REUNIFICATION PROPOSAL

The Motor City Labor Leaque reaffirms the position“&?ired by

Sheila, Rgﬁcy, Frank and Jack &t their Tuesday, Sept./ eeting that

a superficial reunification of the present division$ withih MCLL is

not in the best interests of anyone. We do not ﬁéed a coaliltion in the

name of reunification. We do need to continue/the process of building

/
- f

a pre-party democratic centralist organizatioﬁ begun two years, ago and

/
accelerated as a result of tHis crisis. f

The present crisis emergé¢s out of long ﬁhbmerged political, personal

and power conflicts withigfthe organization. It is the result i
/
/
|

of the underdevelopment ¢f the process of/criticism and self-critlicism

part

which allowed them to ster and the secget ballot central committlee

|
election which forced/them to the surfac#.

I. To determine/éhether the differences are irreconcilable or not,

as well as to illuminate the original differences we think it essential
/ |

: f
to examine the bgéavior of the two sides since the walkout of Sept. |2nd

|
|
occurred. Who ?as cooperated in the ca?rying out of external work since

~—_ f

Sept. 2nd and yho has not? In short, who has sought the best interests
/

/

of the entire/organization and who has mnot?

In suppogi of our concrete unification proposal, we present the fol-
/

lowing fact;é. :

A. ON COOPERATION IN EXTERNAL WORK.
/ |

/
1. ﬁCLL cooperated ' in the followihg ways:

I
fa. When Nancy Woodside called! Shella Murphy on Sept. 8th

to reque%t a meeting with her, Sheila replled by saying that she had
I

assumed/that Nancy was calling to cancel|Jane Fonda and Tom Hayden a

speakers at the first CCC session. To the contrary, Jane and Tom an

\

licity|in the Free Press and elsewhere made it necessary to turn people

away at the door. It contributed| to the estiablishment of a resp;ftable

and brought the campai ut of the red.
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ities vis—-a-vis

/x’-d : -
c. Menbers of MCLL fulfilled all our resp

\ /
ccc includiﬁg/;ork on the Journey, making our dark room available for

I

photo work on it, participatinq in setting up Céntral Methodist, Church

for the(session, attending thefGS preparation/meeting and servin
|

/
table leaders for the session.

d. MCLL turned oveﬁJto Justin Ravitz, at his request, on\Sept. 4
the election results which’ﬁere in our posSession and on Sept. 12 some
maps and other data that yés in our possession. MCLL members attended
the Sept. 18 Ravitz mee?ing, even though' he months of preparation b
RAAG for the meeting w&é not utilized or reflected in the format, although
a contribution from %ﬁAG to the meeting was acknowledged.

e. John Té;lor was asked by Jack on Sept. 10 to help procure
a union hall for ﬁﬁe CCC organizers training program. He did in fac
arrange for CCC tg be able to use Local 212 and was informed on Sept; 20

that Sheila was/pursuing Local 26 instead. ' /
' I
. |
/
a. Although Buck Davis spoke to Justin Ravitz about the mAtter

/ I

[ . . . .
on Sept. 3rd/or 4th we never received any communication concerning the

2. On the other hand:

|

whereaboutsfof the typesetting equipment, or its ownership/leaseship by

MCLL; or its availability to us for work wl might need to do.

b. Very strenuous effort was necissary to get the CCC ma}ling
' 3 |
list for ajmailing about the Belle Isle fund raiser. Edually stre%uous

efforts td get the Ravitz maili list for Lhe same purpose proved!futile.

c. Although Frank Joyc

N . . f
an coinc1debt1ally called him at home
\

11

2 encouragéF Jordan Rossen to attend a
campaign /staff meeting, when Jor

on the morning of Sept. 3rd and although RAAG\cadre appeared, at the

appropriate time and place, the noontime Sept.| 3rd Ravitz Campaign meeting

was cancelled.

a
d. At no time did the/extraordinary work, created by e Indo-

China Peace Campaign, receive gffers of any form Qf assistance from any

member [of the Murphy collectiye. Only Sheila attended a single IPC event

in the |Dsg it area, other £han CCC or the Ravitz fun The

externalf' this are symbolized by Gwen Roberts’ remark to




= //_.-—-“' /..\
Rita Valenti,f after Sheila Meft: "Is Sheila still here?" Rit

reply was, /"No, I think she'sNQeft." "That's too bad,"”" said Gwe

wanted to ask her why we alway% go to their things and they never \come

to ours." |

e. Prior to September 2, the entire/Beech Street complex,|that

is, Buck, Camilla, Karen, aanSam, agreed to/liold a Ravitz fund raisger
on September 23. When the Léaflet appeared;from the Ravitz office o

September 14, only Sam's nghe and address appeared.
/ /
f. Within CCC,HBruce Ewen was excluded from the Finance
/ :
Committee and Nancy Woodside and Bruce Ewen were excluded from the

training committee.
g. At the g;ptember 19 Women's/ Book Club Steering Committee
meeting, Sheila and/Margaret took a posﬁtion in opposition to the addition

of Brenda Reeber éﬁd/or Valerie Snook and/or Barbara Krickbaum for the

Steering Committ?e. They did suggest tﬁat it was important for a woman
|

/ |
from the Nationgl Lawyers Guild to be represented on the Steering
_fl | .
|

Committee. .
h. Oﬁ September 2, Frank Joyce removed some personal items from
the Ravitz campaign office. Subsequentiy, his name was removed from|the

