the positoin that condaitions will
only become right for workers power wfter the ideal 'bourgeois-democratic'
regime is realised - and this in a vorld where even feudal and semi-feudal
countries like China, Vietnam and Yugoslavia (not to mention Russia in
1917) - have shown that such bourgeols developments are things of the past.

Like the rautskyite scholastics who refused = birth certificate to
Bolshevik Russia because it had been born outside their expectations, they
refuse to see that Ireland is a bourgeois state - ie two bourgeois states
peculiarly deformed by its history and the relationship with Britain -
bourgeois still though, even in the Republic, economically dominated and
exploited. ~rartition makes the country more vulnerable, but esven without
1t, economic domination would still flourish on the basis of the normal-
ised bourgeois market relationships - the power of the big und the wesk-
ness of the small. Only the international socialist revolution can trans-
form this - in the last analysis and even if an Irish workers State was
established first - and that is not the 'bourgeois-democratic revolution'.
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The law of combined and uneven development is the ilarxist tool for
uderspanding Irish history and the curve of future development. T believe
this is what your editorisl meant to imply, that the next step in Ireland
could only be workers' power; but you confined yourself to an abstract
outline of the Theory of the rermanent Revolution merely intimating that
it answered the professional confusionists in_general - without spelling
out. But it must be spelt out because your editorial can be misinterpreted
when you talk of there heing no period of capitalist rule in Ireland this .
is correct for the theory - but apply it to Ireland &.d 1t appears to say
that the bourgeoisie don't hold power yet! To deny that the capitalists
have direct power in Irelend, even if they in turn are not yet their own
masters, would be wbsurd, and I am sure that was not your intention.

As an analysis of forces and a proletarian perspective of action for
feudal and semi-feudal countries, the Theory of Jermanent hevolution does
not apply literally to Ireland. In your rebuttal of the stalino-menshivik
rubbish which has caused so much damage in countries like Indonesia where
the rPermunent Revolution could apply - given revolutionary workers' parties
- you make far too many concessions to the mechanical application of :laoist
theories to Ireland.

That Ireland is NOT & model bourgeois state 1s undeniuble...as is the
fact that she has not got all the cttributes of Capitalism's first-born
sons, nor for that matter their economic weight. But only the socialist
revolution will end the underprivileced position of Ireland and similar
countries under Capitalism. In so far as your editorial asserts this as

-

the next step for Ireland I agree w.olehsartedly.

Fraternclly: Sean iatgamna

Letter to G. Lawless from S. Mabgarma December 1966

Dear Gery, A

I raised the guestion of the implicatlions of the editorial with
you. I think we should clear up any misunderstandings that might arise out
of it. The real trouble with it 1is thut 1t is a very good outline, an
absolute reply to the Chinese for countries like Indonesia where the Theory
of the Permanent Revolution could apply given revolutionary workers'
partiss - but it just doesn't in my opinion apply to Ireland. =&s I underT
stand it it is an analysis of the forces 1in feudal and semi-~feudal . .
countries in their relationships with world economy, and politically a
perspective of actlon by the proletariatl, necessapi}y.led by theirvrevol-
utionary parties (it is the ebdication of responsibility by the G:B.'s
who were alloted the role of lecdership in Trotsky's 1928 conceptions that
have made for divergencies in many countries...but that is a big subject).
But it does not apply to Ireland...though of course the Marxist concept-
sjon of combined and uneven development on the basis of which_Trotsky_ '
worked out the Theory of Permanent H"evolution is invaluable in explaining
Irish history, past and fUtUre....q..p8rhaps you wpn'? agree? ‘AnyW§y~I
have written a letter on the editorial of 'Irish #ilitant' which might
form the basis for a discussion 1if the comrades and yourself dgn't agres.
Tncidentally, I have gone to guite & lot of trouble to phrase it as Jdip-

lomutically as possible....

Fraternally: Sean Matgamna

Letter to S. Matgamna from G. Lawless

Dear Sean,
I have just received your letter today. 1 can agree (with some
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misgivings) with the main point of your letter in as far as it applies to
the 26 Counties but cannot for the life of me see how you believe that the
6 Counties is & normal bourgeois stute - be clear the next step is workers'
power north and south on that we are lOO% agreed but not the classification
of Northern lreland as a normal bourgeois state.

I agree you have phrased it very diplomatically and as we don't agree
the next step is to see what we can do about it,

We could: 1. Debate reference to Northern Ireland (until we have a
discussion) - (a) by letter (b) on the Tditorial Board (c¢) in An Solas. And
published &s a letter.

2. Rewrite (deleting reference to N. Ireland) as an edit-
orial and jointly present same to E.B.as a draft editorial.

Fraternally: Gery Lawless

Letter to G. Lawless from S. atgamnsa.

