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_INTRODUCT ION

| The‘?uscussion between the Philadelphia Branch and the editors of
Labor Action over the articles of Mary Belijin réply to a Stalinist pampi:let
is ccnté.ined in the following material. Tﬁe question came before the
pPolitical committee which rejected the point 02.7%07 bf the branch,. namely,
shat ‘the articles, adequate or indeqnate as théy. mey-have beocn; & arp’ u* - °
ezamples of the kind of sectarian and dogmatic thinking that separates us
from militant trade unionists.® It does however accept the request of the
branch to present the material in the dispute to the Party for its infor-
mation. In addition to the material gent by the branch, there iz o reply

by Comrade Gates for the editors of Labor Action,
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-1 March 14, 1945

Lador Lction
Ne Y. C.

Dear Brotherss

I think Labor Action is easily the best Labor peper in the country. To
support that belief I do all I can to obtain new readers for L. A. Then
gseveral hundrcd thousand trade union rembers are regular Labor Action
readers, then, I believe, the labor movemsat will begin to do the taings
that must be done to make this the kind of country it can and should be. -

Feeling as I do about L. A. it is probably natural that I get irritated
waen it pulls a boner and riled when 1% steps off the beam. 4And I have
found & number of reasons to get riled. :

Wow I get sore when I feel thet L. A. 18 doing things that drive readsrs
avay; cause them to lose interest or confidonce in the paper or reises
suspicions and barriers to vnderstanding, that are unnecessary.

The most recent example is spread over the back page of the March 12th
jgsue. Itis an answer to a very mild and justifiable criticism made bty a
reader. The article, signed by the' inltiels M. B. answers tha roguest of
the reader that it be made clear that L. A, Goes not conderm trade union
militants even though they not be Trotskyites, in the following manner.

. B. mentions Losal 212 leadership, De Lorenzo of Lo. 365 and othcrs.
He goes on to say that Labor Actioa and the Workers Party " support these
leadors VEET, AS, and i¥, they defeni the interesis of the workers. Ve
think wo cculd o a bette:r, mcre through anc consistert job were we in
their places.” " We cencomn them insciar es they all to one degree or ‘
another, support the fmperialist war cr the pro--employer no-strike pledge."

First let me point out that the VHENW, AS, and IF is an outrageous
{nsult to the handful of Uniun militants courageous enough to give leader-
;ship in the fight for indepeudent thizking snd actiou in a labor movement
bogged down in a morass of inaction and timid leadership.

Does M. B. know how much guts it takes to give the kind of vigorous
leadership Local 212 or Dt Lorenzo have given? "If ho did, I doubt that he -
would so smugly act ss if ha were God prcpising to dispense a sprinkling of
praise or support IF the bevs act as ue weats them to.

And of course, intelligent union members will be terrifically impressed
by the confident statement that *%o yhinls we could 47 a moze through and
consistent job were we in their tlaces.!  frvery progressive Uniouaist is
encouraged by the wonderful work of this handful. of fighters, and M.B. knows
that hc could so easily do the J0% beitera

1'ad bet dollars to doughnuts that 1f }.B. is a member of a union, he's

one tvho is alwaye trying to esplain tohimsclf. how it happened that noone
appreciatos or agreces with his self admitted ri:ght to leadership of his

union, o
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And the reference to the Imperialist mar. I am surc that Workers Perty
Union members or leaders do not get up when arguing the no-strike pledze
and debate the nature of the war. Maybe X.B. does, but no responsible imion
leader does. '

I think Labor Action would advance its own interests and the interests
of its friends if it exercised & little censorship on guys like ii.B. It
could also exercise a little more restraint in the matter of name calling.
There is no substitute for logic and Zfact.

Then you intersprerse name calling with facts, you disfract attontion
from the facts. Then too, sometimes you start your articles with the
conclusion in your headlines. _

This may sound like & sort of round house criticism of L. A. In & sense
it is. Over the last year I have thought of writing about some of these
things, because I hate to sec a fine Job spoiled ly an individual correspond-
ent or writerts bad technigue. ’

Please continde giving us the facts. Let us think the names. And for
Cripes sake, when you have a sound criticisa to make of a union militant,
dontt speak fromthe mountain top. v

\ Fraternally,
’ G J.

. = . 0» . ¢« & w . * * . .

April 3, 1945

Dear Friends:

T!é received a letter “to the paper from one of you. Weo suspect who wrote it

‘but are not absolutely sure.

