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SOCIALIST WORKERS PARTY
116 University Place
New York 3, N.Y,

June 23, 1944

Local New York:

Dear Comrade Grant,

It was called to my attention that members of Local

New York have been meeting with Workers Party groups, with-
out the authorization of official party committees,

If this information is correct it 1is, as you know,

in violation of the party constitution and party procedure,
The last convention elected a Control Commission, specify-
ing its authority in Article VI, as followss

"Section 1. The Convention shall elect a Control
Commission of three members with full authority to
Investigate any 1ndividual or circumstance which
it may deem necessary; and shall have power to
delegate any of 1ts authority to representatives.

"Section 2, The Control Commission, on comple=-
tlon of its investigation in each case, shall
present 1its findings and recommendations to the
Political Committee for action., Action shall be
taken by the Political Committee, or by the National
Committee 1n those cases referred to it by the
Political Committecee.

“Section 3, In those cases wherc the Control
Commission finds it necessary to intervene, 1its
authorlty shall supersede any local investigation
or trial,

"Section 4, It shall be obligatory on every member
of the Party to furnish the Control Commission or
its authorized rePresentatives with any information
they may require.%

In line with the above, I wish to inform you that the

Control Commission has decided to undertake an investigation
of this matter and that you are to inform the branches to
this effect,

Fraternally yours,

M. STEIN
Acting National Secretary



July 10, 1944

Statement of Control Comuission on the case of
Abe Steln, Sylvia Ralner, Helon Kussel end Ruth Winkler

Tho Control Commission investigontod the report that the
four above-mentionod ccmrades have met with a group of WP mem-
bers. The four conrades were questionod separately by the
Control Comnission and the following facts were establisheds

: Some six weelks ago (we could not establish the exact
datc) Ruth Winkler, who has been in the party about three
months and who came from the loft-wing Zionist youth organi-
zatlon, had lunch with a fricnd of hers who had belonged to
tho same organization with her, but who hod since joincd the
- W.P. Holen Russel was with her at tho time. Thoy claim that
Ruth's friond suggosted a meeting with a group of W.P. members
for the purpose of "discussion with them on problems of the
movement, partlicularly the Russlan quostion.

Helon Russol invited Sylvia Rainer and Abe Stein to the
mooting, hold in the house of one of the W.P. monborss There
woro five nombors of the WP prosont. The discussion et this
meoting revolved prinorily around the Russian question, with
Abo Stoln defending the SWP position against that of tho WP.
Tho meeting ended with the gonoral understanding that there
would bo more discussion meetings held, the WP mombors sug-
gesting that thoy would like to bring along eithor Cartcr or
Shachtman to tho following meetinge. The four members of the
SWP subsequent to the first meeting, decidod that they would
no longer participato in furthor discussions, and at tho CRDC
mass meoting informod the monbors of the WP to this offecte.

In questioning the comrados, it was revealed that Ruth
Winkler, Holon Russel and Sylvia Rainer participated in this
mee ting for roasons of their own, whilc Abo Stein gave differ-
ent roasonse. Tho three revealed a folse concept of the party
organization and its relations with members of opponont partics,
They wore of tho opinion that they would like to have a discus-
sion group in which, in the words of Helen Russel, “there is no
need to have as tho peramount aim winning advantages for ono
party or another; rather the paramount aim is the examination
of the problom at hand."

Abo 8%ein, howover, tostifiod that he was fully cog-
nizant of tho significance of such discussions, and that it
cores within tho category of opponent werk, and has to be
directed by tho party, but that he went along with the other
three, knowing thelr imnaturity and that they aro not fully
in agreement with tho party position on tho Russian question.
He particlipated in the discussion, ho said, in order to demon=-
strate to the throo in practico that thoir attitude was wrong.
Ho was inforned of tho discussion, he clains, the night before
~the mcoting, and had no opportunity to inform the party com-
nittoes of ite When askod why ho failed to inform tho party
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cornlttee after the evont, he stated that he did not find 1%
nocossary, sinco they had decided not to have any more dis-
cussions with the WP members, and sinee he felt thet the
othor three corrados involved had boon vory critical of the
party loadorship and that ho would exort an influonce on
them best by hinself. ' ‘ 4

It 1s tho opinion of tho Control Comnission that tho
four comrades involvod arc guilty of a violation of party
disciplino and party procedurc in participating in a political
nooting with nombors of an opponont organization, without tho
pornission of the officinl party corxiittoos and without inforn-
ing tho party comrittoos of this fact. For this thoy should
bo consurcd. In tho casc of Lbe Stoin, who i1s a nonber of the
City Comnittoo and an old party nonbor, and who is faniliar
with party procedure, his conduct was particularly ropreohon-
-8iblo. Even Af ho had no opportunity to inforn tho party in
advanco of tho meoting, and Af his oxcuso for it should be
aocoptod, 1t would novertholoss bo incxcusable that he failod
to inforn his own City Comnmittoo of this weoting after it had
takon placo. » ,

It 18 tho proposal of the Control Connission that the
roport on this eonsuro be nade to a nonborship meoting in New
York in tho namo of the P.C., and that tho roporter tako this
occasion to oxplain to tho nonborship the correct conduct of
party menbors in rolation to opponont organizations.