Dear Gery,

Your letter arrived on Friday so there was no possibility of a
reply in time for the meesting in London. I don't really understand your
objections to the letter, so we had bastter discuss it in detail. The
letter was less than specific on many points and possibly I sacrificed
clarity to diplomacy.

You say you cannot understand how I believe that the Six Counties is
& norm&l bourgeois state....But where have I written it? The letter spec-
ifically talks of two states peculiarly deformed by its history and its
relationship to wngland. Is that the same as saying that the Six Countiss
is & 'normal' bourgeoils state? 3ut vhat I do say clearly is that Ireland
as a whole though mutilated is still bourgeois.

Analyse it., Do the bourgeoisie in both parts enjoy social power?
Are the relations of production bourgeois or not? It is obvious surely
that though the pwer of Imperialism overshadows them even the Imperialist
Aamination 1s on the basis of bourgeois relations? Liore and more old fash-
Loned colonialism is giving way to reliance by the Imperialists on their
giant economic strength....this is clearly the trend in Ireland. All that
is blatantly obvious. Lo the bourgeoisie hold state power then? Yes, but
again it is relative and their stote power is curteiled to an extent by
Imperialism and of course direct the Northern bourgeoisie in setting up
their separate house, in closer alliance with Zngland than the Southern
bourgeoisie wanted. This is pirticularly true on the keeping of sufficient
nationalist people anu territory within the Six Counties to make it viable.
411 right....the state power of the bourgeoisie is very much &t the whim
of the British, and the set-up is not what the Southern bourgeoisie would
describe as & normal bourseois stute,...but the direct power denied the
Southern bourgeoisie is in the hands of the Northern bourgeoisie acting us
a subdivision of the U.K. bourgeoisie. There are conflicts of interest
between the Northern bourgeoisie and other sections of thelr class in the
rest of the U.k. ....but no clear-cut antagonism exists.

The letter says clearly that the capitalists have power in Ireland...
even if they in turn are not their own masters. (But then the Stalinists .
argue even the British bourgeoisie are not really their own masters any
more which underlines how relative it is.) You disagree with that form-
ulation? Then you must tell me who has power in Northern Ireland if the
bourgeoisie - as a section of the U.L. bourgecisie - do not? DNobody is
denying the role of Imperialism or the peculiarities of N.I., nor the need
to describe these features in any characterisation. But I disagree that
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these things place in guestion the bourgfeois nature of the whole set-up.
The partition of Ireland arose from a genuine split in the bourgsoisie,
linking up with the alms and needs of Imperialism. The Yorthern Ireland
bourgeoisie, organised as & regional division of the U.i., at the moment
have a large amount of autonomy. (How much Imperislist arms contribute to
the acquiescence of the Southern bourgeoisie in this situation is dsbat-
ble...s their own peculiarities enter the picture as well you know...)
There is, of course, absolute economic subordination of N.I.....but this is
also true of the rest of the country leading to the present snuggling up
to the U.K. are the Northern bourgeoisie held against their will? The
situation boils down to a split in the bourgeoisie, one section nmaintaining
closer links than the other with Impcerialism, Imperialism in turn stage-
managing the whole affair, the split allowing a direct intervention, but
let me repeat that this does not alter the bourgeois nature of the set-up..
sesreal, historically conditioned bourgeois, as opposed to some ideal one
from the textbooks. I am not denying that it is an appalling mess, but
you should not deny that it 1s a bourgeois mess.

lhese, North and South, are the only bourgeoisie that we will get.
If you want to call the YWorthern bourgeoisie 'traitors' go shead, but they
are the Irish bourgeoisie, they and their Southern cousins who are only a
shade differsnt. Ireland's bourgeoisie are in power, deformed, crawling,
divided as they are, geltting what relations they can with G.3. as the div-
ided sections do, there cun be no other bourgsoisie. “wven with reunific-
ation under capitalism it will make little difference, the only important
effect will be to cleur up the issues with which the Orange and Green .
Tories have occupied the minds of the proletariat for decades (as Connolly
in 1914 foretold). Our job must bse to explain to the worksrs of Ireland
that these are the bourgeois regimes, weak, rotten, at birth and unable
even to unify the nation as they are. It is in the interest of the Cliff-
ordites with their perspective and their hope frr the future bourzeolsie
to shun the pitiable sight of the craven Irish bourgesoisie and promise that
& newer and better breed of 'national bourgeoisie' is expected on the five
o'clock train from 2eking....pbut it is not in our interest.

