Hedda Garza
200 West 79th Street
New York, N.Y. 10024 )(l;%:;

June 7, 1979

Political Committee JUN 12 1979
Socialist Workers party

410 West Street

New York, N.Y. 10014

Dear Comrades:

Enclosed, for your information, is my appeal to USEC for an

International Control Commission to investigate my exclusion from
the Socialist Workers party.

Sincerely,

Hebl, e

Hedda Garza



Hedda Garza :
200 West 79th Street

Apt. 12N

New York, N.Y. 10024

May 23, 1979

United Secretariat

Dear Comrades:

T am writing to you to formally request that the International Control
Commiszion investigate the circumstances of my exclusion from membership
by the Socialist Workers Party.

After over & year and a half of collaborating with the Chelsea Branch

I was unanincucly voted'into provisional membership. After seven weeks
& & provisional member with a different branch (Upper West Side), I
was dropped from provisional membership. No one told me about the
impendinz discuscion, no one interviewed me, and I was not permitted

to make & cstatement tc the branch., All of this is covered thorougzhly in
the enclozed material.

After more than a dozen letters of protest from hranch mermhers thnemselves,
most of which are being mailed by the comrades under separate cover, &
control commission was established.

I heve taken that report, intact, and interspersed zome of my ansvers
between ite parzgraphs. The Control Commission taped all of thle inter-
views, including six or seven hours with me and possibly the seme amount
with the organizer of the Chelsea and UWS branches, Mike Maggi. An
Internationsl Control Commission has & full range of informetion from
which to dravw its conclusions.

T believe that this elaborate pile cf material contains more than

adequate information to substantiate my belief that there was a deliberate
effort to keep me out of the SWP--and that effort is now being made
ageainst other comrades as well,

I would also like a decision on my status in regard to the Fourth
Internationzl. After the expulsion of the Internatioralist Tendency,

it was made clear that all comrades attempting to rejoin the party were
still members of the Fourth. I am assuming that my Herculean efforts,
although thwarted, have earned me the continuance of that status.

I will aweit a reply.

Comradely,

el Gry—
Hedda Garza

CC/ International Control Commission members; :
Political Committee, SWP; and leading bodies

of several Sections of the Fourth.International.



Control Commission Report
I

At a November 30, 1978, meeting of the Political Bureau, l
then a subcommittee of the Political Committee, Comrade |
Doug Jenness reported that the national office had re- |
ceived a number of letters which raised questions regard-v‘
ing the norms of the party’s provisional membershipf
category. The letters were prompted by a decision of the!
Upper West Side branch of the New York Local to termi-|

_nate the provisional membership of Hedda Garza.

My provisional membership had been established by the unanimous
vote of the Chelsea branch after a year and a half of working with
that branch. I had been a provisional member of the Upper West
8ide branch for about 7 weeks when my provisional membership was

terminated. Most of the members of that branch had never worked
with me before.

The Political Bureau voted that “the Control Comn:xis-
sion be asked to review the party’s norms in implementing
our provisional membership category.” '

The committee also designated Harry Ring as the fifth
member of the Control Commission. The four members
elected by the 1877 party convention are Virginia Garza of
Los Angeles, Wayne Glover of San Francisco, Helen

Scheer of Minneapolis, and Larry Stewart of Newark.

Tt is the usual norm for Control Commissions to be made up of
rank-and-file comrades. A National Committee member 1is sometimes
assigned to the Commissions. However, Harry Ring not only was
assigned to the Commission but did almost all of the questioning
and wrote the final report. Larry Stewart was present at the
snterviews and asked a few questions, but the other three CC
members met in a telephone conversation after the report was
written to discuss it. Considering that the main "eharge" against
me appears to be "bad attitude toward the leadership," it seems
out of order for a member of the leadership to play the key role

in the CC.

During the National Committee plenum in December
1978, the Control Commission had a number of meetings.
All members were present except Comrade Glover, who
was unable to attend the plenum. '

Lan:y .Stewart and Harry Ring were assigned by the
commission as a subcommittee to interview Hedda Garza;
Michael Maggi, the Upper West Side organizer; Linda,
Jenness, then the New York Local organizer; and other
comrgdes whose views on either or both aspects of the
question would help to illuminate the commission’s work.

All of the interviews were taped and copies sent to the
commission members.




The issi i
isoh OF%rr;r;lss&on gave' extensive consideration to the
* of rade Garza's provisional ‘membership being
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Garza was wel i
c_guahﬁed for membership, that
been treated unfairly, and that her democl:;ﬁciigahhtz ﬁ:g

There were also ma '
ny other "cont i "
1 s entions" as .
tﬁgtgazsggéng sent under separate cover. Appgggnziil ige by the
ns raided by these comrades were discussed b;etgg

Control Commissio
: C n. Th i ; .
in this commentary, ©8€ Will be raised again at later points

Th.e cl}ronology of events immediately preceding the | .
termination of Comrade Garza’s provisional membership
was as follows. A former member of the party who had .
been part of the Internationalist Tendency split, she had -
been accepted into provisional membership by the Chelsea |
branch of the New_York Local on Sept. 11, 1978.

By now most people refer to the Internationalist Tendency "expulsion"
--not "split."” I can testify from my own experience that I had

no knowledge of being "split" from the Party until I was informed

on the street that I was no longer a member of the Socialist

Workers party and that I could buy a copy of the "charges" against

us for $2.25! The USEC is fully aware of these events. They were
investigated by an International Control Commission but the report
of that Commission was never published.