T

This report of the findings of the Comtrol Commission
and 1its recommendations was submitted to a meeting of the Polit=-
ical Committee on July 10, 1944. This report and the recommen=-
dations were approved by the unanimous wvote of the Political
Committees, This included also the proposal ™ hat the report on
this censure be made to a membership meeting in New York in the
name of the PeC., and that the reporter take this occasion to
explain to the membership the correct conduct of party members
in relation to opponent organizations,."

On July 28, a city-wide New York membership meeting was
~held at which Comrade Thomas reported for the P.C., on the case
and on the rights and obligations of party members in their
relations with opponent organizations. The report was approved
by the overwhelming majority of the membership present.

% » %



IETTER FROM M. MORRISON July 23, 1944,

: -As far as I can gather, the New York membership meet-
ing held recently was a result of the fact that four members
of the party participated in a discussion on the Russian
question with members of the Workers Party. I understand
that the reporter at the membership meeting considered the
conduct of these members reprehensible and that a motion
cénsuring the four members was actually passed by those
present .

It 1s difficult for me to convey the feeling of sad-
ness and frustration that came over me as I contemplated the
significance of this incident. I do not want to believe 1it,
and I still hope that I have not been informed correctly.

. If the report is correct then I can only say that many have
been misled by those who, in thelr anxiety to retain the
dilscipline essential to the existence of a Bolshevik parsy,
have lost sight of the proud and emancipating spirit whieh
i1s part and parcel of Bolshevism. .

- It is because of this membership meeting, undoubtedly
arranged with the knowledge and consent of, 1f not at tho
instlga tion of, the highest body of our party, that I feel
impelled to write the following words of caution. You, who
are young in the movement and have not had a chance to study
the history of Bolsheviam, do not take for granted that what-
over someone in authority claims to be Bolshevik prectice,
is actually such. Nor should you be overly-impressed if that
someone takes great pains to emphasize and stress and repeat
the word "Bolshevism." ' S

Acquire the habit of asking everyone who presumes to
tell you what Bolshevik procedure is, to show you where a
particular procedure has been followed in the history of the
Bolshevik movement. Acquire the habit of asking that every
strange procedure claimed to be Bolshgvik, bo justified by
reason and common scnsc. Above all, study the history of
tho Bolshovik movoment and seo if you do not agreo with me
whon I say that 1t has a proud and liborating spirit, in
addition to requiring discipline in action.

I know how dangerous it is to follow a general rulo,
but I think you will be quite safo to abide by %ho following
general rulet whenever any organizational procedure has a
resemblance to Stalinist procedurc, hositate a thousand times
before accepting it as Bolshevik procodure. '

You all lmow, or should know, that in the Stalinist
organization, members are expressly forbidden to have any
personal rolations with Trotskylsts. Everyone has rightly
pointed to this prohibition es an indication of the inabllity
of tho Stalinists to cope with our arguments and their con-
sequent foar of having their members come into contact with -
Uus.
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To consider it reprchensible to attond a lecturo by
Shachtman or to meot Workors Party poople to discuss tho
Russian quostion is, of coursc, not the same as a written
prohibition to bhave any personal rolationships, dbut it 1s
not very far removed from it. '

No one can convince me that, whon the Bolshoviks

woroe only one of tho politiocal groups in the Russian labor
movoment, 1t ever ocourred to any rosponsible Bolshevik to
condomn any member of the party for attonding a moeting of

an opposi party or for arranging a discussion on an im-
portant political quostion with mombors of an opposing partye.
The Bolshoviks were too proud and too confidont of tho cor-
roctnoss of their idoas even to think of such nonsense. Only
people who aro not very confident of thoir ability to deofond
thelr position would adopt such a noasure. ; ‘

This yoor rerks the end of a quartor of a century sinco
I camc into tho rovolutionary movemont, and during all this
timo I havo novor heard nor road of any caso whoro rosponsiblo
Bolsheviks have oven discussed such o quostion as was ralsod.
at tho New York momborship meoting. I have always felt freo
to attond any moeting of any opponont organization or to
arrango a discussion with any menbors of an opponont organi-
zatione I still feol freo. to do tho samoc thing. If 1t was
important onough I informod sone member of a higher body; 1f
1t wasn't of sufficiont importanco I did not mwontion it.

- There 1s absolutoly nothing wron§ in a nombor at-
tending a meeting or claas of another political group unless
i1t 4s for the purpose of supporting that group. There is .
nothing wrong in Aiscussing any quostion with menbors of an
opposing politienl group. Thoro may be somo in our party
who aro so enrcgod at tho hnrm dono to our moverment by tho
split organized by the riombors of tho Workers l’ur\rigl thot
thoy rofusc to speak to those nonbors or havo anyt {ng to

do with theme I syuapathize with thoir foolin%s, but I shall
riiht any attonpt on their part to transform then into a,
rulc of political conduct obligotory on all :oubors, and,
what is worso, to call it Bolshcvisn.

With rofercnce to any cction of any of our rwenbers
. 4n relntion to any opposing political organizotion, there
is only ono ocharge Justlfied'b{ rec.son, corron sense and
Bolshovik procedure, cnd that is "of being an agont of on
opponent organization." I shall be willing to nodify this
goneral rule if ovonts show that 1t noeds nodification.