/

bulletin boarﬁ, a letter marked "Person@l" sent to him by Jordan Rossen

’ l
(which we beﬁieve to have arrived there|on August 31l)has never been
| |

Ir :|
delivered tofhim, and a lock on \the door changed so as to render his key

I

inoperable.f 1

In part,fdoubtless as a resultﬂof these actions, questions began to

be raised %y non—-MCLL menbers about the relationship of some MCLL cadre
\ |

to the cambaign. 1 f

\

On Wedanday, September 13, and agaln on| Thursday, September 14

' r
Sheila raised in conversations with Frank an& Buck, respectlvely,,the
J

desire for a clarification from MCLLfas to its relation to the caﬁpaign.

A letter on this subject was hand—dellvered to\Sheila at the Fonda—Rav1tz

fundraise ised that MCLL/members

would attend the Septe meeting, set forth a post-reuni-

fication Rfsition on the campaign and took advantage of letter to

—— e,




cited, £ reasons we still fail to comprehend,  as "arrogant" and thus

i. At the Tuesday, September l? CCC session no projection frpm

the. podium whatsoever was/ made of eitheﬁ'MCLL or the Alliance, who are

sponsors of the program This was acco#plished even though Jack gave what

he proported to be a capsule history of.the evolution of,écc; No oneg,

including Justin and /Frank, was even i@entified as an MCLL member. Sreila,
d

in announcing a forthcomming PACT progkam at which many people, including
l

Frank Joyce, would speak, identified ﬂim not as an MCLL menber but rather
|
|

as "from CCC". //

j: Prfgr to September 2, Jié Bish had spoken with Bill King about

possibility of/LDC assistance regarding a case in which a welfare client
/
was beaten inJMelfare offices which later was reported in both the

f
Press and thefNews. No response was ever received despite an inquiry

by Jim at thé Septenber 10 CCC General Staff meeting.

k./ On August 24, JT, Keyin Nrrphy and Bill Bunting met with

Sam Stark and Mona Rothschild to di cubs possible input to a forth¢oming
' \

conference/ in Cincinatti to reactiva e}Fhe Urban Affairs Council o the

Council f?r Southern Mountains. On S 0o inguire
about a ?ollow—up meeting that had bee

informed| by Kevin that JT would have t

Kevin's [participation. Although Kevin/ rem ined friendly to Bill [Bunting
following Bill's eptember 2 r
work in|whicly they had been ged went forward. /

It is true that public acknowledgment was given to IPC and /the Peace




A
Treaty at CCC and at itz fund-raiser. It Ais alg® true thyt

public acknowledgment was given G at the Septembgf 18 Ravitz meeting

and that the/Peace Treaty's and CCC's activity at;%he State Fair wa

covered i a story in the Journey.| Public acknowledgment, however,

1. ﬁéncy Woodside, after Sepﬁ. 2, continued to pursue and on Sept. g,
delivered to Sheila informat%ﬁn about a ppssible apartment for which
Sheila had been urgently seafching. /

ﬁ

2. Following the tense Sept. 11 General Staff meeting of CCC, Frank
Joyce was leaving and fo
parking lot that Wheila

Sheila how she was doi

d upon arrivi#g at the door to the church

as close behind. He held the door and asked

. She replied, [in her iciest tones, "I have
nothing whatsoever to /say to you." That remark, she said later in a !

private meeting with Nancy, was a "test" apparently of whether Frank ‘

would make an issue Of the remark. He did not do so at the time, merel
reporting it matteﬁ of-factly to a fed people in the context of a repo;t
of the general moog. It is not a particularly surprising thing for Sheila
to have said. It is an issue now for what it symbolizes about the entire
process since Sepf. 2nd.

3. A letter, d?er the signature of iustin Ravitz, was sent to Buck/Davis,
a comrade with years of shared practiée, BY REGISTERED MAIL. The content
of the letter ﬁas pretentious and con%emptuous in that it outlined

J ,
procedural schedule for an exchange of papers which implied that we [should
or would waitffor them to write a paper to which we would respond a
opposed to sihultaneously writing a séatement of our position as had been
agreed upon %t the Sept. 2nd GM meetiég.
/ i

4. The M [ hy collective in both itsl oral and written communicatipns
has characziiized members of MCLL\as "punks," "chickenshits," abjec
failures, /etc. MCLL has never so dharacterized members of that collective.
Indeed, the Central Committee report of \zept.z says: "Even though ogne of
our comrade's political integrity has been explicitly impugned, we |continue
to accept Jack and Sheila as political cgmraées with whom we wish To
continuéﬁstruggle. We believe that!/ both of them, along with us, haye
contributed enormously to the deveélopment \of the organization to its

present|unpara power and practice." (CC report, pg.7) The same

document states furth eve the organization can, admittedly with
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difficulty}/stay together. We respect thé/lalent, skill, leadership,

experience, insight, power and committmént. of Sheila ‘and her closest

political allies." (Cc/report, rg. 8)

yritten statemen;ﬂ@of which we are presently aware, com ng from the
Murphy collective. Jick Russell did s y in the Sept meeting