That same night, as part of a reorganization of the New
York Local, the Chelsea branch was dissolved and its
members reassigned to other branches. Comrade Garza |
was assigned to the Upper West Side branch. \

The Chelsea organizer, Michael Maggi was assigned as organizer
of the new Upper West Side Branch. He made it clear that he
wanted me in the branch where he would be organizer. I was
reluctant to go to that branch for two reasons: First, Mike

- M. had expressed extreme antagonism toward my becoming a member.
Secondly, many people who were conscious of the events in the
Chelsea branch and had supported me in my fight for membership
were not going to the UWS branch. 'I was worried that I might
encounter the same retrograde hostility that I had finally
managed to overcome in the Chelsea branch after a year and a
half of working with the comrades. As events proved, I should
have followed my own judgement and stayed out of the UWS branch,
but I decided instead that I was weary of fighting, that perhaps
Mike M. had finally accepted the idea that I was going to be a
full member, and that I could always transfer later on.



There, seven weeks later, on Oct. 30, the branch voted bo
terminate her provisional membership. The vote was 24in
favor of termination, 12 opposed, and one abstaining. T'he
branch acted on the basis of a motion brm_lght in by its
executive committee. The vote in the executive committee
was eight in favor of termination, one .opposed, a):xd one |
abstaining. The branch heard majority and minonty

reports from the executive committee.

i discussion was
t informed by the organizeer that such a .
iégiign;lace. In fact, the day before the Execgtlve ComglFtee meté
1 was out on the street for several hours selling the Militant an

other Party 1iterature and arranging a campaign dinner. If Mike

discussion, I would have requested
M. had told me of the proposed dl R ] have T orn

i Commi
be allowed to appear before the Executive ! -
tﬁemeof my experience in Chelsea. No one on the UWS Executive -
2xcept Jeaw S awd’ Mike M., had been a member of the'Chelsea
Branch. Most of the Exec members had never worked with me.

j ement was based sole . .
%:g%ing that Mike M. used as his rationale for droppin

provisional membership.

Their

g me from

The executive commitiee motion was sparked by a
dispute which had occurred in the branch the previous
week relating to Comrade Garza’s branch assignment.
Several weeks previous Comrade Maggi had proposed to
her that she work with Columbia University YSA
members in a campus antinuclear organization, an assign-
ment with which Comrade Garza felt grewt'y pleased.

Shortly after, he asked her to instead take two other
assignments. One was to seek support for Leo Harris, the
Miami comrade whose frameup cas2 was then about to
come up for trial. The second was to handle the emergency
campaign initiated on behalf of Héctor Marroquin at the
point when the INS was about to rule on his deportation.

Comcrade Garza strongly objected to being taken out of
the antinuclear assignment. She told Comrade Maggi she
was convinced that she was being withdrawn because
Jean Savage, the citywide antinuclear director, was op-
posed to her having the assignment and that Savage’s
opposition stemmed from purely subjective considerations.
She also felt Comrade Maggi was hostile to her and that
this was also a factor in the proposed assignment change.

After an apparently heated exchange, she agreed to
accept the Marroquin and Harris assignments and Maggi
then brought the proposal to the branch meeting. This
evoked an extensive discussion, with several comrades
arguing that because of her particular qualifications,
Comrade Garza should not be removed from the antinu-
clear assignment. Initially, Comrade Garza did not partici-
pate in the discussion. After a period she took the floor to
state that she felt she could do all three assignmenta. After
further discussion, a motion was adopted to refer the entire

- matter to the executive committee. -

1y on Mike M.'s say=so and on the one branch



This account of the events is notable by its omissions. I think
comrades w111 judge for themselves the reasons for the specificity
of these "cuts."

The branch had just been reorganized. Mike M. was calling comrades

in to discuss their assignments. I had been selling party literature
at Columbia University. I have some free time during the day :and

the YSA comrades had requested help on campus sales. Furthermore,
Mike M. had announced to the branch that some party comrades would

be assighed to assist the YSA at Columbia in order to strengthen

the gntinuclear and South Africa work. Mike M. called me to discuss
my assignment and asked me to take on Marroguin work. At that time
the INS hearing had not been scheduled and there was very little

work to be done on the case except some phone calling. I told

him that I work alone at home and that I was willing to do telephoning
but also wanted to get out and do some selling, contact work, etc.

T asked him for the Columbia assignment. He agreed to give 1t to

me. Yes, I was greatly pleased, AND SO WERE THE COMRADES AT COLUMBIA."
The report fails to mention that the comrades there felt thet I

gave them a big boost in their work even on the few occasious

when I had gone up there to help staff the literature table. I

also felt very useful politically. It was fine to be out talking

to potential recruits about socialist politics.

Jean Savage was head of the citywide antinuclear fraction. I digd

not know Jean and had never worked with her. She had been a member
of the Chelsea branch and of the Executive Committee that recommended
me for membership. For many months in Chelsea I tried to speak with
her, inviting her to have coffee with me, etc. She was unfailingly
cold and hostile, refusing each time bul expressing to several
comrades, including a new provisional member who I had recruited,
Eric, that she did not want me in the Party. There was no way

that she could have based this feeling on anything we had discussed,
since she had never had a discussion with me. I assumed, logically
I believe, that her hostility had to be based on the factlon fight

of 1973.

