“ly and primitive st

we gre still in the very g
m iali utlon. At somé\¢ me be

can soclalist revy
zure of power a hegem
evolutionaries. This w1ll not hapban ne
iced take a decadé or more. At least until the
ninist party ig/achieved in the United ates our
be lar gely charactefrized by the continuing grdwth
uti
an

lonary organizations. Some organlzatlonsmw1tn
d practice may survive for years, comblne\w1th
come the bujildin blocks of a vanguard party. 0 hers i
e temporary success argund a particular line and progr n, i
il to adapt and grow, and disintegrate. Still others may be !
alive" by people weddea.Fy conviction or vanity to a namg, a |
cticn of people, or mere a memory.

We believe that the neaply two year experiment in building a -
Mojor City Labor League which| would cohere the talents and energies |
serious white revolutionaries in Detroit is now at an end. The :

MCLL but pledged that for a
1
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ignificant has occured whic}
T T

LLL. On the contrary, the i
orwvard and better defining

erim period has been useful in brih
me differences which do divide us.

Nobody pretends that th
between two linas." Neither ¢

se differences amount to a "split
mp is that mature.

5not

Nobody should pretend that intense mistrust and ermity ar
one gource of the division. C
otherwise, is not a universal

ticism/self-criticism, sincere O%
anacea. /

to define then.

basis for reunification. We will et with you to discuss t

: ion is firm. A split is
ould not, in our view,
ement in Detroit.

w actual.
A “eintegration of the two groups
2est interests of the socialist] mo

elétions between
greeﬁenvs can be
sible. We respect {e practice of

i MCLL's membership.
movement, the Ravitz
both groups cbviously feel responsibility.

to your communications and the issues they
maxe scme criticisms of our practice and review
r se manner as possible our criticisms of your
dividual conduct during the recent period.
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Our self-criticisms are directed at two aspe;}s’ﬁ?“ﬁyr practice:
hare of respo“5¢b lity for the preconditions ¢f the erisis (1- 3)
r

e

6f our conduct during the criﬁas (L-7). They ar

h_

/
ast months we, as well asfotners did not do
hings wnich should have been dene to move toward a mature pralls
of criticism/self-criflicism., Whatever eXpWanatlons night be made
the prass of externa work, a libersl concern for cadre's morale,
we uitlmately should /share some of the
pathetic performanceé of recent weeks. fhls
eyond the question of /criticisms of

een more persistent ipn raising partially

extends, of course,
individuals. Had we

hal_—vear non-moti
didn't.

1

2.) Believing that the poverty of érganizational debate argund
basic MCLL obje¢tives is one of the con fitioning factors of the past
crisis, we ackgowledge our share of thig failure. Had this discudsion

primary/ responsibility, for the inflat#d view which the organization
itself. The way in which say, jack Russell held out vision
future party or Sheila Murphy dttempted to transform middle-—
lack of self-respect have very probably led to a situation
hich folks are acting on an unreal sense of themselves and t
anization. If "no truth can harm the party" then conversely
ights of fancy and living on Future$ surely can. We think we hajve
arned a hard lesson here. '

L.) At the August 27 GM meetingl| members of the "Murphy Blde
i discussion which introduced
and sloppy way. Since (with
created was very confusing.
An effort should have been made to force a clarification of what jthe
term meant and what people's practice had really been. At this kdme
meeting Jack Russell was clearly liberkl in not pursuing the rea
meaning of Frank Joyce's comment about|GS members having been
coerced Into not bringing differences fo the membership.

he concept of "bloes" in an undefine
e wisdom of hindsight) the situatio

o

Also at the August 27 GM meeting and perhaps thereaftgr
some of ua were not sufficiently clear about our criticisms of fthe
convention\and especially the CC electiohns. Given the general
organizafional developnme it was not\enough to say that a ffailure
e and leadership had occured.\Such formulations should

ed and better mmunicated. We ac}nowledge
this may\gave beep-one precondition far people's fantagies about
the Murphy Bloc ana its intentions.