I hope that it 1s unnecossary.for ne to add that a
monber of our party has a right to agreo with Sheohtmen on
tho Russian quostion. 8o long as ho accopts disciplinc in
action he is just as good a monbor as anyone olse.

For the sgko of the party and tho groat principles
it stands for, I fervently hopo that the Now York meribership
mooting is but a passing incident. Yot not one single Stal-
inist gorm penotrate into our ranks.
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IETTER FROM M. MORRISCN July 30, 1944

I rocoived tho roeport of tho Control Comnnission doal-
. ing with the conduct of tho four nonbors who participatod in
o discussion with W.P. nombers on the Russian questione. In
essonce ny first lottor requires no chonge as a result of tho
roport. Tho principlos I onunciato thoro cre stlll relovant
and 1t is nocessary in ny opinion to instruct the.membors in
those principles. ' :

Tho Cormission obviously trios hard to injoct tho
question of domoeratic centraolism, but it should not roquiro
long exporicnec in tho novorwnt to roalizo that tho Now York
mombership meoting was not callod to give tho ronbers a lesson
in democratic centralisn, but to inspiro thon with tho idoa
thnt i1t is wrong to discuss any quostion with tho W.P. pooplo.
On the besis of the roport itsolf it is clocr that Abo Stoln
is tho only one who clained that ho wns doing opponont's work.
The othors snid that thoy wont to discuss tho Russian questione
8ince they too woro censurod, 1% is ovident thaot tho lcadership
:g:nkaPit inpernissible to diacuss quostions with nembers of

W.. ' ~ .

The quostion of democratic contralisn could be logi-
timatoly raised only if tho monbors who cntered into a discus-
gsion with tho W.P. pooplo did so 2s part of a plan to pono-
trato into the ranks of that poarty apd attonpt to work thero
with tho porspoctivo of gaining nerbers away from the W.Pe
Members who hnve a plan for work in an opponont organlzation
are in duty bound to proesent the plan to an officlal body of
the partye It 1s for the party as such to decilde whother and
how worlt should bo donoe in any othor party.

Thnt tho nonbors who werc censured hnd no such plan
1s quito obvious. It is also obvious thot the one who clained
he was doing opponent'!s work did so boceuse hoe was afrald ho
did somothing wrong in going to a nicoting to discuss the
Russian quostion with W.P. nombers. Obviously, also, if tho
question wore moroly one of straightoning out some nonbers
on the princlplo of domocratic centralisn, no goneral nonbor-
ship mooting would have beon called and surely no motion to
consuroc would have beon introducod. No onc should perait
the quostion of donocrotic centralisn to confuso tho ilssuoe.

To discuss any question with nonbors of an opponent
organization is one thing; to organize and oxecute a plan
for work in an opponent organization 1s anothor thing. To
do the first is porfectly pernissible without roquesting
pernission froa, or oven inforning anyonc, although in tho
vast majority of oasos a menmber would naturelly inform sono-
one in authority, probably for.the purposce of getting advico.
To do tho second without the authority of tho party as such
would be wrong. ' :
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It 1s, I hopo, unnocossary to add that I an not sug-
gesting that :onbors of our party bogin a gonoral discussion
with W.P, nombors. If tho W.P. has sorc now nonbors, quite
obviously any nonbor would be justificd 4in scoking thon out
for the purposo of discussing the Russion question. All that
I an oontending for 1s thet any monmbor of our party who wants
to discuss any quostion with a me:mber of any other party is
et liborty to do so--whothor tho purposc is to convincc the
W.Po riombors or to find out thoir viewpoint. To eall a ncet-
ing to eonsuro moibors for arranging o discussion with W.P.
pooplo and to vote for a ocnsurec is the sns0 as ostablishing
a rule that a nonmbon 18 not pornitted to disouss any guestion
with a nomber of tho W,Py My advice to ovory uonber is to .
infors sorwone in an official capgelity thot he intonds to
fiscuss a quostion with a rorbor of an opponont organization,
but thils 1s.not essontial, What tho liow York norborship has
dono 1s somothing ontirely now in our party and, as I havo
Andicated in my fisst lotbor; contrary to tho protid and con-
fident spirit of Bolshovisn. ‘

M: Morrison
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WHAT ARE THE REAL ISSUES

(An Answer to_ Comrade Morrison)

By M. <tein

Comrade Morrison's attack on the P.C. for censuring four
members of the New York organization railses sharply the whole
question of relations with opponent organizations and the rights
and obligations of party members in this connection.

It is obvious that neither the P.C. procedure in the case,
nor Morrison's sharp protest against this procedure are merely
accidental in character or are due to some misunderstanding of
the facts in the case. If that were so 1t could easily have been
resolved by a proper appralsal of the factss The dispute, however,
has much deeper roots which grow out of two different concepts of
party organizational methods and procedure. ‘

It 1s essential that ﬁhe'problem be stated bluntly and with-
out any embellishments, This 1s the only way to achieve clarity,

In Relations with Opponent Parties
the Highest Degree of Centralism must be Observed

Surrounded by a hostile world our party can survive and
grow only on the foundation of programmatic firmness and irrecon-
cilable hostility towards its enemles, including the petty-bourgeois
betrayers of Marxism who call themselves the Workers Party. In our
political relations with parties and groups we must exercise the
greatest degree of centralizations In such relations party members
do not act as individuals but as ggents of the partye.