One week after I was given the antinuclear assignment, I was told
that there had been a citywide fraction meeting. I assumed that Jean
had not yet been informed that I had been assigned to the Columbia
work. I approached her before a branch meeting and told her that

I had been given that assignment and that I was assuming she should
know about it so that I could be informed of citywide fraction
meetings. She mumbled that she thought I was being taken off the
assignment and should see Mike M., and hastened away.

At the meeting I set up with Mike M., I decided to attempt to

be extremely open with him and to try and improve relations--

wipe the slate clean if possible. He confirmed that I was being
taken out of the Columbia U. assignment and that instead I should
make calls for sponsors for ILeon Harris' defense committee; he
informed me also that the INS was going to attempt to railroad
Hector Marroquin and he wanted me to call sponsors of the Marroquin
Defense Committee asking them for emergency support messages.

I told him that those were both short-term telephoning assignments
,and I was willing to do both of them, but I wanted to keep my
long-~ term antinuclear ass1gnﬂment as well. He simply gave me a
flat "no." Then I said, "I don't think it is fair to take me off
the assignment Jjust because Jean Savage has factional feelings

toward me."
His reply was an open admission: "Well, she is the head of the

fraction, you know." |
A —mmand aftar ha eaid it. he recretted it. "Jean voted for your



Comrade Garza freely concedes, she was among the most
virulent of the ITers in her hostility to the party leader-
ship. In addition, many comrades were convinced, she had |
been an inveterate cliquist who worked incessantly to !
surround herself with a circle of newer members on an \
antileadership basis.

During the IT faction fight in the early 1970s, as f

Another journalese game! I never "eonceded my "virulence! I was

a spokesperson for the Internatiomlist Tendency and presented its
polltlcgl.counter-resolution at the 1973 SWP Corvention. I defended
the positions strongly. Apparently there is a mistaken notion that
strong support for a political position is equal to hostility to

the party leadership. Every member of the IT supported those positions..
Just as the party chose me to speak for its ideas as a candidate

on several occasions, the IT chose me to speak for its political
ideas at ?he Convention. I conceded that any comrade who gives the
presentat}on of a minority position tends to be more indentified with
thoge positions and becomes a target for any hostility toward that
position. The use of the term "freely concedes" sounds as though

T said that I was virulent in my hostility to the leadership. I

never said any such thing.

In early 1976, a year and a half after the July 1974 1T ‘
split, Comrade Garza applied for readmission to the party.
As with all other former members of the IT, it was
proposed that she work for a period as a sympathizer and
her application would then be considered.

But, after a short period, she dropped away.

——————

This is patently false, It will be covered thoroughly when
another reference is made to it.

A few months later, in April 1976, she participated in an
act of public hostility to the SWP. This was a press
conference organized by the Revolutionary Marxist Qrgan-
izing Committee. RMOC included people whq left with t}'xe
IT and people who left the party earlier. It is led by Milt
Zaslow, a former Cochranite.

Despite the sharpest advance protest from the SWI? and
opposition from the leadership of the Fourth Intematxox}al,
Comrade Garza acted as a spokeaperson for the grouping
at a New York press conference.

The press conference incidenU: is another good example of the
rewriting of history, The Control Commission goes into more detail
on it later and I will answer to it at that point.



Shortly after, she joined RMOC. S
_' . . She broke with it i
IS‘I‘%\;mber of 1976 when it openly declared its view thalt t}lxr:,
s I\:;.rans : r}on-'I‘rotskyist. reformist organization.
o . . .
s };‘c of 1977, she applied again for readmission into |
It was proposed by the New York Local i |
. ¢ Jeadership that
;he work for. a period with the Chelsea branch and,pif the
hranch_ cpns;dered the experience positive, it would act on -
er_ application for provisional membership.

i
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. during which the branch leadership was
at she should be recommended for provi-
g to Comrade Maggi who was
during nine of the twelve

adic and she continued, in

informal discussions, to voice cynicism and hostility to the

local leadership of the party.

Finally, Maggi said, in March of 1978 in response {0
Comrade Garza's insistence that her application be acted
on, a motion wae brought into the Chelsea branch by the
executive committee that she not be taken into provisional
membership, but that the branch should seek continued

political collaboration with her.
Thsat motion was carried 35 to 1.

A year went by
not persuaded th
sional membership. Accordin
Chelsea branch organizer
months, her activity was spor




One year...covered in one paragraph! There must have been at

least an hour of discussion between the two members of the CC,

Harry R. and ILarry S., and me on this year. Maggi's characterization
of the period is paraphrased in such a way that it appears to

be the definitive truth. In actuality the Control Commission report
does not see fit to mention the letters from comrades who were

in the Chelsea Branch during this period and of course has also
ignored my testlmony about this key year. "The branch leadership

was not pursuaded," they say, but the branch leadership had

barely spoken to me, they had avoided me, and indeed, as it turned
out, spread "corridor gossip" about me. Comrade Gerry, for example,
implied to comrades on the EC that I could not possibly be selllng
all the Militants I turned in money for, but I must be ripping them
up. My activity was not in the least "sporadic." I attended every
forum and forum committee meeting, cooperated in every way I knew
how. I was not permitted by my doctor, because of a sinus tumor, to sell
papers in freezing weather, but I ran often for Port Authority

sales permits and sold indoors when we had them, did everything
asked of me, and in fact asked for another assignment in addition
to the forum committee assigmemt. I was told that the Forum Committee
was "enough." Again, a self-fulfilling prophecy. Give me only one
a331gnment refuse me more assignments, and then say that I'm
insufficiently active.