6.) For a period of time some of us held

the erroneous view that there had been an organized
bloc at the convention.

not act on)
"Joyce" voting




7.) Concerning the matter of Jack and SheiXa's resignations:

b.) The inténtion to resign if Vall remained on theé\ CC was
tyled in such a way (in anger, at the énd of the meetina) as to
e inherently dlsruptlve

|’

c.) Fowever disruptive, it dia t lead at that point to any
"organizational Jerisis." What Sunday Teptember 3 would have held
had there been Ao illegitimate meeting on Saturday night wd8 do not
know for clear}y that meeting crezted the primary conditions for
the split.

Although you are by now aware [of most of our criticisms of
your practice and disagreements gbout the facts and their
on, it may still be of some use to review them in the

1./Certainly Frank Joyce, Valerie Snook, Buck Davis, Lynda Ann
Ewen, Rgn Glotta and perhaps many Pthers held (and apparently still
partially hold!) a view of our attitude toward the Central Copmittee
electipns which is insulting, bassless, and paranoid. In the Regort
of the Central Committee you wrote, "We can only interpret th
resignations by Jack and Sheila as ovroof of our original assextion
that/ the election was being sabotgged and that people were unyilling
and/ unable to accept the results.'|

A1l of us had criticisms of fthe election process and results and
ach of us accepted the results. Old GS members might recall who first
alled for an elected leadership ahd who first argued that prE?Eéional
members might be allowed to stand for any office. Jack and Sheila's
stand on the Snook question had toldo with what it meant for one
comrade to lie to another and what|is necessary when this happens.
Those who could not accept this reality produce baseless and
contemptible theories of sabotage.

It was at points our impressibn that you had discarded
position. But when TFrank Joyce assexted that Jack Russell enc
Lynda Ann Ewen to run for CC becauss this would undercut Vale
power (incredible!) and when Frank Joyce observed that he did
get eight votes and there are eight ‘eople in the Murphy bloc
{more than half of us who resigned voted for Frank) then we
how much of this bullshit had been digcarded. Then we read ir
ctiomto Struggle Within:

The organlzatlo , le¥ alone the class,
cannot tolerate the destructive and
corri;}JO effect of bourgeois conflict.
It my demand respect Yor itself, its
o city to select leadeXs and procedurgs
and structires it

creates\to distributg
power within the raanlzaEEEEBifingﬁéive
the wealthy disputes vhith inkwd ¥y
arise within its ranks.



spite the unspecific and generalized tone the implications of
1s seem clear to us. You still, despite protestations to the
nirary, think we were out to sabotage the CC elections. And you

1-

sx.us for a lezp in revolutionary trust to save the organization!

grie Snook consciously and deliberately lied tc another
on th&\CC about organizational matters.~This is not

ly "incorrect" but unprincipled, uncomradely, and
erable behavior for leadership. In no-é of your documents do

/ you sufficiently gpeak to the matter of ValerT>{s conduct.

3. You have characterized the Se tember 2 Sat
as completely legitimate.

rday night meeting

= This was a me ight members
wno were understood to have positigns @ifferent from those of the CC
members who called/ the meeting. This was a meeting where those who
attended were pledged to secrecy Af they intended to seék out our
view of things bdfore the Sunday /meetings. This was a m ting where
Buck and Ron got/ together with least Val and Frank and decided

to hustle Hugh ite out of his/ GS seat to insure one more pro-Snook
vote on our ¢ for expulsion{ This was a meeting where |folks were
being organigzed by those who were afraid to have us present. The
Saturday night meeting was no/ doubt "liberating" for some. It was
also illegitimate. I

L/ As you have acknowledged, you misused and abused|criticism/
self-cyiticism, particularly with regard to Sheila. But yeour
categgry of reasons seems very soft to us. We would add soéme harder
onesf the suppressed hostility of those who dislike persoms more

advanced than themselves, the opportunism of weaklings wh¢ jump
at/the chance to get in a klfick when the kicking seems safg¢, and the
i sgxism of some men who have| a constitutional difficulty in dealing

traight up with strong women.