T believe that you accept the theory of the degenerated end ‘aformed
workers' states. 4nd yst Russie, walch has up to ten million slave lab-
ourers &% various times, is a thousand times more remote from a 'normal’
workers' state than Ireland, North or South, remnoved from the classic
model of a bourgeois state. But, once agailn, the letter mentioned that
Ireland did not have all the attributes of Capitalism's more fevoured.,

#hat happened with the Decembsr ‘ditorial as I see it, is this....
Feeling the need to take up the stalinist confusion because of its implic-
ations for the future, its denial of the next step, you reached out for the
theory that refutes that sort of 'stauges' nonsense in backward countries
where & reasonable'case' cen be made out for it....is. the Theory of ‘erm-
anent Revolution. In doins that you unintentionally made all sorts of
implied concessions to their assumptions about Ireland and wound up arguing
on their ground, within their terms of reference, without pointing out
the gross, scholastic non-marxist nature of their mechanical «pplication
of Chinese theories to Ireland. This is what I object to. It is not sen-
ough to take up the issues as they raise them, & plece al & time, without
ever analysing their busic mistake, their non-marxist scholasticisa and
idealism. I think I've said that the ghost of Clifford was never properly
exorcised from the group. To go over the Stalinist/Trotskyist history is
not enough to root out the essential &approach or to teach people to avoild
asdopting the seame stance even when opposing the grosser picces of Stalinism
As for my letter, if you can write that I say that W.T. is_a normal bour-
geois state, then you should rercad 1it. Also the letter rightly or Wrong;y
discusses at some length the scholastic approwch which denies the bourgeois
state recognition because it is deformed....you should at least take up
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cement and no more. 3Busy or

the argument instead of announcing your dissgr
SS10Ness oo

GE
not it is impossible to discuss without discu
The Permanent Fevolution is an @nalysis of the classes and forces in
feudal’ and semi-feudsal countriss....end o proletarian perspsctive of
action (depending on revolutionary perties of the working class arising and
playing a positive role...which is why so much of tho currsnt coionial
revolution seems to vsfute Trotsky...le. as Trotsky formuloted it as opp-
osed to the way the UsFI have gerbled 1t so as to forget the proletariat) .
These forces, classss and so on wre Jjust not the seme in Ireland. 1In
using the theory to reply to the Stalinists you rnede far too many implicd
concessions to their madness; you engeged in what was a scholastic match-
ing of texts, without reference to roslity. But reference to reality line
the Tndonesia article, is the real killing test for these psople. I think
there is a real need for & short intornal document analysing the idealistio
scholasticism of the Cliffordites, not matching texts with them but show-
ine theiw divorcement from reality. Clifford's stuff reminds me of the
talk of people who are insane - 1t has a strong internal logic, but it
s no relation to snything in the real world.

This business of questionir: the bourgeois, deformed bourgeols, cher-
acter of Ireland is injected into the revolutionary movement from the
stelinist cesspool in my ovinion. The S.L.L. is highhandedly ignoring
the national question =and minority guestion 1in N.I.{as the piece by
Trotsky on the national question will show) .is wrong but at least they are
right to understend the bourgeoils nature of the set-up. But then I do
not see how anyone can cguestion sither the bourgeols nature of the whole
or Ireland or the very obvious limitations e&nd Gzformities and historically
conditionecd weakness of Irish capitslism. I always took it for granted.
The abstract, normetive non-marxist 3talinists raise this gusstion for

their own ends end only terrible scholastics like the Cliffordites could
raise this seriously. At least we agree that the tall of & coming o
bourgeois democratic dictatorship of proletariat and pesssntry is daft (it

has never existsd anywhere at all).

who rules Scotland and Wales? Tiae argument thet there mact be a
erege, independent, uvnified, netional state before the boursools rule.c.es
leads to declaring tiuese countriss non-bourgeoisttt It 1s not [rzdeter-
mined that every nation will mearnuge a free national state this side of
sociulism. What about the future for Ircsland? The gross deformation,
the relationship to Britain and perhaps later as & weaker fish in the ZEC,
will continus until the workers btuake powers. Fithin this framework thors
is @ very strong possibility of rsunification, by asgreemsnt, cvolutione.
If the capitalist system continucs s-able in this period of link-ups, of
all sorts, there is Just no really sorious explosive material in Ireland
that co-ld lead to a revolutionary rsunification in conflict with Tmperiai-
iSMa....1e., & reunification as sucih - the working class will not rise
sgainst the border;: when they move it will be for there own o}ass aims.
If, while a semblance of the present division remains, there is & revol-
pticnary upsurgs the maiw comporcnt will be the proletariat....and foll-
owing from that, if the upsurge lesds to a reunification under the bour-
geoiéie, the realisation of the ‘'ideael’ bourgeois revolution - then that
will te a counter-revolution azainst the working claess (like the 'comp-
letion' of the bourgeois rovolution in Germany 1918). Cur political ex-
istence must &im at the prevention of such @ vourgacis revolution and WQ
can only do that by preparing a serious pro}e@arian force,o..eduoatlng_lt
against both the talinist bourgeois, chauvinist influences and confusions.