Also, I voiced neither hostility or cynicism about the local leader-
ship. From the moment I entered that branch there was an almost
total freezeout. Only one or two comrades made any effort to be
friendly. Once in a while a comrade would ask me how I was doing

and I would say, "Pretty well, but I am getting very discouraged
about the length of time it is taking to get readmitted.” Yes,

I wanted comrades to realize there was a problem, for indeed there
was.

Did the Control Commission ask Mike M. about his behavior toward me?
They surely must have, but they did not see fit to comment on it,

They talk about my "insistence that her applicatién be acted upon.,"
Obviously, a crime of huge proportions! On a few occasions as

the months dragged on I attempted to have discussions with Mike M,

It was clear that he felt that he was "convinced I could not be success-
fully reintegrated into the party." He did not discuss this directly
with me, but instead said provowative things or refused to engage

in any conversation with me. One outstanding example was when I went

in to see him about a year after I was assigned to Chelsea. I asked him
how long he thought it would be before my provisional membership

would be raised in the branch He refused to give me any hope or
outlook for any date at all. "Why is it taking so much longer than

with other ITers," I asked. "You d1d a very good job of organlzlng

the IT in New York," he answered. 'I think I did a good job in the
Party for 16 years," T responded. "THAT'S ALL CANCELLED OUT BY THE

IT SPLIT," he shot back.

Surely this can only be labelled as provocative behavior., I tried

on many occasions to discuss politics, my feelings about the party,
etc., but he never did anything but stare at me disbelievingly or
make provocative remarks. On one other occassion I commented that
John Shafer, another leader of the IT in Houston who was very active
in RMOC, had been taken back into the party in a matter of weeks. He
commented that if he had been in Houston, he probably would have
opposed that.

When I told the Control Commission about these experiences in



Chelsea, Harry R. intervened with the following question: "So

you think everyone in the Chelsea Branch hated you?" He sounded

like a psychiatrist trying to prove the patient paranoid. I looked
distressed at such a line of questioning, and told hem that they could
not have hated me since they did not know me. At the worst, some

of them had ill feelings left over from the faction fight of five year
before and others were swayed by the obviously hostile attitude

of these comrades.

Larry S. rephrased the question: "You thought they were cold to you?"
To which I answered in the affirmative.

Why such a line of questioning? Just examine the report and it

becomes clear, I think, that very little is said about what

other comrades or Mike M, himself had to say about the treatment I
received in Chelsea. I know that several of the letters comrades

wrote to the CC back up my recounting of the events. Did Maggi

admit or deny to the CC that he behaved with hostility from the begin-
ning, that he engaged in fierce dialo%ues with comrades I eventually
helped to recruit about my "unfitness" for membership, etc. The’
charge of corridor gossip can be backed up a hundredfold when it

comes to levelling it on Mike M., I had no one to gossip with; I

cried a bit on Kurt Hill's shoulder. . ’

-

Furthermore, Magg?s pernicious smear job on me could have a real
effect on what happened to my membership application. My "complaints"
didn't have much power. My membership was in the hands of the branch
leadership; I could do nothing to seriously harm them. Nevertheless,
there were many comrades in the branch who trusted the leadership's
attitude toward me for a long period but then began to see for
themselves that Mike's subjectivity was a real problem and that

I was not being given a fair chance to become a member, I began

to visibly influence contacts to join the party. I engaged in street
sales visibly in the presence of many comrades. It was clear that

I was really selling, really presenting the party line in an
effettive way. The comrades saw that I did not make a "big stink"
when they voted me out, although it was the first time in the
history of the IT reintegration that a branch exec had come in with

a negative recommendation. Previously they had waited to make a
positive one. Spring came and I could sell more outdoors. My
financial situation which I had explained totally to Mike M. improved
a bit and I was able to give: $10 instead of $5. As comrades became
more friendly, I responded accordingly, I did not "Moderate my
expressions of antileadership views. I had never made any such
expressions., I had only expressed dismay at the difficulty of getting
back into the party. Why does the control commission insist. on
labeling this "antileadership views 'without specifying what I said
that can be characterized as such?



Then, al) agree, Comrade Garza intensified her effort to
be readmitted to the party. She increased her activity
measurably, improved her financial contribution and, in
the view of comrades, moderated her expressions of anti-
leadership views.

A number of comrades in the Chelsea branch, including
several newer ones, became persuaded she had now earned
the right to be rcadmitted and should be accepted into
provisional membership. Finally, this past September,
Comrade Maggi proposed to the Chelsea executive commit-
tee that she be accepted into provisional membership. The
executive committece recommended this to the branch,
which approved the proposal without discussion or dis-
sent.

Comrade Maggi toid the Control Commission that he
and other leading comrades were still not persuaded that
Comrade Garza could be successfully reintegrated into the
party. But, he said, the issue had become increasingly
prominent among branch members and there was the
reality that a number of comrades including valued new
members were convinced she should be in the party. It was
for these reasons only, Maggi said, that the proposal to
bring her into provisiona! membership was made. He
added that the motion itself was precisely worded, and
"deliberately minimal. It stated that her application should
be accepted because “it would be in the best interest of the
party” to do so.

Maggi said that in his view, the majority of the branch
would not have voted for the motion on any other basis.

But while the motion was patently less than an endorse-

ment of Comrade Garza, the thinking of the executive
committee in making the motion was not explicitly stated
to the branch. It has since been argued that it was
unprincipled for the branch leadership to recommend
someone for provisional membership who they were not
persuaded would make a good member.