C. Unity and Constrnctmpn versus strife an deéiZ;;;lon.
As the Centré& Commlttee report and our paper "Struggle Wit

L3

makes clear, the objectlve of MCLL and 1ts 1eadersh1p was to striv
upity while struggling ar?und the personal rpower and political conf-
icts which had arisen. The following are additional quotes from those
pers: , ﬁ
¥ “We believe tﬂat every part of the oréanization . .« .contributes
and will contribute to | the common inteﬁest of organizing and leadlrg
our class to victory." /(CC report p. 7)x And "We believe that the [lead-
ershlp of the organizafion should be shqred and the membership's wishes

respected even if comrddes are s1multaneously struggled against as

liberal, non- struggleﬁand under-developed as indeed, recent events

have shown our own tque. We are fully prepared to accept if necessary,

that the divisions eéound methods of iﬁternal work are so severe that! a

split is necessaryjf We would all be ﬁhe losers. . ." (CC report p. 7&8).
And "We believe that we are proceedlng from unity through struggie

to

to unity. The class overcomes its dlYlSlonS because it must in order
defeat the bourg oisie.,” MCLL needs 1tself and the struggle needs MCL
We are acutely aware of how all of the@rograms of the organization have -
suffered as a résult of the present de1s1on It is clear that a
higher level of unity, resolving many| long submerged conflicts withi
the organlzatlon is both necessary and possible." (Struggle Within #ﬁl)
Our papek "Struggle Within" is a political discussion of under+
developed techniques and political issues within the organization.
The Murphy Collective's paper promises politics later--and that we
suspect was an afterthought--and dwelis on personalities and specul .
ation about their motives. It proposis no direction or solution! for the
future. It concentrates almost excluilvely on procedural rather than
substartive/ errors. It never:seeks to qelate its allegations to a
historical or:contemporary pérspectivé on what is necessary to defeat
the ruling class and achieve ocialisﬂ. It is full of uncomradely
distortions, innuendo, mis-rep esentat;ons, lies contempt and deceit

as follows:

| \
1.The Murphy Collective Papers: | \
The problem with the "factuét analysls" presented by the

Murphy collective is that there are not enough facts and very little

analysis. The paper is permeatediwith a tk:e of contempt for the
people it is directed against, a tone chara

terized by familiar

and colloquial terms, by false statements, innuendo and by mis-

leading [chardcteri

Falge/and misleading statements are in themselves contempt/uous

but in t Ts instance they

MCLL membership which has pervaded many of the Muxphy colleci#ive's
actions throughout this entire episode. For example, we f£ind the
statement on Page 3, paragraph 23, that "Frank proce



off of your....di . t at not having struggled wi Sheila" ex-

tremely cogﬁgmﬁgaos and objectionable. The 1ﬁ%11catlon is that Frank
manlpulate a membership alr'eady enervat/a %ﬂd biased by its coward-
ly fallune to struggle with %hella we totally reject the assertion

The organlzatlon was faced w1th a crisis prec1p1tated by the arro-
gant fnd comtemptﬁous res1gnatlons of tdeCentral Committee menybers.
Faced with a crisis, and reallzlng therefwas still a functionin
Centrlal Committee and a functlonlng organlzatlon, members took appro-
priate political actlon’ We attended an emergency meeting to deal
with a dangerously d1 isive crisis and| when we discovered the facts,
we organized to face the crisis and hold the organization together
This was a correct @olltlcal response to a political emergency and
we refuse to apol%glze for it. We also refuse to accept the charag-

terization of our/actians as either those of intimidated, misled anhd

manipulated ciphérs or as unpricipaled "vultures" determined to take

cowardly reven%é on a single comrade [egardless of the merits of the

case. These kinds of characterizations, which compﬂyse much of th

substance and [thrust of the Murphy co[lectlve S paper; demonstrate

a deep polltlpal contempt and mistrust of MCLL membership, which w

contend derlqes wholly from a style of political leadership based

/ :

on incorrect/ political principles.

IIr E
It is this contempt for MCLL memlers and MCLL processes which

we find so distressing and which we hope this internal struggle/will

solve. .
l
l

In the remainder of this section ©f our reunification proposal
we will sp?cifiaally demonstrate and illustrate the false amdmis-—

leading nature of many of the statements contained in the Murphy

collectivels fa l"analygis/" We will
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Page 1, para. 3

//..___\\k
It is incorrect o say "théﬁe was no Murp
\

tion". There Kas always been aiMurphy gr

r to the conven-
ping ffbm the eaxliest days

of MCLL. ere has always been a grouping of people around Sheila who

i*“ r
share a ¢6mmon history of struggle in Detr01t, who live in clo proximity

to one another, and who function closely together in meetings and in

/

other prganizational activities. To ignoré this is to ignore history. We
do not deny the importance and value of personal loyalties among revolu-
tionary comrades, but we feel such loyalties have important limitations

which \must be always pbserved and neve# exceeded:
Leadership must struggle with each bther and with cadre toward poli
tical as well ag personal loyalty. | As the party is built and the
struggle intensifies, there will be casualties and too personal a
loyalty becomes a burden. Excessively personal loyalty strains
comradeship which must be based on/ shared political objectives. As
the struggle/intensifies, we will [increasingly find ourselves workin
with people we do not know closely, but whom we must trust. Intense
personal loyalty can, will, and should exist. It must not, however,
be used, ;éspecially by leaders,|as a standard of greater political
comradeship." (Struggle Within, page 10)