This 1s the concept which guided the P.C. in its disciplinary
action against the four. The facts as incorporatei in the Control
Commission report make it clear that the meeting of the four with
five members of the W.P, was not accidental. It was pre-arranged.
It was to have been one of a series of meetings. It was organized
for the purpose of political discussion. Was the party entitled
to know about 1t? Were the comrades involved under obligation to
consult the party as to whether they should organize such a group,
or whether after 1t was organized, they should break it up or
continue In the interests of party opponent work? The four acted
entirely on their own in organizing the group as well as in breaking
1t ups They acted as individuals or a group of individuals in a
sltuation where the party demands the greatest possible degree of
responsibility and centralization. Furthermore they kept this
whole affair a secret from the party, a secret that came to light
indirectly and only by accident.

No one can defend thils kind of conduct without running the
risk of falling into the trap of conciliationism towards our oppon-
ents or taking issue with the party's baslc concepts of organization



and disciplinee.

The Basic Reasons for our Hostility to the
Petty~-Bourgeois Betrayers of Marxism

In his letters Comrade Morrison sagé’thats "There may be
some 1in our party who are so enraged at the harm done to our move-

ment by the split organized by the members of the Workers Party,
that they refuse to speak to these members or have anything to do
with them."

Our hostility to the W,P, 1s not due solely to “the harm
done to our movement by the split.” If that were all that was
involved, we would be seeking to repair this "harm" by an attempt
at reunification. Our hostility is far more basic, far more pro-
foundo It flows from the programmatic gulf dividing them from us -=-
a gulf that is widening and deepening as time goes on. Proletarian
revolutionists can have nothing but hostility and contempt, if you
pleasse, for a group of petty-bourgeols revisionists and renegades
from Marxism who seek to destroy our movement .,

The True Meaning of the
Proud and Emancipating Spirit of Bolshevism

Comrade Morrison's references to the "groud and emancipating
spirit which is part and parcel of Bolshevism® -~ and he has several
such references -- are entirelx misplaced., It 1s precisely this
"proud and emancipating spirit® which 1s in contradiction to con-
ciliationism -~ in fact, 1t 1s its opposite., Conciliationism flows
from a lack of pride in your own organization, from a lack of con-
fidence 1in its emancipating role. The history of Bolshevism is
rich in examples of bitter struggle against conciliationism and
conciliatorses The traditions of Bolshevism in this case are
entirely on the side of the P.C.

Is Comrade Morrison perhaps referring to individuals and not
to the Rarty as such, when he speaks of the "proud and emancipating
spirit?® 1If this 1is the case, he 1s not speaking of Bolshevism
but of petty-bourgeois anarchism. A Bolshevik derives his proud
and emancipating spirit from his party, ita program and its strug-
gles., Least of all would he seek "emancipation®™ from the party
and its disciplines, In his political relations with opponent
partles or groups of opponent party members, he acts as a conscious
representative of his organizatione If one were to guide himself
by the conduct indlcated by Morrison, he would be conducting himself
a8 an indlvidualistic anarchist and not a disciplined Bolshevik.

If the party would condone such conduct it would make a mockery of
discipline and centralism.

One must have a Yardstick for Party Procedure

To be able to decide whether the P,C. acted correctly in
censuring the four members of the New York organization, one must
have a yardstick to measure the conduct of individuals against the
accepted practices in the party. For us who are out to forge a
party as a sharp instrument of struggle against all its enemies,
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the yardstick is one of party patriotism, unflinching devotion,
loyalty to the party principles and to the organization based on
democratic centralism; freedom and democracy inside the party in
declding the policlies of the party when such policies are up for
decision, centrallism in action and especially in dealings with
enemy organizations, or groups of menbers in opponent organizations,
This 1s our yardsticke With this yardstick it is possibie to Judge
the conduct of the party's leading comrades as well as the conduct
of rank and flle party members.

But what 1s Comrade Morrison's yardstick. We quote: "I know
how dangerous 1t 1s to follow a general rule, but I think you will
be quite safe to abide by the following general rules whenever any
organizational procedure has a resemblance to Stalinist procedure,
hesitate a thousand times before accepting i1t as Bolshevik procedure®

With Morrison's resemblance=-yardstick ous cgn measure nothing
unless he is to begin measuring everything all over again. For
example, if you polnt to a gangster and say that anyone who has
features of resemblance to him is suspect, you get into a position
where everybody is suspect. Like the gangster all of us have two
feet, two arms, two eyes, etce This kind of yardstick -- and Com-
rade Morrison gives no other -~ is in the last analysis purely
negative; 1t puts a guestion mark over all party procedure. The
moment any point of "resemblance® is indicated Morrison demands
time to ™hesitate a thousand times before accepting it as Bolshevik
procedure«® You cannot build a party nor establish party procedure
with hesitation.as a policy.

Yes, some of the mechanics of our organizationsal procedure
bear an external resemblance to Stalinist procedure. But the Stal-
inists serve the intercsts of thelr master in the Kremlin and of
the Allied imperialists, We serve the interests of the proletarian
revolution, Theirs is an irreconcilable, yes even murderous atti-
tude to revolutlonists; ours 1is an irreconcilable attitude towards
traltors to the revolution. Theirs is an organization with no
democracy, built on bureaucratic centralism; ours is an organization
built on democratic centralism, .