Some of you had (and o doubt have) honest and legitimate
criticisms of us and we respect that. But none of you had the
comradely decency to blow the whistle on the shit being ¥un on Sheila.
We could go on with driticisms major and minor of Epecific
individuals but if this is |still useful it can be done i many ways
more productive than through this peper. One more matte , however,
does need to be spoken to irectly: the question ‘of Frafk Joyce's
motivations and conduct.

Your view is clear: Frank was acting in the best/interests of
the organization but once in a while let personality get in the way
and slipped into "personal, bourgeois conflict."”

T Sire to serve th of the organization.

B¢ we also reghrd Frank as soneon ¥ prone to the very
7ish - "bourgeois"

fs which you identify in Struggle Within.

4 ; o = gake .



In describing this aspect of his conduct we are not retreating

into personalized conflict but insisting ega cold assessment of some
vers “socialiaJ behavior, an assessmeXt whIxh some of ‘the cant about

personali{y’ nas been intended to angect

1.) Frank thought Sheila ha// too much" poker in MCLL and
wished to reduce this in favor 0$ himself. Although he surely must
have thought Shdila belonged on he Central Commitiee he didn't
vete for her so ks to reduce thd difference between\their votes and
(hope against hope) even perhagé come in first. In hdg Friday,
September 1 meeting with Justip he remarked that "Shedla doesn't
have to have all|the power, ddes she?" and was clearly\trying to
emlist Justin infa "let's redjice Red's power' campatngn.

2.) Frank/was operating from a long standing persohal dislike
and resentment /of Jack and wished to reduce the power of\another
male whose "st/atus" in MCLngas not less than his own. Further,
he had the view that much
and politic association élth Sheila and wished to drive \a wedge
between then. Thus he eagerly pursued the opportunlty when BP

in a coyert "dump Junior" [campaign. When Red didn't bite and when
ound out Jack had substantial support Frank also distovered

e "had no political|basis for opposing Jack's membership on
cc."

3.) Frank saw Justih as a crucially located person who, if
elicately organized, would be very useful in reducing Sheilp!®
power. Thus the overtures|of the September 1 meeting

4.) Frank thought th&t many members had long and liberglly
suppressed problems with Sheila's style and if carefully mobilized
might swing behind his leadership in attacking her and "her bloc."

We understand that in|the past three weeks, as a res of
the crisis, many in MCLL may have advanced substantially in [self-
confidence, sophistication, \and willingness to struggle intgrnally.
We salute such growth it it has occured. We can even believd it is
possible Frank Joyce is one dmong many who have helped achigve
this growth. But this does no{ for one minute change our vigw of
Frank's complex motivations duping the past month. In our opinion
he has engaged in a strategem which is as contemptible as it is
temporarily successful.

Jack's status was based on his personal
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Some Remarks on the Documenp Struggle Withd

/
Y,

Our understanding is that while Struggle Within was authored

by diverse hands it does represent MCLL's organizational position
on the questions it addresses. L~

Fg

Your Struggle Within has five sections which can be use ully
grouped into two elements: the introdudtion which apparently \presents
rrent view of the sources and nature of the split and the
four esszys which are apparently anléttempt to establish areasg of
discussion Which might lead to clarification and possible reuniion.

/

Our reply to the subjects of the introduction is primerily
conveyed'in the drevious cection / of this paper. But one conténtion
of the introdiction does requi efsome further commentary. It
implied that ie may remain mire@ in personalized conflici, conilict
which is inherently "bourgeois.f If that is your contention (your
paper is almqét totally devoid [of specifically directed criticism --

the only useful kind) we reject it.

The qugstion of the role pf "personality" or "character"”
socialist struggle and confligt is complex. Surely we are all
familiar with the kind of "eonflict" which is based totally on
personal gnimosity masquerading as political position. The a
of "I doy't like your motherficking ass and I'm gonna trash i
has no place in a socialist opganization.

which

analfysis ('hat were the sourdes of Hixon's NEP? Is inter-capitalist
competition a rising contradiction?...) ‘ ‘ .