/ Page 1, para. 3
Frank dld not ask Brian to speak [to Sheila about their discussion o

"how to get Jack off CC". Brian took this initiative himself.
/ |

Page 1, para. 5

Franklﬁid not tell Justin that "as a matter of fact" a second Murphy

»

]
,/

The Murphy Collective's statement| of the process of criticism d

Collectiyve meeting took place August 28. i

Page 2, para. 10,11,12

self-cr1t1c1sm which took place in tLe August 28 RAAG is a prototypical,
indeeg a stereotypical, statement of |the underdevelopment and abuse of

this [fundamentally importanﬁ revolutionary process in MCLL prior/ to the
\

\
present crisis. We believe we now havie a better understanding of the

proper use and function of criticism and self-criticism in a democratic

centralist organization. We believe that our paper, "Struggleg Within,

is clear statement of our condeption of the correct use @gf criticism and

sel i . And we are ceytain that takin "to task" is no

» Lynda Ann, Pat and Jim accepted the harsh (not

"hard") criticisms of the campaign staff, but this is only another example

of organizational failure in criticism and self-criticism.. The criticisms
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/
encountering in thisdevelopment of its w?ék process. The result was,
2 “‘4 { / /
and is, continuing ten51onfand hostlllty betﬁeen RAAG and the |campaign

staff. 1In other words, ca;ticism and selfrcriticism as practised on
/ // /
August 28 was a complete/political failug@. Yet the Murphy Collective
; f
self-righteously speaks;bf this episode/és vindication of their| "correct"

J'JI
practise. / f

/

* Page 2, paraj 12

We agree that few "have worked as ﬂgrd for us as BP". Our question is

who is the "us" %Fferred to? 1Is "us"{MCLL or is it the Murphy lollective?

|
/

We raise the qu?étion because we believe departmentalism and po
|
/ J

of work is couﬁter—revolutionary praftise which has been common|in MCLL.

sessiveness

0

All will surely agree that failure maximize the work of each| cadre has
been and is /an important and serious organizational criticism. | We are

L
also certain that there are many in |[MCLL who have worked as hard for the

organization as Brian Flanigan--a compliment to them and to Brian.

Leadership is not possessive; it skills, insights and talents are

the property of the class and organization or party. It assumes that
the process by which others acquire the skills of the leaders is a part
of the process which is necessart to growth and expansion. [(Struggle-

Within. page 9) L :

Page 2, para.

Frank Joyce '‘has accepted the criticism that he failed to gyestion

\

Sheila regarding her early and\ unex lained exit from the Thursday

Centyal Committee meeting. We Riin out that Sheila voluntarily criticized

herself on that point during the \September 3 General Staff meeting. This
is past and non-substantive matter \and we cannot understan why it is
mentioned b9 the Murphy Collective unless as a part of a smokescreen of

false and misleading innuendo.

Page 2/, para.

It/is misleading and false to state that \Jack did not "focus organiza-

tional problems on e absent CC member". ated the Thurs-

day afternoon discussions of "divisions and tensions" in MCLL and, indeed,

pressed for them. Are we to believe that Jack did not realize that this
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discussion would inevi;ablx\concern itself with Sheila §u§§E§? It is

e ~
ahistorical and/mYOpic, to s;§ the very least, t

r,

confend hat such a
dlscuss1on ¢ould occur without| mentlonlng one of Qhe strongest, most
& |
forthrlght and, ‘gi her own adm1s51on, one of thé;most contentious
members/;f MCLL? f f

l Page 2, footnote 25

We totally reject the chéracterization of Ron Glotta's practiseé as

campaign treasurer as an /abject failure". f The facts refute the ;gser—

/ /
tlon. The fact is over.$6,200 was raised durlng the six weeks prior to

r‘

i |

the Primary election while Ron was treasurer, a little over $1,000 T

. . | .
terized his performance as "barely adequate", The fact is that fro

week. Ron resigned Zﬁ/treasurer on Auguét 10, 1972 after Sheila chTrac_
T August

f

10 to August 30 th campégih deposited $125 in the bank. And the cht is
that Jane Fonda rdised around $850 for Fhe campaign and without that

money Ravitz for/Recorders Court Judge lwould be virtually penniless
|

f
Page 3, para. 18

We do not 7pderstand Valerie's stat?ment to Sheila on the telephone

to have been 'conscious and deliberatealies" and disagree with tha

characterizifion of them. We believe Valerie's conduct to have been that

of an individual intimidated and confused by a prior history (sh
/ i ;

many) of "locks" or threats of "locks" by Sheila and other member
/ J '

Murphy Coylective. We severely criticize Valerie for this non-st uggle

and non—e&emplary leadership, but we do not feel it is grounds for expul-
| [

sion from the CC, or taken by itself in historical organizationa
/
/

practise,

even grbunds for censure. I

19
say that Valerie's /statement

Page 3, para.