What are the Rules Governing our Relations
With Opponent Organizations?

Let us take up one more point Comrade Morrison makes: ™"With
reference to any action of any of our members in relation to any
opposing political organization, there is only one charge justified
by reason, commonsense and Bolshevik procedure, and that is 'of
being an agent of an opponent organization.! I shall be willing to
modify this general rule if events show that it needs modification.™

Comrade Morrison did not wait for events to be convinced
that his "general rule" needed modification. Writing his second
letter seven days later, he says: "Members who have a plan for
work in an opponent organization are in duty bound to present the
plan to an official body of the party. It is for the party as such
to decide whether and how work should be done in any other party."



Comrade Morrison casts out this suggestion as if it were
necessary at this stage to improvise some rules of party conduct
in this connection, At this time we would like to call to Comrade
Morrison's attention another general rule which is incorporated in
the party constitution which Comrade Morrison himself supported:
Article VIII, Section 8, readss "Political collaboration with non=-
members of the Party must be formally authorized by the Party com-
mittee having jurisdiction."

Whatever the subjective motivations of the participants may
have been, the objective fact remainsy If the discussion group
between four members of our party and the five members of the W.P,
was organized not for opponent work, then it could only fall into
one other category -- political collaboration.

By bringing in the alleged resemblance with Stalinist
procedure -- alleged resemblance to procedure of our deadliest
enemlies == Morrison tries to becloud the issue of what is right and
wrong in relations with opponent organizations.

But this method of arguing brings in its trail an especlally
malodorous charge -~ the charge that the P.C. 1s resorting to
Stalinist organizational methodse. Thils slur on the P.C. can only
hurt the author and no one else. :

The facts in the case are clear enough for everyone who 1s
not blinde We have not prohibited personal relations with members
of opponent parties and groups. We have not prohibited political
discussion between a member of our party and a member of an opponent
organization whom he meets in the shop, in the plant or on a person-
al basis. We 4o demand however that all organized discussion, all
organized political relations between members or groups of members
of our party with members or groups of members of opponent organiza-
tions, be carried out only with the knowledge and approval of the
proper party committees. Any other course may build a discussion
circle, but never a revolutionary party. Any other method has
nothing in common with Bolshevik procedurey 1t 1s 1ts opposlite.

% 2 *
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A IETTER FROM THE P. C. TO COIRADE MORRISON

Tho P. C. wishes to call to your attontion the irregu-
lar manner by roons of which your criticisns arc circularized
anong tho memborship. This applics cspcelally to your disa-
groomont in the cease of the four ccrrcdos who organized a dis-
cussion group with W.P. ricnborse. Your disagrcomncnts, as por
ostablished procoduro, should first havo gonc to tho conittoo
which mado the doeision for disciplinary action. Upon ro-
quest, thoy could and can, thorcafter, bo circularizod in
tho momborship by tho cornittoo in orpanizod fashion -- as
has alroady boon tho casc in tho past. Instcad, your vicws
aro boing distributod among tho party rombership by an indi-
vidual, in an unorganizod way, and circwionting tho con-
mittoos Tho P.C. would liko to Mnow if this is bcing dono
with your full knowlodge and conscnt. It also wishos to in-
forn you that i1t is vroparod, as in tho past, to take up your
critlcisns through tho rogular party channols nrovidod for
this purposo and would 1lillo to gct your agroocront on this
mannor of organizoed handling of disputod nattors in tho futuro.

REPLY FROM COIMRADE MORRISON

I annot at all surprised that the Politiecl Con-
mittco is dissatisficd with tho circularization, arnong sore
party mombors, of Morrison's lottors doaling with tho action
of tho commission that invostigated tho case of tho four
corrados who participatod in a discussion with soro W.P.
momborse. Somo of the P.C.'s rccont actions indicate that
1t 1s concontrating its cttontion on fornalitics and prac-
tlcally rofusos to lot 1ts intclligenco function froely so
that it rcachos tho esscnoo of a problon. Evon tho riost
intolligont individual 1s capablo of npltdng the nost stupid
mistakos if, for sono roanson or othor, ho doos not per:tlt his
intolligonco to function frooly. »

I shall roduce tho qucstion of Morrisoa's lettors to
1ts sinplest terns. Morrison is a party monber who had to
loave the country and consoquontly is unablc to discuss, with
othor party nenmbors, such quostions as cro arising. A nonbor-
shlp rooting was callod in Now Yorlt to liston to cortain
rocomnendations, discuss and aceopt or rejoct thori. I ask
this sinplo question: 1if Morrison worc in Now York, would
anyono possibly have quostioned his right, as a nonber, to
speak at tho nembership neoting and prosent his views?

But Morrison is away. Ho is inforned by nell of the
mombership mooting and the rosults. Ho thoroupon sonds a
lottor to tho Now York nenmbership stating his views on tho
quostion dealt with at tho mooting, Ho asks that the lottor
bo prosonted to the City Exocutive Cormnittoo with the requost
that the C.E.C. sond 1t to tho branches to be road to the
nombors. What has Morrison done? He simglv asks that his
lottor bo substituted for tho spooch That ho wou vo nado

ad _no bveon prosent at the nemborshIp rooting. ,
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This 1s the ossonco of tho rnttor and everything clso
1s conscious or unconsecious confusion.