But tho reason we are not printing it is because the criticism is too.sharp
and in some respects inappropiate for our use in the psper. You kmow of

course, vhen an error eppears in an erticle, and it has some inporiznecs, we
try to correct it. Ve do it either Ty elitorial correction or through the

the publication of a criticism of aa orror. In the case of the articls in
question pe printed one critical leiter and an answer. The letter that vas
sent to us may have some justification. Eowever part of it is due to a
misinterpretat ion of the meaning of the article. ‘

There 7as no necessity for the remarks ebout the LA writer's experience in ~
the trade union movement. It so happens that the vriter did work in a mass
roduction industry and was & member of the U.A.W. and worked in a progress-
ve group. _ _ : :

There was ebsolutely nothing wrong in the reference to De Lorenzo and other
progressives. It was correct in my opinion. Thats vhat we do, that is, -

Labor Action.
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The comrades must remember that Labor Action is not a left~wing union
paeper but a partypaper when in every article we dietinguidh. ourselves from
the trade union leaders in general, even when we agree with them, and ihe
progrossives. Sometimes we do it obligquely, by insinuation, and scretires
directly. If the ideas are not important or if the occasion did not wurrant
it ve would say nothing. For example, at the present moment we ars not
attecking John L. Lewis because the most important thing is the fight he is -
propering on bahalf of the minorts wages. _

- The article was not an article on the progressives in the labor movement but

was an article attacking the C.P. and defending the Trotskyites, that is,

‘deofending -ourselves and our work in the labor movement., If it was about

progressives in the lobor movement it would have been an entirely different
art_iCJ.éo V : e .

Porhaps the article did not put it in the best possible way but there is
nothing wrong, end God knows it is rare enough, to soy that we think we
could do a better job in the union movement tha#i people who do not have our
experience and political kmowledge. If the comrades will just stop 40 think
for o moment they will find from their own experience that this is trus.

And finally the problem is not what the writer would say on 2 union floor-
and this is vhere our critic is in error, but vhat we say in our paper in
defense against an attaclk by the Stalinists on us. What we do on a union )
floor ond what we say in the paper, +hat the party says in the paper, is not
identical. That it seems to me is ABC. : _

And if the criticism had been of a different character, along the lines of
the letter we published end replied to, or if it had been something like the
one we received but sent in by & raw, umelducatcd worker - although it is
hard to believe such a worker would write such a letter - we would consider
pudblishing it. We do not vant to turn Labor Action .into a brawling sheet.
The conrades must underst~nd tlat in a political movement 1like ours, compoged
of people with all kinds of ideas, every article coutd be subjected to
criticism of one kind or another but we don't operate that way.

The paoper tries to follow a 1ine, 4is long as it adheres to the lind differ-
ence of emphasis, tone, etc. are besides the point. It is only when we
malke a serious error in 1line or in fact, that criticism is Justified and
should be made. St S

One final word, we get letters of criticism on the paper which we welcome.
I an sure this letter does not mean to stop such criticism but read over
the 3.J. lettor and ask yourselves whether Labor Action should publish this
kind of letter, : . : -

7ith warmest regards.
A Fraternally yours,
Albert Gates .
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Philadelphia, Pa.
April 6, 1945

Mo the National COrm:;it_tee:

The Philadelphia branch wishes to go on record as viewing both of
dary Bellls articles on the Horris pamphlet (of iarch 5 and March 13 Labor
Action) as exemples of the kind cf sectarion and dogmatic thinking that
seperetes us from the militant tsade unionists.

The branch further asks that an explanstion be made to it of thy the
letter sent by the rhiladelphia reader to Labor Action concerninb the
articles was rot printed.

Pleasé refer this cormmunication to the Political Cormitted and to the
editors of Labor Action. .

One member of the branch, Sol Alldn, wishes to record an opposing vote.

Freternally,
Pniladelphia Branch

» » . . . * » . . - » .

. April 10, 1945

‘Dear Friends:

The cormittee took up the matter of the letter of G.J. last night and we
had also o letter from Lund on the sane matier proposing the publication

of the ¢.o. letier. Comrade Lund also inforied us wiazn he was in tomn that
the bdbranch passed a motion on the article in question which appeared in

I,abor Action.

The cornmittce was unable to act on the matter because it did not have the

riotion or a copy of the G.J. letter.

#ill you kindly send us by return meil a copy of the motion, the G.J. letter
or a revised letter if such was written., The committee will then be able
to consider £ll the naterial including the letter of Comrade Gates to GeJ.

Fratemally yours, o

Albert Gates
Assistant National Secretary

PS. The branch motion has just. arrived.



April 18, 1945

To the National Committee; h s

The rhiladelphia b:anch. having received and accepted the explanation.
of vhy the G.J. letter was not printed in Labor Action, has passed a second
motion on the natter.

The branch proposes that the @.J: lotter, Al G‘ates' answer, and the
motion that the branch passed on the Mary Bell articles be published in an
internal bulletin, together with any other relevant material.