false and it is mﬁsleading t

re ding h rhone conversatlon with Sheila "did not begin/to suggest

the/ full natukxe of Valerie' g lies to Sheily." The truth ig that Valerie

did inform thé\aesifjejffgrél Committee, includimng Jack Rus=ll, of the
stance of the con Sation. It is therefore not true/that Jack did

s
er that night in

not learn the true nature of the conversation un
a conversation with Shelia. Jack Russell knew the truth all along and has

apparently concealed it from the Murghy collective,
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e 3, para. 20

The mis;iiging impressio&\is given that Valeri
what are g01 g to do about this?" refered to the_éc discussion of

"d1v151ons/and tensions", and tﬂat Jack Russell/forthrlghtly stated he
would ;?; participate in a dlscqs51on centered/ 0n Sheila. Valery

in fac was reﬁq@rlng to her pﬁone conversataon with Sheila. A all

po];tlcal response. No one, 1nclud1ng Jack Russell made the phon

call, and it is for this serious abdication of leadership responsilaility
.lr /

that| we censure all the CC., /

/Page 3 para. 23
!

We object to the c /racterization of the CC report as the "Joyce
-paper*. and to such p:Zases (refering tq Frank) as "he writes" and

"his paper". The report was collectively formulated, discussed and

read to the'CC. .

I

Page 3 para. |24
We disagree, /that Jack "made it i&mediately clear that he was | not
|
part of any groug which was going to cpllectively deal with Sheila
Does Jack feel that as self-styled "iq%ermediary":to Sheila from the
rest of the CC /he was not necessarilyfpart of the "group"? If he sn't
part of the gqéip why did he stay andfparticipate in the discussions?
And if he did.not see himself as part|of the "group" then we asser
that his tak}ng on the role of “1nterqed1ary" was a cowardly act o
self—lnsulaflon from political struggje.
In any event, what is the political objection to any group "c¢ol-
lectively dealing" with any individuaﬂ if the motives and practice are
politically correct? We can see none.\ It is misleading to imply that
such a caurse of action\is somehow wrong. i )
|

Page 4 para. 125

It is txue that Frank has retracte% portions of his criticism of
the manueverings of the phy collective around the CC election It
is alsc/true that Frank s never retracted his main criticisms of their
abuse of the CC election brocess. We are puzzled by the statemegnt that
some of Franks cr1t1c1sms were "belatedly abandoned". 1Is it ingorrect in
their [view to modify one%s opinions as facts become more clear And
if Fr 's interrelationjof the August 28th‘RAAG—Campaign Staff meeting
wasf seless, why did hogstilities and tensio remain in those secar ions?




i
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di/?,// Page 4,\Bara. 27
\ ; /
It is misleaz ng to say Justin's calls "were never returned" Ry

) I /
Frank. Frank éried to return the ca?ls, but wasfﬁnable to reach Justin.
It is also a compiéte mischaracterization and extremely misleading)to

|

f

attribute 7 Frank the statement thét the CC election results represented

a "revolt pf the dipshits". No qﬁe in MCLL believes any of us are "dip=

shits". he expression simply gtated the ménner in which, in fact, |the

/

/
Murphy collective perceived mahy MCLL members, a perception they still
i/ JI’II

hold judging by the contemp?ﬁous tone of ﬁheir paper, especially its|last
' /

five paragraphs. / /
; /
/

/ Page 4, Parg. 29

/
The only thing"provéé“ by Frank's faﬁlure to mention Valerie's mis-

|
condiict to Justin was/;hat he did not feel it was the central issue

Page 4, Péra. 32

It is implied y at Justin, on Satujday, was “ﬁnaware of all that|was
transpiring" and’%hat he was not a me?ber of the "bloc" then and, rther,
was not a membeg/when he entered the gunday night membership meeting.
This ignores /e fact of his Fri@ay qeeting with Frank. This ignqgres

his statement on Sunday that he had dalled Sheila and reported an

/ 5
correct me%ting.“ And it is signifidant that the paper states that he

called She!la but is silent regarding the date of the call. We

Page 5, ara. 34

It is misleading and contemptuous fb assert that the agenda [of Sun-

day night's GM meeting was changed by Frank's initiative and that this
act he ped.prove that people were not "f rthright and principléd."

Frank

accept the principle of majovity rule.

Page 5, Para. 36

do not agree that proper criticism/self-criticism fé;uires that

criticism be asked for, or that the criticizor ask specifically if the
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criticism is aace ject this mechanistij lized appli-

cation of the/process.

Page 5, Para.

We st&éd by the statement that no MCLL /memper with whom we tallked had
npot been| disrespefiged and igﬁimidated by'va7ious members of the rphy
collective. We do poinh'oﬂt that we did ndt claim this was true

every member of MCLL. There were a substantial number who missed lall

or most of the Saturday night meeting. I/
la. 41

Page 5, Pa

We do not accept the statement that ho MCLL member was decent enhough
or courageous enough tg describe the content of the Saturday nigh
membership meefing to the Murphy collective. And it is simply not true
that we "laid/silent" when Justin said he had some facts to report. (page
6, para. 44)/ Several persons struggled with him to obsserve the agenda
that had been voted for by the membership. We had approved an agenda
and we were/ trying to move it. :We'll ever know if the subject would
have been reache ause theJhurphy cillective walked out jﬁﬁt when
ihhe substaft}ﬁé/i;ZE:;\éﬁ?ﬁgi:riés expullsion and the two reéignations

/

were about,fo be discussed. /
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2. Private Negotiations and Meetings

have sought privaE;ﬂ;éetings and

/

/

There is more

discussions at many levels:

. 54 . .
soqé@t, through Buck, on Sept. 3 or 4, tg*meet ith Justin.