In our view, what the executive committee did was quite .

permissible. If, on a question like this, a section of the
branch is not persuaded, and is not likely to be without a
certain body of experience, then it is legitimate to seek to
resolve the problem by going through the necessary expe-
rience.

But having decided to do so, in our view, it would have
been much better to have fully spelled out the motivation
so that all would understand. And then it would - be
necessary to bend over backwards, so to speak, to assure
that comrades could have the fullest possible opportumty
to draw conclusions from the experience.

The executive committee should have explained to the

branch why it thought she should hot be a member, but

that it was ready to open all doors and let the branch’s

experience determine the outcome.

I




Yes, the issue had become prominent. I had recruited people to

the branch. The Control Commission fails to state why the issue

had become prominent. Mike M. had told comrades that after the
vote against my membership, he believed I would go off to another
country or make a "big stink.," When I kept up activity despite

tha? vote, comrades began to have second thoughts about my
seriousness and about Mike's corridor gossip about me. It became
cleqr tg many comrades that Mike's attitude toward me was totally
subjective., I had gone, for example, petitioning with a busload
of.comrades to Pniladelphia. I had done well and comrades were
friendly on the trip back and forth. Many contacts of the party

had been invited to the branch tasks and perspectives discussion.
I.was one of the most active people--member or sympathizer--and yet .
Mike M. opposed my attending that meeting, first on technical
grounds and then he let his subjectivity come through at a

brangh meeting. More and more comrades were becoming aware of this,
and it was very clear that if he continued to oppose my membership
he might 1lose a floor fight in the branch or at least lose conside;-
a?le credé{pility. Rather than do this, he finally came in with

his half-baked motivation and the branch voted unanimously to

take me ipto provisional membership. Mike M, did not raise his
real.feellngs in front of the branch not in my opinion because he was
afralq the branch would vote against me, but he did not want the
qgestlon of his own subjectivity to become the focus of a branch
f}ght. The question of the entire Executive Committee going along
with him will be covered below in the appropriate place.

Similarly, in our opinion, there might have been more
clarity and less division in the branch if it had waited the l
full three months before acting on the application. \

The point is made, in response, that the discussion :
which swirled around the issue and occupied so much of l‘
the branch's attention would have escalated further if |
action had been delayed. ;'

In our view, this could not be avoided and the discus- '

sion, in fact, escalated anyway. f

Once again, the branch that voted me out, the Upper West Side,

had only a few members who had been in Chelsea and gone through

the experience there. Again, they knew little about me except the
old faction fight question and Maggi's word., I belleve that the
Chelsea branch would not have dropped me. They were too aware of
Mike M's subjectivity over the course of a year and a half and

they would have believed that he was capable of taking me off

an assignment for the sole purpose of provoking me. Undoubtedly,
one of the reasons why Mike M. was anxious to drop me from provisional
membership in the UWS branch before the three month period was over
was that I was doing good work, getting along well with comrades,
and it would have become harder and harder to drop me as time went
by. The fact that almost half of the comrades who regularly attended
branch meetings voted to keep me as & provisional member lends

credence to that assumption.



RS0

4 We concluded that regardleas of the difference we might
% have with the branch on the general handling of Comrade
g:; Garzu's application, the final decision to terminate her
g provisicnal membership was politically in the best interest
;‘zg of the party. '

ey We do not base this opinion on what other comrades told
s us happened, or on what other comrades think of Comrade
ﬁ Garza. We base ourself on ker account of what happened,
i': ker deacription of the events leading up to it, and her
- accaunt of her political evolution over more than a decade.

Like the branch majority, we believe that she is the

But, again, having said all this, was it incorrect not to
bring Comrade Garza into membership?

There is no question that this is a matter for the branch
to decide. The constitution specifies that applications for
membership must be acted upon by the branch of which
the applicant will become & member. And there is good
reason for the constitutional stipulation. It is the branch
that will work with the prospective member and it is the
branch that is in the best position to determine if the
applicant will prove an asset to the party. '

In the case of a former member, the branch decision
would be subject, constitutionally, to approval by the
National Committee. The NC delegates this authority to
the PC. The PC may in one or another particular case elect
not to approve & former member recommended by the
branch.

But it does not have the auvthonty to instruct 8 branch to
sccept sameone into membership,

If 1t felt & branch had made n mistake of sufficient
magnitude, it could, of cnourse, recommend that it recon-
sider And the Conteel Commismion oneld, where it deemed
proper. maxe such a recommendation to the Natonnl
Commitice. Hut auli, the final decision on acrepting
pomecne 1nto membership would rest with the branch. The
only excepuon o this is in cases of groupa or arganiza-
tiona which met the gual:cations far membership. There
th: constitulien authonzes th= Nationai Committee to
‘accept them en bloc and assign them to branches.

In its initial discussions, the Control Commission was
generally of the view that it could not arrive at an opinion
on whether or not Comrade Garza should in fact have
become a member. We felt we could not go much beyond
the questions related to procedures and norms and to
determine if there had been any violation of these.

But as part of our investigation, we conducted two
interviews with Comrade Garza. These taped interviews
totaled six hours and afforded her the opportunity to
present her point of view quite extensively.

On the basis of those interviews, we believe we were able
to arrive at an opinion on whether or not she should have
been taken into membership.

victim of deep-r.os)ted subjectivity. Ard, perhaps without
even fully realizing, she evinces a rather astonishing
degree of political cynicism.

Perhaps the most revealing thing to emerge from the six-

hou_r interview with Comrade Garza was the extent of her
subjectivity.