What should tho City Exccutivo Corralttoo do? If it
has any respcct for tho nenbershlp, any regard for the right
of nonbors to know tho opinion of an old party ronber, any
dosire to furthor tho education and dovelopmient of tho ron-
bers, it should, without tho slightest hositation, conply
with Morrison's roquost.

What should the Political Comnittoo do? Sincec the
lottor raiscs a quostion of Intorcst and inportance to all
party normbors, the P.C., to whon a copy was glven, should
sond the lottors to all party branchose. If soroonc would
undortako to writc g roply within a weok, thon the P.(. should
walt for tho roply and sond it togethor with the lettor; if
not, the letter should be sont out and tho roply forwarded
af terwards .

Instoad of adopting this sorious attitudo, the totelly
irrelovant quostion is raisod about tho irregulsr nannor in
which tho lotter is being circularized., What is that irregu-
lar manner? Tho rocipiont shows 1ts contonts to the few
party menbers that sho lmows and can recache Agaln I ask:
Would Morrison have had the right to toll any individual
party rnoember tho things that ho wroto in tho lotters? 1Ir
yes, and no one can possibly quostion that right, could he
not write to ovory party nembor and tell hin about thoso
1dcas? And. sinco it ig ipcssible for Hin to write to overy
party monbor, why can he not aslk tho ono person ho corres-
ponds with to show the contents of his lottors to as nany
party corradeos as can bo roachod? All it noeds 1is to put tho
light of cormon sehsc on this qucstlion, to dispel the con-
fusion crocted by the P.C.

A mombor who 1s not in tho ¢ountry (ospocially if ho
was conpollod to leavo tho country), has a right, through cor-
rcspondoneo, to inforn ovory party ncobor what he thinks of
%ucstions that aro being discusscd in the ranks. And by

discussod" I do not rican only such questions os have boon
fornally prosonted to the ranks for discussion. I mocan any
quostion that has arouscd dlscussion in the ranks. It
follows, as I indicated beforc, that the right to inforn
party nembors by lottor ineludos the right to tcll one cor-
respondent to inform all party mo:mbers of tho contonts of
lotters dealing with subjJocts boing discussed in tho ranls.,

, I sincerely hopo that tho PeCs will realize its nig-
take in suggcsting that thoro is anything irrogular in Mor-
rison's roquest to have sore of his lottors rcad at tho ron-
borship meotings or his suggestion to the rocipient of hisg
lottors to inforn party ronmbors of his viows on various sub-
Joctse It is an oloxnontary right which should nover again bo
questionod,. '



THE CONTROL COMMISSION CASE

By Lydia Bennett

We have received a Control Commission report on the recent
"hearing" of four comrades in the New York organization. The four
fell into three categories for the purposes of this articles
Abe Stein, a party member of long standing and some degree of
political development; two girls about whose backgrounds I know
nothing; and a young girl comrade (about 18 years old, I under-
stand) recently recruited from a Zionist organization. I wish to
confine myself, when dealing with certain detalls of this case, to
Comrade Abe Stein and the young ex-Zionist,

The four comrades admitted having had a discussion on the
Russian question with some members of the Workers Party; they were
called In and talked to by the Acting National Secretary; then they
were summoned before some kind of meeting of the entire membership
of New York for a hsaring or trial of some sort (the thing is so
unprecedented in our movement that I don't know what to call it!)
No accusation was made that any of these comrades aoted as agents
of the Workers Party in our organlzation; if that were true, my
attitude toward some aspects of this "trial™ would be different.

Two questions are involveds (1) the right of these comrades
to discuss political matters with members of other political parties;
(2) the effect of this mass-meeting hearing upon these and other
members of the party.

What principle of bolshevik procedure or what accepted prac-
tice 1n a bolshevik organization has ever forbidden a member of a
party to dlscuss party political policy with members of opponent
organizations of the working class? Granted that our position is
correct, how else than by argument does one prove their validity
to other politically alert people? I know of only one working-class
organization which has forbidden 1its members to discuss political
matters with members of other partiesy the Stalinite organization.
The written history of the Bolshevik party of Russia can be termed
an extended political argument with rival political organizations
of the working class; 1t was in the cruclble of polemic that Lenin
and Trotsky fused the steel weapon of bolshevik policy and welded
the flrm party of the first proletarian revolution.

If, then, our comrades are thoroughly acquainted with the
meaning, implications and importance of any of our policy, what
advantage is there to the party in forbidding them to discuss such
policy with anyone who disagrees with us? Are we not a party which
distingulshes 1tself from all other parties precisely and primarily
on the difference between our ideas and principles and those of
every other organization of the working class and our intransigeant
adherence to and belief in these 1deas and principles? (It should
be remembered by those comrades who stand in perpetual fear of our
degenorating into a debating soclety that arguing against the
prohibition of dlscussion with memboers of rival organizations does
not imply 1ssuing an order that no one 1s to do anything else in
his spare timel)
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Suppose, however, that a comrade finds he cannot defend our
position when challengeé by a worker who adheres to another school
of political thought. What should be his first instinet? To go
immediately to the party leadership and ask for clarification,
knowing that he can freely express his failure to understand or
his tendency to disagree.