Justip refused.

Brannas met with Sheila and /others. Anotbérfcadre met with Jack and
with Michele. P#at had discuss%én with Justin and

d. With the full approv of the Central/Committee, Nancy sought
out private discussiong with Sheila. Sheila reluctantly agreed to
two such meetings, ong¢ of which took place at the peak of the

Indochina Peace Campaign in which Nancy was critically involved.

The Central Committee held that discussion with Sheila was a ]igh
priority item in £his period as essential to reunification.

Nancy made concessions on behalf pf MCLL and its leadership
in these meetizgs which are reflectedjin "Struggle Within" an@ in
the criticism Section of this paper. Respecting the integritﬁ of those
private discussions, concessions and Zlarifications of positions
of deepest portance to MCLL and the|City of Detroit were made by
both sides. :

concessions/ made by Sheila have been retracted.

In retrospect, at this writing, it is clear that political

v

e. No attempts for private clarification were ever initiated|by
members off the Murphy collective, with two exceptioqs:~

1. Jac# Russell called Bill Bunting and in the course of |the
conversation told him that he and oth S were available for [discussion
should Bill so desire. Bill indicated at the CCC meeting to [Jack
that he fvas interested in meeting. Jack said he would call. |He never °

did.

2. On Saturday, Sept. 16, Sheila suggested to Frank on the phone
Zay, Frank

did got and they

establish time

purpose. Sheila
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the Sept. 16
ions mentioned

indicated she no longer wished to meet for reasons
Ravitz campa%gn le:zj;H;EE\Fhe Bill King agent
previously;/Frank pressed for the meeting and ¢leared up at least
some miigénceptions on both points. Sheila agf;ed to reconsider.
Frank.galle§§$ater and Sheil? agreed to megt’for one hour the
following morfning. When Frank and Nancy ar;}ved at the appointed
pla?e, they discovered Jack/was present, t#ough there had been no
prior request of informing about his attendence.

/ The discussion itself was not particﬁlarly productive. Sheila
asserted that' her basic'position that Frank had engaged in a purely

with Frank, and by implication most members of MCLL, would| not be

pifsonal power play hqd’not changed. Shejfurther stated that trust

possible in the forseeable future, if é;er, and that she supported
reunification only for reasons of whatfwe would characterize as
mechanistic carrying-out-of-work -- iﬁ short, a coalition under the
guise of reunification. f
£f. MCLL7has conceded that the proces% of criticism and selfrcriticism
was abused agd that a power strugglé was an underlying factpr. The
Murphy collﬁétive at this writing h%s conceded that Sheila fis in-
frequently Ampatient (Their paper, pg. 3, para. 22) and that Sheila
erroneous%? asserted on Aug. 27 thq& a "bloc" other than her own
existed which didn't (their paper, pg. 1, para. 6)
f

g. The Sgpt. 16 Ravitz campaign 1e£ter advocated the resolution of
the organizational issues within ohe week. The Tuesday Sept|l. 19
meeting agreed tentatively to an ekchange of various papers on
Friday, Sept. 22 prior to a full organizational meeting on Sunday,
Sept. 24. MCLL almost always meetﬁ on Sunday night. WithouF saying
why, the Murphy collective requested that the meeting be h }4 Sunday
afternj;n or morning becaus Sund;y night was difficult fo; some of
them. en subsequently asked why, they replied that Billfand Lynda
had a family obligation and that perhaps Brian and Sheila/had other
things to do. This attitude t

or personal matters, is more importgnt and worthy of the/disruption

: J
hat their own situation, be ﬁt work
of the entire organization's|schedules, is unfortunately/typical.
MCLL has worked extremely hafd in|this period on BOTH external
is week

programs and the attempt to bring |about reunification.
alone, the General Staff haé met on three successive nights until
3:00 AM. The General Membeﬁghip held a 7:00 AM meeting pn Saturday.
Members of the family, in two instances the mothers of /cadre, were
either prevented from comihg to Detroit from out of tj , or pushed
to 1 avg/éEEIigi\than‘Epéy expectedi?o so that cadre éould devote
more time to the-orgahizational crisis. We are deeply angered by
thesaﬁtempt to change the meeting to suit the personél convenience

/
f

of fo members of the Murphy collective. /
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* % % % % *x % *x

We are &angry and disappointed at the pa;té}n demonstrated in the
preceding pages of the Murphy\collective behavior/throug out this

\
e answers to our intFoductory questionf are alll too clear.

ot ggﬁfect. We did not/ automatically arr¥ive at our own

practice in this period. Ti:;é were those amo?g us who advocated

boycotting CCC to show our pgwer, including removing Fonda and
Hayden as speakers. There wgre those who thowught we should not argue
with|Jane to.do the Ravitz/ fund-raiser. There were those who proposed
sending letters to the Murphy collective by/ registered maill because
they had. There were those who said we should retain all the Ravitz

campaign material for/"leverage." Some did!not think we should
attend the Monday 'n¥ght Ravitz meeting. INfEVERY INSTANCE,| SUCH
VIEWS WERE STRUGGLED AGAINST AND DEFEATEDEBECAUSE WE DID A DO
DESIRE,REUNIFIC%?ION AND HAVE NO INTENTIO# TO DAMAGE EXTE WORK.
We do not beli
be treated as/though they were contradictions with the eneny.

e that contradictions within the organization should

Should the forthcoming paper and reunification proposal from
the Murphy collective indicate a departuie from the pattern we
describe ds existing before and after Sept. 2, we are still prepared

- . |
to negotiate seriously around our concrete proposals.