Throughout, she insisted that the main reason she had

been dropped from provisional membership was because of

an unreasoned vendetta conducted against her by Michael

Maggi, the branch organizer. He had, she insisted, a

phobic hatred of former IT comrades, he focused this

hatrgd on her, and this was the root of all her problems.
This was not politically persuasive.

e




To begin with, she volunteered the opinion ‘.hat' apart
from his “phobia” about her, Comrade Maggi was in fact
an unusually good organizer. (This view was expressed by
others, including comrades critical of the branch action.)

Her comments about Comrade Maggi cen only be
characterized as ugly and vitriolic. And, in many respects,
her assertions were patently contradictory. :

To bolster her thesis that the problem was Maggi and
Maggi alone, she suggested that the leadership of the New
York Local, and the national party, were not really aware
of what he was doing. _

Thiz seemed difficult to accept in light of her assertions
about the scope of Comrade Maggi's alleged campaign
against her.

For instance. asked why a majority of the branch voted
to terminate her provisicnal membernhip, she respanded,
“1 think & sort of an hystena wan whipped up. 1 think
Magzi dehiberately whippsd tp an hy:-‘.rﬁ;‘.'.'

In the above passage, note the fact that nothing is - said to
dispute the fact that Maggi did indeed conduct & vendetta againat

me, He was %nterviewed at length by the CC. Did they ask him about
r.

" his behavio
to his "vendetta," as well as his actions against comrades who
did not back up this behavior. When I commented to the Control
Commission that Mike M. was a good organizer, Harry R. asked me
if an organizer could be"good"if he conducted subjective cam-
paigns against comrades. The Bontrol Commission says I made "ugly"
and "vitriolic" comments about Mike M. But they don't say what
those comments were. They also say my assertions were "patently
contradictory.”" My comments on Mike M.'s ability as an organizer
came when I told the CC about my attempts to reconcile the

TheX had many letters in front of them testifying

problems with him. I told him that I thought he was a good organizer

but he was letting subjectivity take over. The use of terms 1like
"patently contradictory" and "ugly and vitriolic" perhaps apply
better to Mike M,'s behavior. But the CC report doesn't see fit
to transcribe his answers to questions about his behavior.

The Control Commission does notzx comment on the fact that

the UWS branch meeting on the issue of my provisional

membership was essentially a replay of the 1973 faction fight.
Documents on the IT expulsion® on sale, Dave F; -~ ~. who had

one conversation with me in the past five years--a friendly one
on the street about the new apartment he had found-~chose to
scream in the branch that everything I had ever touched had
"turned to shit"--an objective political comment indeed! The
atmosphere was hysterical. A few objections about an assignment
being changed led to a five-hour indictment of the IT and FOPO--
using me as the whipping post. That is the fact of the matter.
Labelling a reality as subjective does not make it subjective.
The meeting, furthermore, was never taped. Mike M. told the branch
he had "run out of tapes." Amazing! As mentioned earlier, meetings
had been taped for some weeks and a motion had been passed to
that effect. Just this particular meeting, a meeting Mike M,
knew full well might be called into question, and he "runs out
of tapes!" Did the CC ask him about that minor memory slip?



The commi=sicn Guened Linda Jenness, then the ocal
organiter. o determine 1f the quesnon of Camrade Gerza's
memberahip had been 124 in Comrade Magai’s hands and
i 10 fact, the loca! leadership was unaware of what was

happening
Comzades Jenness said that from the outset, Mags had
Sonferrd reguiarly and {Tequentiv with her on the ques-

tion and that Comrade Garzs had come to her several
times with her unhappineas about the situation.

On several occasions, Comrade Jenness said, she had
given informational reports to the Jocal executive commit-
tee.
In sum, she said, Comrade Maggi had proceeded in full
consultation with her and that the local leadership was
fully informed throughout.

The fact that Linda J. consulted with Maggi does not make the
situation any more legitimate. I assumed he consulted with her. I digd
not know for certain where she stood, how open he was with her, and
whether she agreed with his subjective feelings or not. I had

reason to believe she did, which I will present below, but when

I went before the Control Commission I decided to make as few
suppositions as possible and to stick withkx things that had personally
happened to me or had happened to people who could come before the
Control Commission themselves,

We checked through about the point in Comrade Maggi’'s
report to the branch regarding Comrade Garza's conversa-
tion with Stefq Brocks. If what Maggi had reported was
correct, we felt it was a weighty poin: for the branch to
consider in determining if Comrade Garza could be reinte-
grated into the party.

This was the essertion that when Comrade Brooks
suggested a series of central party leadery to discuwa her
problem with, Comrad~- Garza reaponded in each cas- with
why she would Aind it diiiicult or impuessible to talk with
them.

It sremed to us that if a furmer member feels that
alienated from the party leadership, it hardly bodes well
for successful reintegration.

When we questione? Comrade Garza about this. she
insisted that Maggi had not reported the conversation

" correctly. She had merely told Comrade Brooks that she
didn’t think it advisable to go to the central leadership
with what was essentially a dispute over a branch assign-
ment.

We interviewed Comrade Brooks. She said that, except-
ing details, Comrade Maggi's account of the conversation
was correct and Comrade Garza’s recollection was not.

(Comrade Brooks's testimony was given added weight
by her expression of strong personal sympathy for Com- .
rade Garza and her statement that she had sided with her
in the sssignment dispute. She also said that while she
had voted to terminate Comrade Garza’s provisional
membership, she felt it was a mistake to act before the
three months were up.) :

Comrade Garza offered the commission her opinion of
why Comrade Brooks had a different recollection of their
conversation than she did: “I think Michael broke her
spirit and used her.”