There is a point at which this stages theory of the Stalinlists cen
1ink up with the exlsting idsas on national independence of people moving
towards us and derail them, prevent them_from.understand}ng.that tge
S rrila i dinternational: that the working class, even if }t has 1nher—
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part of that class has inherited the ficht for freedom throughout the
world. This whole matter of insisting on a perfection of bourgeois stages
and states was introduced by the Stalinists at the end of the 20's and

has functioned as one of the many excuses for not fighting for workers'
power. This thing about an absolutely clsar-cut independence, and «
perfect bourgeois state has played a reactionary role in meny countries.
Pre-Hitler Germany, for instancc. 4And the Stalinists are always pandering
to British nationalism in favour of British independence from Amcrical -
This you know. But we would be wcll advised to cloar away from uander this
sort of confusion by showing Just what a pitiable specimen the bourgeoisis
of Ireland is.

what to do about the disagreement? It is too late for the next issus

so there is time to discuss it. a)Re-read the letter to the sditor.
b) Reply to the points here. If you really take up what the letter said,
as opposed to jumping to unwarranted conclusions about N.I. being a 'nor-
mal bourgsois state! then I think that you will find there i1s no differenc:
(unlsss of course you seriously want to maintain that W.I. is not bour - °
geois). In that event I will have no objections in amending the letter
s0 as to spell out the 'deformations'. Or we can do as you say and make

y an editorial. It would be useful to try and sume up the experisnce of
the struggle in the past, the evolution going on, the proletarian class
strugegle as the present basis of the struggle for progress....stressing
the international character of this struggle; above all, putting the nat-
jonal struggle in perspective as one element ond one that will recede in
importance with the evolution of the bourgeois/imperialist set-up and to
the degree that the proletariat steps forward as a class-conclous, truly
independent force. If you feel there is still disagreement then we can
have discussion - I would say at first in a short internal bulletin. In
that event reply letting me know in detail whet your position 1is.

Fraternally: Scan Matgamna

Letter to S. Matgamna from G. Lawless

Deanyr Soon,
T oafraid 1 omust oow Lo knee. As clarified by your second
stter we are in complete «greement. This 1s genuine. T don't know how
T made the mistake but somehow I got the idea that you were cleiming that
Northorn Ireland was & normal bourgcols state. I think you should combine
both letters into & druft editoriwl. Send them down by next Toursday in

time for the editorial board meeting and I will present them.

Fraternally: Gery Lawless

Tditorial for 'Irish Militant' Fobruary 1967

the

pPartition has dominated Irish politics for decades, disrupting
workers

labour movement and, in Connolly's forecast, 'making division(of the
more intense and confusion more confounded'.

The cause is clear....a division of the Irish Bourgeoilsic, origin-
ating in economic difference, led to & split which was then manipulated
by British Imperialism, according to its practice of divide and ruls.

The orthern section, having & measure of political autonomy, kept close
1inks with this Imperialism; the Southern section being dominated accord-
ing to the logic of modern imperialism.

In maintaining its closer links with Britain, the Northern capital-
ists were aided by British troops, who also assist in holding sufficisnt
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people to make the state viable. Despite this, talk of 'British occupied
Ircland' obscures the real identity of the garrison in Ireland....the
Northern Ireland Bourgeoisie. The division prevented the accomplishment
of one major taske of traditional bourgeoils revelution - national unific-
ation. Howesver, if history and the relationship to Britain make the two
statelets peculiarly deformed, they are nonctheless undeniably bourgeoils,
as & glance &t the social organisation and relations of production makes
obvious.

Denying this fact certain peoplc use the incompleteness of capitalist
Ireland to cloak their refusal to struggle for workers' power., Stalinists
of one variety insist that since the capitalists have not played out their
traditional role, they must still bs considered progressive and supported.
Others, deploring the present specimens of cupitalist rulers, sit on theilr
bechsides awalting the arrsival of a better breed of nutional bourgceoisie
on the five o'clock train from fecking.

we who fight for the workers' internstional Republic know that tas
present Irish cepitalists are the only onss we will get. Calling then
traitors is use¢léss....they are not traitors to their class, the only
sphere in which real loyalty, as opposed to demagogic-talk 'loyalty',
counts. But if we ars also to be lovel to our class, we nmust put part-
ition in its propsr perspsctive and recognise that it will bo onded in
one of two wWays.-

1. By an upsurce of the workers, ths only revolutionary force
in Ireland today. 3ut when they move docisively, it will primarily bs
[ T. e !

for their own interssts, against the bossss, GI end
against the border as such, which in 40 and mores yeors has proved incap-
able of evoking a revolutionary movement strong enough to remove it.
Vational unification will be taken care of in passing, as an incidental
to the job of expropriating capitalists and linking up with the internat-
ional working class.