However, our primary work is exterﬁal. It has suffered too
much irn/ this period. MCLL has work to d&scuss Sunday night  and we
are not prepared to meet for the sake df meeting. We propose that
Sheila Murphy and two others, not to iﬁclude Jack Russell, | meet
with [Frank, I#nda Ann and Buck at 11:06 AM or 3:00 PM, whichever
is re convenient, Sunday, at the Jefferson Ave. Clock réstaurant
for /the purpose of setting procedures and agenda for the unday
night meeting or negotiating the terms| of a split around/such *

\
questions as CCC, the typesetting equipment, the Changeover name, etc.
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A. Regarding the Central Committee:

- //'“‘
1. That Jack RﬁSsell Fr;;ﬁ\Joyce, Valerle/ﬁnook/ Lgnda Ann Ewen,
and Buck Davis be censured ' for thelr uncomradely behav1or toward Sheila

in failing %o stqﬁfthe Thursday %ug. 31 meetlng or notify Sheila that
it was t ing place following Valerle s admlsSLQn that she had| lied to

Sheila On the telephone.

[ / /
/ : /

/
( Censure refers to a dlsc1p11nary measure short of suspension

by it implicitly or exp11x1t1y. It is a collectlve, written and
organizational document that the comrade o¥ comrades being censu
breached revolutionary behavior that raisipg consciousness and s
around the error is not gufficient to pro#ect the organization.

of a comrade for such an act or series of/acts‘means that the comrade

acts presumes even more serious discipliﬁary action. The section agn
|
discipline on page of "Struggle Within" together with the sectilon on
|
criticism and self

further.)

riticism, hopefully Flarifies this distinctio

rt

to the distraction of the issues created by Sheila's and Jack's resig-

be criticised or succumbing in the Sept. 2 Central Committee rep

2. That Frank/Joyce, Valerie Snook, Linda Ann Ewen, and Buck Dalis

nations and therefore devoting virtually no attention to Valerie's phone
response and e Central Committee response at the time.

B. Regarding Valerie Snook: : l

[ : |
1. That Valerie Snook be severely criticized for her uncomradely lie

to Sheila.oq the phone. i

J
f \t | .
2. That Valerie Snook further be criticized for her role in the hasty,
confusing and misleading presentation 0& Sunday morning, Sept. 2, to
Mary and H#gh White, especially laround the issues surrounding Hugh'/s

. 1
replacement on the General Staff| by Ron glotta.

| ‘ \
Why? Afte# much discussion, we Apnclude that the collective action of
the five ﬁembers of the Central Cbmmitteq, including Valerie, after the
phone cal#, was far more harmful ﬁhan Valerie's response on the phone
in and ofEitself. Valerie's origiQal actign, we believe, was spontaneous
and unconscious. The nature of the meeting|in progress, as Jack had
initiated it, was ambiguous. Valg&ie's relationship to Sheila had/ not
been one|of comradely struggle ?ﬁ either side for some time. The /criticism
is severge, nevertheless, becausé she is an elected leader and personal
as well as,ﬁgizzzéalhgsfgggpdéflity to other leaders is essentigl. The

A . ] .
collective action of the five was much more repxehensible. It S more

consciou The five criticized or agreed to criticism of Valerie and then
went on mmitting the same error. Hence the censuke.
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C. Regarding Jack Russell:

)
Jack Russell's resighation from the Central Committee.

A,

l. We accept the standingﬂdegision of the Generai/& O accept

/
« 2. We reseyééﬁ@ﬁr most serious qharges for Jack Russedl. In\the

/

event of reuﬁification, charges of épportunism, including sexism,|will

{

be formal%& introduced to the fullfmembership}éf MCLL. Charges against

/ . /
Jack Rusgell will be made in four areas: /

A, ersonal projection of organizationa} work for individual gain.
/

B. L series of security /and disciplin:/violations.
C. dbportunism includ?é/;he use of ong's political position for the
advancement of sexually éxploitative relations:

1) numerous iAstances of sexist characterization of female
/

cadre and ffmale close comradez -

2) unsubsfantiated charges of jultra-feminism by Jack

f
]

3) numerous unprincipled attlmpted sexual advances
4) divisiveness among comrades, both male and female, on the
basi? of sexual relations.
D. Dis ty Role in the Current Crisis.
I¥ is our position that Jack has played a major role in e
initiation of the' current crisis anJ the course of resolutions between °
the Murphy Collective and MCLL sinceé the August 30 CC meeting. ck has
functioﬁed to fan the flames of the| complex of subjective'diéput s and
real contradicitions within MCLL in/ this crisis. Jack ﬁas exacerbated
the bgurgeois aspects of the proceds rather than utilizing his self-
proclaimed ideological role within MCLL to clarify and define the real