®viously these four comrades felt no strong inclination to
go to the leadership and discuss the question at issue and the fact
that thelr behavior induced such a spectacular reaction as this
“trial®™ can indicate only one thing: that the leadership is con-
vinced that a substantial number of other comrades are in danger of
suffering from the same disorder and the entire party membership
must have a firm and awe-inspiring warning aimed in its direction.

Now arises the important question: does the handling of this
problem through a mass trial of this sort tend to make 1t easier for
members of the party to come freely to the leadership and express
questions or doubts on party policy and ask for clarification? I
seriously doubt 1t, for the reason that this spectacle of a mass
trial has not only labeled the discussion of political matters with
members of other parties as a mild form of treason but has by impli-
cation declared that the doubting of party policy is itself somehow
'a criminal thinge.

Comrade Abe Stein was censured for not having notified the
leadership in advance of the meeting he attended with the others.
At most I can view this only as a mistake on his part, but it can
be conslidered a crime against the party only if it is a crime to
argue party policy with workers not in our party or in rival parties.
This 1 deny.

, For the sake of argument, I shall assume that Comrade Abe
Stein was entirely wrong and that his behavior was detrimental to
the partye He should then have been corrected (privately or pub-
licly) and a statement should have been issued to the party requir-
ing comrades who propose to hold discussions hereafter with members
of other organizations to notify the City Committee or the City
Organizer. But this method of handling the matter is only possible
if 1t is not considered a crime to talk to members of other parties
on such subjects as the nature of the Soviet State., Since such
activity is apparently considered criminal, then a suggestion that
it might possibly be a normal circumstance is out of the question.

If Comrade Abe Stein had proposed to organize a series of
debates with members of the Workers Party, then the matter would
assume an entirely different character and would have to be discus-
sed and (1f agreed upon) organized with the assistance of the City
Cormittee or another party body, since it would then take on the
nature of opponents work {a legitimate fleld of work in a bolshevik
organization when circumstance calls for it). This he obviously
did not intend to do. '

There is, however, another aspect of this mass-hearing
spectacle, involving the young ex-Zionist comrade. She is appar-
gptly, in view of her history, an unusually good type of young girle.
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The fact that she was sufficiently conscious politically (at the
age of 18) first to become a member of a Zionist organization and
then to move upward in the scale of development to our ranks
singles her out from among the common run of young people. She
should have a good future in our movement and should be helped in
her development s I understand she was present at the hearing and
an insistent demand was made that she take the floor in her own
behalf, which she reluctantly did, reading a prepared statement
(against which some sneering remarks were madel).

I wonder how many members of our party can know what a drain
upon the courage and moral resources of a young girl comrade such
an ordeal as this constitutes? I happen in my political experience
to have had on several occasions to stand up before a mass assembly
of my own comrades to explain a rejected political policy; I was in
the process of being expelled from the Communist Party for Trotsky-
isme. I can only say that no one who has not had to go through such
an experlence can know the horror of having to stand all alone
before an antagonistic body and argue for a cause already hopelessly
loste It may be argued that the circumstances are not parellel =--
‘that I was right on the question of the united front and the Commun-
1st International wrong. But this young comrade thinke herself
right, too, and certainly when the party 1s right it must find
another way of impressing its correctness upon here. To call the
entire membership together, to force a young comrade to stand before
all those who constitute the real social content of her 1life and
defend herself against them as they are whipped into a fever of
denunciation by the party leadership =~ I cannot accept this as a
. constructive way of eradicating error in the party!

How, then, should this problem have been handled? The com-
rades should have been talked to as they were and immediately an
educational campaign should have been launched nationally for the
purpose of acquainting new party members (as well as those who Just
are not sure) with our position on the Russian question., There
are many members who came into the party after the discussion with
the ex-minority had been finished and dropped. I know of absolutely
no way of keeping them and the rest of our membership solidly in
support of the party except through education; unless we think we
can forever keep our members hermetically secaled from contact with
non-bolshevik members of the working class! I am not arguing for
a constant rehash of already settled questions of party pollcy;
but no one can deny that, if the situation in New York was serious
enough to warrant so amazing a spectacle as this %t rial™, then
a rediscussion of this question 1s not only in order but impera-
tivel

The important consideration 1s the effect of this incidont
upon the membership of the party. I hesitate to estimate the
damage done by this things It 1s appalling simply to think that
the membership of our party can be turned ‘into a prosecuting body,
whipped to a frenzy against members who are accused, mind you, of
a crime of such an order that the punishment commensurate with it
1s neither suspension of membership nor expulsion from our bodyt
The most that came from this amazing demonstration was'a motion of
gensurel How can the leadership think of mob1lizing this muc
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venom for so slight a punishment?

I am afraid that from now on for some time anyone who finds
himself questioning party policy will keep his mouth very tightly
shut and go elsewhere for assistance and explanation, with the
result that he will be lost to use We shall be robbed even of
the opportunity to judge how well acquainted the membership may be
with our policles since no one will have the courage to express
doubt or disagreement. It i1s not only the young Zionist comrade
who has been injured by this hearing; it is every inarticulate and
timid member of the party whose inarticulateness and timidity must
be consclously uprooted and dispelled by the behavior of the party
in showing that questioning is not criminal in our midst.