We are sending you all vt}'iAe corrmnications we have on the metter, in
accordence with this motioni.. and with your request for the material for
consideration by the committee.

. The first motion pessed by the branch, which you indicated in ‘your

" last letter you had received, was thet the branch go on record as viewing
both lary Bell articles as ezamples of the kind of sectrrian and dogmotic
thinking that separates.us from militant trade-unionists.

. Fraternally yours,
Philadelphia Branch,
Workers Party :

™ *r = £ = » . » . » « = "

AMONG OTHER TEINGS; B NEED 4
SENSE OF PROPORTION

It is ry fervent hope that the discussion which atrose between ths editors
of Labor Action and the Philadelphia branch does not become inflated
beyond 211 proportion to the issues involved. In most respects theee are
simple indeeds Before we get lost in a mhze of secondary questions, or.
fird ourselves involved in disputing the merits of individunl opinions
about style, technique; end similar questions; let us set these aside.They
ere not really inmportant, ' .

To start at the beginning:

- le The editors of LA in examining the Morris pamphlet ("The Trotskyite
Sth Cclumn in the Labor ijovenent") were of the opinion that a reply was
indiccted. Wo received one specific request for such a reply from the Test
Coast. The comrades informed us that the pamphlet was being distributed
anong thoudands of shipyard workers and creating considerable confusion.

Upon reading the Daily Worker, we learned that the Stalinists were
initiating a const-te-coast campaign with this pamphlet, reviewing it in
CIO papers, reporting on it to unions and in general giving it an
unusually wide circulation anong thousands of workers.
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2. 'e found the porphlet difficult to review, because as it became clear
to the vwriter of the LA articles, an article or two would be insufficient
to decl with it properly. Only an extended series of articles or a pamphlet
would ncke possible the kind of reply necessitated ty the wholesale lying of
a Stclinist journalist.

Nevertheless, conmrade B3ell wont shead with the article, taking up the most
inportant points es thay appeared to the editors at the time and doing as
well c8 possible with space limitotions. Yet there i1s no doubt that the
reply to liorris wes inadequate. But the difference with G.J. and the
Philodelphia branch is not on the question of the adeguacy .ortmadequacy of
the reply. Nor is it a question of vhether an effective or ineffective
reply wes node to the Stalinists.

If the Philadelphia objections were on the grouands that the answer to the
Stelinists was inddequete we would have no dispute ot all. If their object-
ions were on grounds that the reply coantnined a wrong politicn.l line, then

we wvould hrve a differant type of dispute.

A rcoding of their correspondence reveals that they were not coacerned with
thesc questions at all. Evidently, the defense of the party, its role in
the labor nmovenent, its views on Stalinism, and the wholas question of the
struggle in the trade union nmoveuent is by-passed for a defense of the .
progressives in the union movement vhonm it is alleged the article of
conrcde Rell :pligned. This in itself is indicotive of vhat is at foult in
the views of the coar-des there.

3. The gist of G. J's letteris that we malig'xed the progressives. Fis

charge is completely wrong, for ~careful reanding of Bell's articles show
ezac%)y the opposite, namely, a defconse of the progressives, an explanction

of vhy the Stalinists call them Trotskyites, ~nd en explanation of vhat
. Trotskyisnm is. Good, bad or indifferent, this is vhat the article did.

The article did something else. It endeavored to show that there wes a
difference between the proaressives per se and us. And it added 2 general
stoterent, that we, the Yorkers Party and Labor Action, support then "vhen

s as and if" they follow progressive politics. We do not support "progrese-
ives" when they support the no-strike pledge or the war. Is that correct or
‘'not? It is so elementary, that it requires no further corment.

" Ghet does G.J. do? His estirmate of the progressives and the role of the

party cre wrong too. .l.ore precisely, he defends De Lorenzo, one of the
fow nared progressives in the .article and one who is naned favorably. G.J.

is so upset by what he believed was reflection on the role of De Lorenzo
that his letter-took on bad tone,. especinlly when it is requested that the

letter be published in the paper. He wants to know if }B was ever in a
trade union, or ever spoke on a union floor. He challenges a party functe
ionary, an editor of the paper, to get up on a union floor and speak out.
azainst the war. It was wrong for GJ to pursue such a line of reasoning and
to question the integrity of a leading party worker. PRut more 1mporta:nt

than that, the letter reveals that ¢.J. does not quite understand the partys
position on the struggle against the war and the manner in which this posi-

tion is concretized. He does not understand further, that it is the duty of
L.A. to speak on these questions in a manner in which our members inside the
unions cannot - for reasons well known to all.