5 [
\
political issues before and between| us. Jack has stood in thefway of a

healthy reunification process in our crises between the two szﬁes. In
view of the above and the facts below, it is our firm positiom that Jack

Russgll's dﬁportunism and his continued participation in thi process is

one|of the single most imp@rtant obstacles to achieving real reunification.
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icate his agreed-to role as intermediary

B
d. He dia not comﬁnnicate everyone'?’desire and his responsi-
bility for settin?/up another meetiﬁé
e. He fa;led to/;ommunicate that /Lynda Ann did not take the
same position as other members of the CC and had said she would
talk to Sheila personally.
2) Played a/honwproductive, sychophantic role toward Sheila in

the Saturday, S?éatember 3 General Staff meeting.

3) An éf;mple of opportunist/ic behavior is the declaration of

expediant po étical principles not/ sincerely held to justify one's
motives. Jack /Russell has historicafﬁy, through numerous public and
private discugsions, indicated his derstanding_that power is complex
and is often/a function of many .factors. Yet, when Frank suggested in
the September 3 General Staff meeting that Jack may have sought t
increase hﬁs power by solidifying relationship to the Murphy Collective
in the process of the split, Jack'ls response to that formulation was to
the effect that this was obviously erroneous sinee he was giving up

power by/giving up his position on the Central Committee. We kndw that

Jack shared an understanding with|many members of MCLL that at this point

in the{prganiiation it was unclear just where real power in MCLL [lay -

Central Committee, General Staff, personalities or with "blocs".

4) Jack assumed a vindictive role in conversations with Sherry,

Babs, |Les and George which we characterized by intensity, negativism,

and contempt.

5) He,. in his behavior las well as through conversation with
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_-—"_'_Fr._'_._‘-\_\- /.I
further infer that hg/fabricaEEQ\a story that it had come-to his

attention that oné of the cadre ?f MCLL had sald that since Bill King

.-'

was strapped a f fgrmerly in mllltary 1ntelllgence, that he \must be an

. /

agent. When Jack was 1nformed/1n the meetlngs at Howard Johnson's with
/ /

Sheila, Frank,and Nancy thatf%he MCLL co@sidered this an extﬂemely

serious matter requiring discipline of the cadre, Jack retreated and
_ y ]

/ .
said he may have been cgﬁfused——he vagugly remembered at sometime way

back some reference to/éhe shape of people's faces being a means to

| |

identify agents. Howévér, when pressed by Nancy for a specific name, date,

place, and statemenﬁ, he said he would have to recheck his information.
{

This incident set/Eet off a reaction i# the'Murphy Collective which made
) / i i . 4 .
sensitive levels of personal, power, and political negotle tions between
| !.' |

/ \
MCLL and the Murphy Collective ﬁbre dififficult and createq/one more

/
crisis altering.)ro s in n gotiation%. //
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D. Regarding Frank Jovce:

1. That Frank Joyce be criticized for abusing,tﬁé process of criticism
and: self-critieism in attempting to pursue aeﬂiﬁ;;;fgfgznizational
political power struggle and for failing to press for the development
and ‘¥l £ocritidism as an orggﬁ#éational tosx.

/ \

/
2. Further, that Frank Joyce be criticized as a leader r failing to

of critici

'II . [ 'JI - »
conclude s&qoner that there was a political basis for the teE51ons and

divisions within the organ@%ation and act accordingly. \
/ /

|
']

3. Further, that Frankaoyce be criticized for faijilure toﬂstruggle

. " / . . ol .
harder with B.P. around B.P.'s mis-representation of their lecu351on§
around defeating Jack Mssell's election to the Central Committee.

I u
f

4. Further, that PFrank Joyce be crilticized for his hasty, misleading

/ ] |
and confusing presentation on Sunday $orning to Mary and Hugh rhite,
especially around the issues surround#ng Hugh's replacement on the

General Staff by ﬁbn Glotta. !
.".lrj . Jll
E. Regarding Sheila Murphy: a

/ |

1. That Sheila Murphy be censured for the act of her Central Committee

resignation and for leading the walkout at the Sunday night General
Membership meéting. Both acts operat%d to throw the organizatﬂon into a
crisis of deepening proportions, which impaired the primary work of the
organization, which is external. Both acts, because of their recipitous
nature, werefviolations of democratic¢ centralism. Both acts re an
abdication of struggle around the very principles Sheila espoused. Both
acts symbolized_contempt for the procedures of the organization to deal
with the issues and impugned the integrity and development of thé members.
Specificai%f, Sheila, at the qeneral hembership meeting and again in
their pape#, accused the membership of having their minds made up about
the issue of Valerie's expulsién befoﬁe the issue had even been debated.

2. That| Sheila Murphy be severely c&iticized for demanding| Valerie's
expulsion
yet to hear); for her failure to|take ihto account the conte of Valerie's

bsent any criteria for expulsion (which at this writing we have

action and. tstory of her pyactice; \and most important, for her

individualii into accaunt the implications of Valerie's
AND THE CE ) ctions AND SHEILA's response for the entire
organizatﬂ n as distinct from Sheila's perspnal sense of betrayal,

disloyaltyu uncomradeship or whatever.