2. By an agreement of Forthern and Southern capitalists with
Imperialism. This might be from fear of & proletarian revolution or, 1if
they are given tiwme, the product of the present coming together of the
Turopean capitalists in the ZIC,etc, S

In either case, those who se¢ only the border will be disarmed....
but those armed with the Bolshevik programme will continue to fight.

en and Orange, rather than

&4
]

o

There was & Marxist exiom that big reforms were usually the product
of the bourgeoisie's fear of revolution, and therefore that weak-kneed
reformists undermine their own aims. There is «n analogy here. The
Stalinists, believers in tho bourgcolsie as the future unifiers, prevent
the workers coming forwar. with their own full prosramme and thercby
prevent the revolutionary solution of the national question. with the IRA
und Sinn Fein, exclusive concentration on one issue has cut them off from
the sxuplosive material that could cchicve their declared alms - the soc-
ialist proleteriut.

we feel that revolutionwry .larxists in Irelend have no option but to
attempt the difficult task of combining the ruthless destermination of a
Rose Luxcmburg, not to be derailed from the socialist revolution by n&at-
ional considerations and the sensitivity of a Lenin to the fsalings of &
nation on which a sharp conciousngss of 1ts own identity hos been indslib-
ly printed by centurics of oppression. In preventing the bourgeoisis
from exploiting this natiocnal conclousnsss to subordinate the Irish moses
to itself, we must countsrpose for Irish wWorkers their heritage as oart
of = world class, inheriting the fight for globual freedom as part of the
international working class.
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Appendix: Txcerpts from 'Ircland-Unfrec' - B. Furdie (IMNG)

f.eo.lt has been objscted thet the Theory of rermanent Hevolution does
not apply to Irsland, becausc the land guestion in Ireland has been solved,
This is & serious point, the muln bourgcols~domocratic task which Trotsky
saw the Russian Revolution accomplishing was the land distribution, and
thc main social force which would support the working class, apart from
the working class itself, was the peasantry. But to apply ‘ermaenent Rev-
olution in this mechenical way 1s o grave error. The application of the
Theory of Permanent revolution should be understood as defining those rev-
olutions which must teake upon thesrsclves tasks which properly bslong to
the bourgcois revolution, and ths particular tasks which must bs tackled
can only be specified through an cxamination of th. situction within a
given nation.™

",..Had the Irish bourgeoisie succesded in crecting tariff barriers,
it would huve laid the basis for & strong Irish working class, organised
in large scale industries, and thereforc rcady to struggle for a socialist
revolution, untinctursed by any netionalist demands. 4s 1t is the Irish
working class must, to create a sociulist Ireland creste an inaspsndent

1ified Irish economy, and break the stranglehold of imperialism, which
distorts ths whole economic development ofIrcland. Only through this can
it achiesve the requisite social weight to =nasble 1t to re-sheps Ireleand
along socialist lincs.”




;NTRODU@TION TO TROTSKY o M;%L ANE CANNION ON THE §HACHTMAN}$§§ Martin Thomas.

We are reproducing two articles. The first article is by Leon Trotsky, on the case of
Michel Mill. Mill was a minor Stalinist official who came over to the Left Opposition
and who, because of the Left Oppousition's shortage of qualified people and his knowledge
of Russian, quickly reached a leading position in the international organisation.

As “Trotsky recounts, Mill "took part in the struggle against Landau, Rosner, etc.”
Landau wag the leader of a German group which soon parted ways with the International
Left Opposition because of Landau's complete lack of political congistency and his
unprincipled manoceuvrings. Rosmer had been a prominent figure in the French Communist
Party and before that in the syndicalist novement. He Jjoined the French "Communist
League" (the Left Opposition group) when 1t was set up in 1930, but not long after he
left, because of a disagreement over trade union policy and also, it appears, because
of personal conflicts with other leading figures in the movement.

After this, Mill started allying himgelf with Rosmer against the League, declaring
"that such-and-such French comrades 'displeased him'", He was removed from the
international secretariat, and later left the Trotskyist movement and returned to the
Stalinists,

The nmain point of the article is this: that for revolutionaries political consider-
ations should always decide, rather than "impressions, sentinmentalism, and personal
sympathies and antiphthieg”, The relevance to the case of Joe Wright is clear: Joe
allied himself with the IMG (whose politics he considered wrong, even to the point of
gsaying he would have refused to sell 'Red Weekly'! around the time of the February
election if he was in the ING then) against Workers Fight (whose politics he continued
to baslcally agree with), giving as his reason sone organisational aspects which
"displeased hin".