The big witness against me! How paltry and sad! And it shows the
real lack of proof of any subjectivity or "hatred" of the
leadership. The comrades mentioned by Steffi numbered four (to
repeat again), and I specifically said I would talk to Fred F, if
the situation worsened. I had no idea then that the assignment
issue would be used as an opening to drop me from provisional
membership. I never told the CC that I "merely told Comrade

Brooks that I didn't think it advisable to go to the central
leadership with what was essentially a dispute over a branch
assignment." I also commented on four names. Harry R. chooses

to leave that part of my testimony out of the report. Steffi's
testimony is made the "weighty point" in my exclusion from membership.
I don't believe that any former ITer was ever asked if they "liked"
the leadership. Was Tim Wohlforth asked such questions? I said
that I "think Michael broke her spirit and used her" because I know
what Mike M, did to Lisa G, and Comrade Ring knows full well that
comrades specifically accused Mike M. of using pressure tactics on
them, Why didn't the Control Commission report let the Party know
what Mike M. had to say about charges comrades made about his

subjective behavior?

According to Comrade Garza, Maggi’s power went‘
beyond Comrade Brooks. !
She told the commission that the night her provisional |
membership was terminated, Comrade Maggi had packed
the branch meeting with party members who work in
various departments at the nationa) headquarters.

The Control Commission regarded this as a serious
charge.

Certainly every branch member had a full right to be |
there and participate. Further, while their hours often |
prevent nationally assigned comrades from attending :
branch meetings, it is politically entirely correct that they |
should make a special effort to attend meetings where
matters of special importance are coming up. Where
necessary, national departments have adjusted their sche- |
dules so that comrades could attend, for example, a
preconvention discussion, or a meeting where convention
resolutions and delegates were being voted on.

Any suggestion that these comrades do not have the .
fullest right to participate in branch life to the extent that |
they are able contradicts our conception of what a party |
staff is. , '

Needless to say, it's assumed that comrades with suffi-
cient consciousness to qualify for the party staff are not
going to pop in on branch meetings to debate and vote on
issues they’re unfamiliar with.

And it would be an astonishing, grave situation if a!
branch organizer could simply phone West St. and pack a 5
meeting with uninformed staff workers ready to vote as |
directed.

The cominission was provided a list of West St. com-
rades who participated in the meeting. We checked with
each of them to determine what their attendance record |
and general level of branch participation had been prior to
the night of voting on Comrade Garza’s membership.

These were the results: Twenty-three members of the
Upper West Side branch work at West St. Of these, 13
attended the meeting where the vote was taken. Five of the

13 comrades snid they attended branch meetings regu-
larly. Two snid they attended “fairly regularly,” five
“oecasionally,” and one, “not at all.”

One of the 13 is 8 member of the branch executive
committee. Two ore members of the branch finance com-
mittee and one of the forum committee. Another was
branch recrnitment director at the time.

It seemod avident to the commission that these comrades
had a full moral right to vote.




And we could not help but feel that Comrade Garza’s
conviction that an SWP meeting could be packed in this
way was a gauge of her _cynicism about t}}e party.

No one questioned the moral  right of these comrades to vote.

The question was who told the two who "attended regularly,"

the five who "attended occasionally" and the one who "attended

not at all" to be sure to attend this particular meeting?

This was one of the best attended meetings in months and months.

. Most of those comrades had not seen me or spoken to me since the
- 1973 Convention. They knew nothing about my experience in Chelsea.
Even following Harry R.'s statistics, probably eight or nine
people would not ordinarily have been at that meeting. Furthermore,

" Mike M. had bragged to Tim B on the night before the meeting that
he would get me out of membership by a "ten to one vote.," If this
is a measure of my cynicism, then there are many similar cynics.
Support for me came from comrades who had worked with me for a
year and a half and a few who saw through the factional facade. I
don't believe that one single West Street comrade had either worked
with me, talked to me, or bothered to contact me, but they did
attend that meeting and apparehtly were especially vocal on the
IT history. AND OF COURSE THERE IS NO TAPE OF THIS MEETING., I
believe that a tape of that night would have exposed to all
but the most blatant hypocrite that the meeting was a kangaroo
court designed to keep me out of membership. My so-called cynicimm
about the Party was a cynicism directed at Mike M. Indeed, as
a result of the Control Commission report and its deliberate
falsification by omission, I am cynical about the party leadership
backing up such an abomination. »

We . pursued ) further her assertions about Comrale f
N{Jag?}.] Ashsu;mng, we asked, he had this “obsession”
about her, how was he able to get away with all the alle
dirty tricks? ged
Comrade Garza offered further explanations.
) The branch executive commitee, she asserted, was *“hos-
tile” to her.
Why?
There were on the executive committee, she responded,

“two comrades who had been in the Workers League.
There was a comrade who had left for a whole number of
years during the faction fight and felt quite guilty about
having left. And there was another comrade in exactly the
same category. So my feeling was I had four people on that
exec who were sort of trying to prove they were more Joyal
than the loyalists and who were very resentful of me and
were fge]ing hostile to me during this entire period and
who c‘ixdn't know me at all. ... So they brought in a
_negative recommendation to the branch.”