& But many struggles between socialists do and must involve thé
rsonzlities and characters jof the protagonists. 1In the
ifensheviks were different from the Bolsheviks; they had di
haracters! (Please =- no Silpy comparisons with our splitf are intended).

o)

live in and are conditioned by actual social forces. Figating A
necessary fights in term$ which do involve individual pefpsonalities
is not a retreat into bourgeois behavior but an advance/from
bourgeols liberalisme. Can anybne read Lenin's Last Tegtament or
the attacks on ILiu Shao-Chi, c%n anyone honestly contegmplate

the recent B'C split and the rolle of Foreman's persopality in it
and doubt this?
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Sometinmes thd
advancément. Somet
advancement. The la
stages of movement ar

1e5 these strugfles result in sylits and
ter is often fhe case during thé

e regard your ds

the specific persénilities a
. 7

struggle which was

confused as to how tc besl respond
533ys. e certainly regzrd them as
i the kind of dialog which niight have conceivably
han goal.

Lo the contentg of the four
a sincere eff
led to reu
They are ir
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disagree we have sq stated already. If we thoyght that
general/theoretical discussilons of such questions as "lpadership"
or “erifticism/self=-criticism’ would hold any promise of] really

on activity. Ve don't.

erhaps at some future time it may be mutually bemeficial
to tgdke up such questions. %& suspect that should we do so we
will/discover quite substantiall areas of disagreement.| But we
did hot leave MCLL because of any issue which is concyetely taken
up in the essays. Ve left beca st and respect
somg of you and because of the specific series of actfions and events

to which 3 ve refered iry our Clearly the/different




Upgn/much refidetion and close study Of the position of the
Motor}City Labor Leagué\ - both its perspe tive on the events beginning
August 31, 1972 and rec pitulated in the s§-called "Central Committee
Report' of September 3, 1972, and the 21 page political paper titled
YStruggle Within" - we are convinced/that reunification is
not possible. However, €yen i f the upparent holitical differences
(see "Struggle Within" and our response) are substantive and of long
duration - we believe thﬁt a coalition 1is pogsible - indeed politically
correct, at this time. The coalition will be \premised on the
assumption that all of /us share q’fundamental committment to the
building of a revolut#bnary white movement . THis movement will regquire
the unification of nufmerous ten@bncies - more ‘harply divided than
even we are at this fime. 1+ wonld appear that Wwe are divided on the
proper Ccourse to be/ followed iy the achievement| of this shared
assumption. Thereflore we pPropose first generally and then specifically
the following:

That a fgur person Coalition Steering Committee be formed -
with two repr sentatives Ir each group, to meet\ on a fortnightly
pasis. The pArpose of this ¢ommittee is to admini§ter the coalition -
for exploring new methods of work in new arenas. Further,
to be a place for complaints and criticisms.

e have legally ass ed the name Changeover. We have incorporated
as such. Hereafter we willl be referred to as Changeover in this paper.
111 have at the joind meeting a check for 50.p0 - the down
ent of the typesetting equipment. We claim all N ayout equipment
thht has been made Or bought by Changeover Productipns.

As part of the coalition we offer:

1.) Machines and pgrsonnel as required and fonl the cost of
materials and ervices to: Open Forum
WEU
The Alliance

2.) We are prepared| to negotiate sre access t¢ machines and
personnel (for the cost of materials) with |the People's

Peace Treaty.

CONTROL, CONFLICT CHANGE
This program being ophe of the most sensitive areas of mutual

work we offer as part of the coalition:

1.) At the next print{ing of the brochure there i1l be three
sSponsors: Changeoyer, the Motor City Labor lLeague and The
Alliance. '

2.) That, at this time,) the split should not bg publizly raised

in the CCC areng.

g Conyni ve represenfjation as follows:
from (Qnangeover
from the Motor City Labor/ League
from Th&Alliance
from the Women's Book Club

from the Practical Actign Committee _
some explanation will essary in the Planning
Committee and the General staff).

L,.) That the office staff remain the same.