Trotsky's argument was clearly and tragically confirmed in the case of the Spanish
Left Opposition comrades against whom he argues in the article, These comraces later
united with a rightist split f¥eu: the Spanish Communist Party, the "Workers & Peasants!
Bloc", led Ty Maurin. Trotsky condemmed this unification as unprincipled and based on
no clear politics. During the Civil War, the unified party - called the POULl ~ played
a centrist role, compromising with the Stalinists and reformists rather than giving
a clear revolutionary lead.

®* % % % ¥ ¥

The second article is some excerpts from J.P.Cannon's "Letters From Prison®. Cannon,
along with several other leaders of the U,S. Trotskyist movement, was in prison at the
time (1944) Dbecause of his anti~war activity. The incident he is commenting on
hanpened when some meubers of the Socialist Workers Party (the Trotskyist organisation)
were found to he having discussions with the Workers Party (WP) without informing the
SWP. The Workers' Party was a group led by Max Shachtman, which had come out of the
1940 split in the SWP which 1s descrited in Cannon's book "The Struggle for a
Proletarian Party" and Trotsky's book "In Defence of MarxismV,

Cannon argues that "the party has the right to control and direct the political activity
of each and every nember... t0 demand of each and every member disciplined compliance
with party decisions and instructions, and 100 per cent - not 99 per cent - loyalty to
the party." This is clearly relevant in relation to our attitude to Joe Wright having
talks with the IMG.

RARREF



THE LESS0N

OF IILi:'S TRi,CHERY

October 1%, 1932

The case of Nill represents ore of those episodes which, generally
speaking, are m quite inevitable in the process of selecting and educating
our cadres. The Left Opposition is under terrific pressure. 3ut not
all are up to it. There will still be not a few cases of regrouping
and of personal desertion. In this letter I would like to draw out
cf the Mill episode certain lessons which it seems to me are simple
snd not open to dispute.

Lenin spoke of ultraleftism as an infantile malady. But we must
remember that ultraleftism is not the only political infantile malady;
there are otners too. As everyonse knows, children find it hard to
realize the nature of their illness or even its location. There is
something of this sort in politics too. It requires a fairly high
degree of maturity for two groups, at the very moment of their birth,
to he able o define more or less clearly the cardinal points of their
differences. liore oftén young groups, like sick children, complain
of pains in the arm or leg, while the pain w in reelity is in the belly.
Individuals, or little groups, insufficiently hardened for a tenacious
and long-range task of organization and education, disillusioned by
the fact that success does not fall from the sky, ordinarily do 1ot
take account of the fact that the source of their failures lies in them-
selves, in their inconsistency, in their softness, in their petty-hourgeois
sentimentalism. They seek the blame for their shortcomings outside
of themselves and generally find it in the bad character of X or Y.
0ften enough they end by making a bloc with 2, with whom they do not
agree on anything, against ¥, with whom, as they say, they are in &a;
ment ¥ on everyihing. When serious revolutionists are then astonished
or indignant at their attitude, they bégin to protest that an “intri ue"
is being woven against them. This pernicious road, cbserved more than
once in various sections, has been followed to the end in the §iill
episode and that is why it is particularly instructive.

How did Mill become a member € of the Administrative Secretariat?
T have spoken of this in my note for the press. Objective conditions
demanded the presence at the Secretariat of a person who was clzosely
connected with the center of the Russian Opposition, able to translate
Russian documents, carry on corrsspondence, etc. Iill appeared as the
only possible candidate, practically speaking. He declared his complete
solidarity with the Russian Oprosition, end took part in the strugglie
against Landau, Rosmer, etc. All our comrades will remember how Mill
then, in the course of a solutel unprincipled conflicts with the lesling
group of the French League, suddenly tried to conclude a bloc with
Rosmer, who had already abandoned the ranks of the League.

What did this fact mean? How was it possible for a responsible
member, in the course of twenty-four hours, to change his position
on a highly important question for the sake of personal considerations?

Mill himself continued to declare that he had no kind Hf political
differences with the Russian Opposition, only that such and such French
comrades "displeased him." In other words, Hill had recourses to the
same arguments which only the day before he had condemned in Rosmer.
Rosmer has even bumilt on the basis of the opposition between ideas
and people a purely anecdotal theory which shows beyonid any doubt that
Rosmer broke with the Comintern not because he hed raised himself to

a higher historical point of view, but because at bottom he hed not

grown to an understanding of revoluticnary policy and the revolutionary

party.
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FROM "LETTYRS FROM PRISON", by JAMES P. CAINON (page 186 £f.)
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In aprealing to the party agsinst the rrocedure of Local MNew York,
Morrison resorts to arguments which are far-recching in their implications.
Adiscussion of these argunents is decidedly in order and necessary =
since, whether so intended or not, they represént an assault against
the traditions of Bolshevism all along the line in the name of - the
traditions of Bolshevism.,