752



T -

This is not the place to discuss the roles of the progressives in the union
moverent, but at the proper time and place, it will be shown that G.J.'s
views cre totally false. He does not understamd the role of progressives.
It is one of the problems thot will come up before the ective workers conf-
ercnce.Let me state it better: he does not underst-nd what our task is in
relation to progressives; namely that we try to push the progressivees forward
to greater consciousness, militaa:y -and finaliy, to socialism. Without such

‘ a development progressives never grow beyond an elemental militancy that fails
them and us in crucial moments. A way bc help progressives is to be critical.
Aside from that the Party's independent positioa is lept clear, especially in
its press. ' - :

4. The question of the right of a party member to criticize in the Patty
press is not involved either, Labor iction is itself an ansvwer to such a
charge. %e have published criticisms of articles, line and tone before and
will continue to do so. But in this case, the tone of G.J.'s letter vhich
is bad enough and would raise the question of its publication, is coupled
with a line that is decidedly wrong and contains charges which cannot now be
ansvered publicly. In ry basty letter to the branch, I had hoped taat G.J.
would get the hint and write another type of letter. The reason for that was
siuzple; a rore reasoned criticism, properly worded, would have enabled us
to write more on the :orris paiphlet and moke clearer to the readers what
qur party is and vhat it stands for. G.J. didn't teke the hint. I think the
reason for it is dmportant and I will touch on it in tha closing part of this

reply. . o

5. The matter of the LA article and G.J.'s letter was introduced formally
into the Philadclpnia branch. The branch made two or three serious errors.
Tirst it tried to continue a fiction, understandablo when G.J wrote his
letter, but totally incomprehensible vhen the Branch took it up. Namely, 1t
reforred to the letter of G.J., as the letter from e reader, which of course
1t was not. It was a letter from a party member. That is one reason why
the whole question assuzes a decidedly different aspect inside the party.

"second, it did not teke a proper attitude on the question as it relates to
the real issue involved, the party, the progressives, the program of the
party end-the manner of its application and execution. It did not try to
understand what I hed written them in my letter: that this was not an
article on the progressives, ‘trade unionisn, party policy, etc. It wvas an
article ‘in reply to the Stalinists in vhich we were defending the Trotslyites
and Trotskyism. . '

Instesd, the branch went on record as viewing the articles "as examples of
the kind of sectarianism and dogmatic thirking that separates us from
militant trade unionism.® It is icpossible to reply to this view in this
article, since it is also one of the guestions vhich will come before the
active workers conferehce and really concerns the whole problen of party
policy, thot ie orientation. It is only necessary to add, however, that |
this view is not ir accord with the opinion of the PC, nor do I believe it
will find ruch faver ir the party itself.

6. I come now to the final point, which I thirk is the importent one. EoO¥
is it possible for this kind of & difference to erise in the Perty? It is
posgible because the writer of the letter anc some of the comrades in tie

. phiicdelpuia branch have a false attitude toward the question of how the
party is projected in the press. Perheps it is uore correct to say that
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they object to the use of the word "Protskyist® in the party press. Not
very long ego, &t e epecial conference in New York. a number of comrades
fron Philadeclphia objacted strerucusly to the fact that Labor Action observed
the snniversaries of Lenin and Trotsky, carried their pictures, or published
what they calied "memorial issuecs?e.

Here agein, the comrades did not discuss how we treated this phase of party
propagonda, but objscted to the fact that it was treated at all.

The party is fully aware that Labor Action hes not adequately presented the
face of the Perty. There were several rsasons for this, one at least, vhich
sas not in the control of the parer. On the contrary, the problem of
bringing the party more fully to its readers, like the question oi socialism,
44 one vhich we have yet to solve :

But whether the comrades like it or not, "Trotskyisn' is an issue in the
l1abor movement. It has been made an issue by the Stalinists. Te cannot
sidestep it md in time to come will have to mect it head on. In a sease, too
Protckyism has beon identified by the Stalinists with union militancy. £&nd
yot some Philadelphia comrades seem to chafe when Labor Action mentions tre
NARLC ¢

The kind of thinking expressed in the Philedelphia letters placss on the
" gane level revolutionar: sociclist trade unionists and ordinery progressives
vho lock elementary poli.ical consciousness, is bod and gives rise to such
renarks as were made in G.J.78 letter. If G.J. stopped to anaiyze his own
experiences he would see why the party, and not he, is right.

It is necessary to remember that the Party does have a tradition (and a
good one) and a progranm vhich is associated with these traditions. A proper
- appreciation of these traditions end & proper influence of them in our work
is necessary. It is one of the obligations we have to our principles. EHow
it is to be done is one thing; but it is important that it be done.

Albert Gates
Bditor, Labor Action
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