‘ If this young Zionist comrade stands up under her recent
experience (and I sincerely hope she does) then she has some of the
makings of a true revolutionary; 1t is too bad that the party could
find no better way of tempering her courage than by making her
stand up publicly before the entire assembled membership of the
New York organization to defend herself for having committed what
she suddenly found to be a highly unpopular and apparently criminal
acte The possible damage to this one young comrade I consider
great enough to outweigh the mistake of which Comrade Abe Stein
may have been guilty and which the party used as an excuse for
this ®trial," _

August 21, 1944
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LETTER FROM MARGARET STEWART
‘August 31, 1944

Dear Comrade Morrison

I have always read with very special interest whatever you
have had to say on various issues. Your careful and penstrating
analyses have always been a great satisfactlon to read and have
often served to clarify me on matters concerning which I should
otherwise have felt hazy and uncertain.

I had, therefore, coms to expect from you something quite
different from the remarks in your two letters concerning the mem-
bership meeting which approved the censuring of the four comrades by
the P.C. on recommendation of the Control Commission, You, who are
accustomed to strike right at the core of the matter, simply evaded
or, at best, set aside what to my mind was distinctly the central
issue involved == namely, democratic centrallsm,

You say, "T'he Commission obviously tries hard to inject the
question of democratic centralism,* And why should not the Commission
inject that question? That was preclsely the question which was
involved in this case.

According to my understanding, democratic centralism implies
freedom of discussion within our ranks, discipline in actlon on the
part of every menber, once a decision has been democratically arrived
at, and as a corollary to this second aspect, the presentation of a
soiid front to the outside world.

In this connection, by thoe way, your remarks about Stalinism
are quite bewilderings Stalinism, as we all know, has rejected the
first aspect of democratic centralism, and for that we have always
condemned ite But 1t has retained the latter aspect (not without
some degenerating features, of course) and that 1s the explanation
of its singular effectiveness as an instrument for evil -- a force
which must be conjured with in the world of labor and politics.

In the case of our own organization, on the other hand, it 1is
the retention of this same aspect of democratic centralism which must
make our party an equally effective instrument for putting imto action
our own correct political program. The use of democratic centralism
in its entirety as a method of organization 1s Bolshevism, and to
suggest that in this may be found the germs of Btalinism is to make
an error which seems a little akin to that made by those who want to
identify Stalinism with Bolshevism,

But I feel sure that there can be no disagreement between us
on thise It can only be that in reading of the meeting and the report
of the Control Commission, you received a mistaken lmpression of
what transpired, '

You make several implications which would indicate that this
must be the casee You say, for example, ®T'here 1s absolutely nothing
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wrong in a member attending a meeting or class of another political
group unless it is for the purpose of supporting that groupe There 1is
nothing wrong in discussing any question with members of an opposing
political group.® And again you say, ®All that I am contending for

is that any member of our party who wants to discuss any question with
a member of any other party is at liberty to do so."

But, Comrade, of coursel Who questions that liberty? It was
not questionsd at this meetinge That was not the 1ssue at all,

It 1s difficult for me to understand how anyone could have left
the meeting with the impression that it is impermissible to spesk or
discuss with members of an opponent organization. That was certainly
not the impression that I personally receiveds I should foel quite
free to discuss any question with any member of an op?onent organiza=
tion, but I should consider it obligatory on my part provided,. of
course, that I was known to be speaking as a Trotskyist), to put for-
ward the position of our party on any political issue which might arise.

You say, "No one can convince me thate o » 1t ever occurred to
any responsible Bolshevik to condemn any member of the party for
attending a meeting of an opposing party or for arranging a discussion
on an important political question with members of an opposing party."
No one can convince me, Comrade, that it ever occurred to any respon=-
sible Bolshevik to discuss or arrange a discussion for any other pur-

- pose than to forward the position of the partye.

You go on to say, "'he Bolsheviks were too proud and too con-
fident of the correctness of their ideas ever to think of such
nonsense "

In those very words you imply, although you fail to state it
explicitly elsewhere in your remarks, that your assumption is that a
Bolshevik must of course defend the correct ideas of which he 1is
"proud and confident." Yet, Comrade, that 1s just what these comrades,
with the exception of Stein, failed to do, nor did they by their own
admission (made by at least one of them in what impressed me as a con-
temptuous and defiant manner) have any intentions of doing so.

The censure was inflicted upon these comrades not because they
spoke to or entered into a discussion with members of an opponent
organizatlon. It was for deliberately arranging a meeting with mem-
bers of an opposing group to discuss a political question for a pur-
pose other than defending the party program and for thereby implying
that they were not in full agreement with our programe. And for this
I feel the censure was quite justifisd, There i1s, you must admit, no
milder penalty. )

You speak of the “Rroud and emancipating spirit which is part
and parcel of Bolshevism, It 1s certainly a proud and emancipating
spirit which must pervade the world, once the old order has been over=-
thrown through Bolshevik leadership. Our ideals are proud and eman-
cipating, but the road we must follow in realizing them is a danger-
ous and tortuous one, and we cannot in the meantime permit any even
slight unravelling of that solid front, lest our whole structure be
endangered, ' :

#* * #*