This anomaly can bhe explained X on only one of two hypotheses.
Bither m Worrison has neplected to inform himself of the traditional
practices of Bolshevik organization; or he is again indulging his well-
known penchant for underestimating the intelligence of * other people ~
this +time of people who know something about the traditicn which he
invokes, the tralition of Bolshevism, Norrison's arzuments have & trodition,
but it is not the tradition of Bolshevism,

That does morrison mean when he refers to the history of Bolshevism?
Doesn't he know that it is our own history? What have we been doing
for the past sixteen years but writing the continuing history of Bolshevism
in life? Bolsghevism is not a muwsny preserved in a Russian museun, but a
living movement which long ago cressed the borders of the Soviet Union
and became worldwide in its scopc.

.e Russian part of the history of lolshevism was never definitively
written: and although its main outlines are well known, there is a

sad lack of documentation m in the English language available to the
modern student. Our part of this history, however - the history of the
Tourth International in general and of our party in perticular - has
been written and documented.

The history of our party is a chapter of the history of living
Bolshevism. And not the poorest chapter either, for it was written
in sixteen years of reaction, defeats and uphill strugple all the way
from the beginning up to the present day. (tiore.)

Continuing: We have waged an unceasing and irreconcilable theoretical
end political fight against the Stalinist degeneration. But not only
thet., Oukr record is also a record of struggle ageinst thex@txkimist
all other anth-liarxist tendencies as well. Ouk fight against scctarianisn



was conducted on classic lines. Our fight on all fronts - theoretical,
political and organizational - against the petty-bourgeois ravisloniais
recapitudated the whole historiczl strugzle of Belshevism and Venshewlsy

-

1o

In building our narty we enployed, Irom the beganln;, the organizational

methods of Lenin, and successfully fought off cvery zx attempt - and
there were many - to replace thes: by anarcho-tenshevik substitutes.

The older members of our perty know its history as a part of the

authentidc history of Bolshevisn., They do not need to he told that ¥orrison's

argunents are nct drawn from this arasenal. The younger party members
who want to know what the itraditicnsl proacticed of Bolshevism are hav
not far tc seek, They need only study the history of their own partv.
There is no lack of material,

The contentions of Horrison can find no support in this history,
but on the contrary are direct.? egainst it. In a poblished letter,
written while at work % on the panohlet which forms the first section
of The Struggle for a Proletariszn Party, I remarked that the pamphlet
was not designed to influence the coursc of the inner-party struggle

then drawing to its end, but was, rmather, being "written for the future."

The arguments of Morrison transform this "future® into the present.

The answer to these arguments, written in sdvance, oppcars in the polemics

directed against the organluvtlonml conceptions of the petty-bourgeois
opposition.

v Lenin, and nohody is geoing

When it comes to organization we low
far more attention to the Yorge
de

,{‘
to talk us out of it. Lenin always pai
question,” was far stricter, fimmer, mo finlub about i1t, precisely
because he really aimed to build a parsty teo 1 a revolution., The
Mensheviks only dabbled with the oden, but Lenin was in earnest; he
had it in his blood.

ol
d
re
J

This difference - and what a difference! - manifested itself even
before any political differences were formulated. So it has always
been. "Hard" and "soft" avnproaches to the orgenization questicn have

wmization

narked every conflict of the two opposing tendencies from the very first

preliminary skirmishes at the Russian purty congress of 1903 up to the
present time. The documents ~f cur party history testify to the role
this gquestion playcd in the 11c+ great party fight egainst the petty-
bouggeois faetion of Burnhom and Shactacn.

Tt is a historicsl fact that tue 1903 split between the Bolsheviks
znd the Mensheviks - a prenature sglit, to be sure - took nlace over

L -

the fowmulation of the first parag

party membership. Rven there, says Trotsky in hid sutebingraphy, "the

two divergent tendencies wers uriist kable, Lenin g wented clear-cut,
7

perfectly definite relationshl’s Quore,)

craph of the party constitution definir

g

Continuing the quotetion where I
Within the party, dMeriov'tended towar
hes arisen over the affair of the MNew York X menbership neeting in the
yeat 1944 soundis like an echo of these vords.

broke off in my last letter:
o o

TInsisting on Yperfectly definite relationships within the party,"
Bolsheviem — all the outraged howling of its opuonents to the contrary
notwithstanding - has nevertheless always been, and is now, comwnletely
frec reor: any trace of dogmatic rigidity, fixity or fin’lit" in its
organizetional forms and vrocedures. Our ormanizational methols are
designed to serve political ends, sre always subordinated to them, and
are veadilly amended, changed or cven turned upside down to sult them.

Aiffuse forns." The debate which

Democratisc centralism, for exempls, is not a dogma to be understood

statocally as a formula contoining the unchanging quantities of ?E 50
percent democracy and 50 pcrcent centralism. Democratic centr-lisw
is a dislectical concept in which the emphagis is continually being



shifted, in consonance with the changing needs of the party in its process
of develomment.

A period of virtually wrestrictel internal democracy, which is
normally the rule during the fiscussion of disputed questions under

legal conditions, can be replacsel by a regime of militory cintralisn

for party action unlsr conditims of oxterrnsl mersecutiin ond langer,

and vice versaj; andl all conceivabmle gradations between these fTwo ertremes
can be resorted to without doing violence to the principle of democrntic
centralism,

What is essential is that the risht suphasis be placed at the right
time, Bolshevism, far from any dogmatic rigidity ascribed to it by
superficial critics, is distinguishel by the great flexibility of its
orpanizational forms and methods. “his does not signify, however, that
there are no definite rules, nc hasic principles. These principles,
in fact, are unchanging in their essence no watter how flexibly the party
may see fit to apply them in Aifferent situsntions.

Two of these basgsic principles, which are reccgnized by every Dolshevik
but which appear to need reagserii-n in the light of the dispute over
the New York Incident, may be set Jown as follows:

1) The party is ccncoivel a8 a coubat orienization destined
to lead a revolution. It is not a freethinker's discussion club, not
a mere forun for self-cxnressisn and sclf-improvement, imposing no personal
obligations on its aembers. 7%hoe party is not an anarchist madhouse
where everyone does as he pleases, but an ary which faces the outside
world as a unit.

2) Following from thiswm, it is an unchonging party law that
the party has the right to comtrol and direct the political activity
of esch and every member; to be informed about and to regulote snd srursrvise
the relations, if any, of each anl every rember with noliticnl onponents
of the party; ~nl to demnnl of each and every member disciplined compliance
with party decisions and instructmiong, and 100 percent - not 99 vercent -
loyalty to the party.

Anyone who disputes these principles does not talk ocur lansuage.
(T will have tc continue this parsgroph in my noxt letﬁer.)

Cintinuing the paragraph whers I broke offs Anycne who disputes
these principles must scek sup ort fob his arguments from some othelr
source than the history of our party. He will not find it there.

Here are some notes on "ihe Trotskyist Party and Other Parties -
the History of the fuestion"; forrison rejects the idea that the party
has the risht and duty to be infor-ed about, % and to xxd regulate and
control, any snd all relations which party members may have with political
opyonents. This idea, concretely demondtrated by the ruling in the
case of the four New York comradcs, impresses him o8 "having o resembl-once
to Stalinist pracedure." When the porty leadership insists in strict
rules in this regarld, it indicrtes, to Morrison, only that "the leadership
thinks it is impermissible to discuss ® questions with mrembers of the
WP that they lack pride and confidence in their ideas.

In contrast to the party lesdership's attitude toward opronent
organizations, lorrisdn proceeds %o lay down some rules of his own.
Relating what his own practices have heen, he recom:-cnds them to the
party members as a guide. Morrison sees nothing abnormal in a member
of our organization shopping around at the meetings and affairs of ~ther
political orgenizati ns, fraternizing with their members and discussing .
political questi-ns with them, formally or informally, on his own responsi-
bilitv. Whether such activity should be reporfed to the party or not -
that,usays morrison, is up to tae individual member to decile. On this



point, he ¢oein refors to Lenin nnd the Bolsheviks:

Tt would have been hetter to leave Lenin out of 3t Yorriscon's

view of this matter is not new, to be sure, but it has no right to

represent itself as a Leninist conce¥tion of normal relations betweon
rival political organizations snd their members. Whis question =liso

REpe .
has a history, which apparently has made no impression on lorrison,
("ore,)

222

Continuing: The formulas he offers would take us back to the
primitive concegtions of party crsanization which dominated fmerican
Labor radicalis, before the First Vorld War; that is, before the novement
graw up and leafrned the meaning of a program and a prxarty. It was
precisely what we learnedl from Lenin that ecabled us to discard these
outmeded and entirely inadequate conceptions of a full quarter of a
century azo. And in this, as in so meny other fields, experience corro-
borated Lenin's theory anl, in turn, supplied its own instructive lessons
along the same line. Ilorrison's formulas contradict tie theory and
disresarl the experience,

Before the ®irst World War the dominating scentiment among the
verious social nrotest organizations and groups, despite all their
differences and ® quarrels, was that of fraternity - the feeling of
oneness, the opinion that all the groups were part of cone and the same
movenent, and that all would, sooner or later, "eet together". As a
rule, a definite distinction was made betwe.n 