Again, the manner in which this is presented is desi i
appear that the Control Commission was horrified by %gggetgl?zgztigns
about the Chelsea Executive Committee and somehow found out that

?hey were topally false. Notice that Harry R. does not say that this
information is false. He only implies it by using the word "subjective."
The allggations are facts. The members of the Chelsea Exec that .
brough? in the recommendation to the Chelsea Branch that I NOT be
taken 1n?o membership were the following: Hal A. (who had left the
party prlor.to 1973 and did not return until much later); Dave

and Jean Weisman (both former members of the Workers Leaéue)'

Gerry (alsg out of the Party during the 1973 period and retu;ning
later);_Cllff C. (who later sent a letter supporting my membership);
and Mlchgel M. The Control Commission did not see fit to print ’
any testimony by any of these comrades.

stcus§ing Comrade Ma
urt‘rlestramed subjectivity,
se . '-
disturb:d ?r:ct};)ael as }aemg extremely manipulative and
ryoed he_ question of my membership,” she said. “1
Tt s 1‘15.: tls other psychological problems.” .
he by Phe Obn .ﬁo_n to volunteer further opinions: “J think
b 8 :;:sxon on the IT question. And I think—me
oo o 1 a?d the role I play in the IT, and being
Segieesve and asg orth—here he was, an organizer in New ;
yor i,s o b no power over an ITer before. And here ‘5
,» the bad lady herself. He can decide whether ] gel l
i

gei, she displayed the most

back in the party or not.”

. . . . 11 h
i {g labelled as "yprestrained subjectivity as though
B it e it kes it all a lie. I know that if an internati

saying it makeg it so--ma ! t
issi t all of the tapes letters, elCe.s
.yal control commission has before 1 s e lvity wer

they will clearly see that the ver s v
theyreal facts of the behavior of the Chelsea branch leadership.

.. |
Her “psychological" estimate of Comrade Maggy 10° \
ded really odious gossip.
clnShe told zhe commission, “He told comrades he Jost 8
lover because of the IT fight. . . : |
strong hostile feeling to the e:x-IT. .
Which comrade told her this? \
“More than one. . . - Meybe the one

and then a couple of others mentioned it.” |

told some others

Why is this"odious gossip"? The CC asked me why I rhought Maggil
nhad this hostile attitude toward me., I was not anxious to figure
out his psychological motives. It was quite sufficient that he had
done such things. Fe did indeed express his hositility to more than
one comrade. I had no wish to implicate other comrades by name, but
since the CC had sO challenged my honesty--Mike M. spent many
nights up late talking with Tim B and/or Eric (both new comrades)
and told one or both trat he hated the IT because he had lost a lover
who left the party because of the faction fight. Did the CC ask

Maggi if this was true? Assuming he did say this to comrades, is

it then odious gossip for me to tell it to the CC when they '
specifically ask me why I think Maggi treated me sO subjectively?
should I have said, "I don't know why" to everything they asked?

Tt seems now that if T had answered in that fashion to everything,
the CC Report would say I was 'covering up the truth" and "refusing

to answer!



wWhat abm_lt_the local organizer, Comrade Linda Jenness.
as she oblivious to this campaign of persecution against

her?
gmhally, she said no. “Linda had no way of knowing "
& at be was deing. . . . It was more a hands off poiicy, |
at the branches have a right to decide on a provisional
member.”

?ut“retu{ning to the subject in the second interview, she
said, “I think Linda was aware of it. . . . The few times ]
went to her, she tried to play her neutral thing. . . .Tdon’t
thm.k she was neutral. . .. At best, I think she was
remiss. . . . And at worst she was glad there was that
attitude because she was enjoying what was happen-

ing. . . . That was another possibility. I don’t know which
was true.”

On the subject of Linda J.'s knowledge of the manner in which my efforts
to rejoin the SWP were being treated: I wanted to stick to provable

facts when I testified before the CC. Linda J. is a member of the Political
Committee. I am a revolutionary socialist and in order to function at

my best politically, I should be in. a section of the L4th International.
On the occasions when I spoke with Linda, she made no attempt to hide

her hostility, but I had no proof that she was specifically instructing
Maggi to behave as he did. She told me that the leadership was keeping
"hands off," that the whole matter was up to the branch. She also told

me that I had been assigned to the forum committee, not to recruit people
when I told her that an indication of my loyalty was that I was recruiting
people to the Party. I replied that I thought revolutionaries did not

have to be assigned to recruit.

In the summer of 1977, I took a three-week trip to Europe. On the eve of
my departure, I had a farewell party at my apartment. Linda J. approached
Debbie Notkin, who. had attended the party, and told her that she had
heard I had thrown a party to celebrate being invited to Oberlin for

the 1977 Convention--a party with former Ifers.

Debbie was upset, and she set up a meeting with Linda. At this meeting,
she told Linda that the party had been a farewell party and also had
been held to introduce my friends to my brother, who was in.. town and who
I hadn't seen in many years. Linda asked Debbie if there were ITers in
attendance. Debbie replied that there were some, five or six, but that
there were about thirty people at the party and no political discussion
was going on. Debbie told me about this months later, when I had been rejedt¢
ed by the Chelsea branch and was very upset about the way things were
oing. It seems to me absolutely outrageous that Linda J. would
corridor gossip" in this manner, and it certainly does make it appear
that she was attempting to keep me out of membership.

There were several other minor episodes of this kind, and although I
attempted to convince Linda of my desire to build the party, etc., she
never gave me any indication of willingness to play at least a neutral
role in the proceedings.

How aware was Linda of Mike M,'s subjectivity? I don't know if Mike M,
confessed to Linda, but certainly she must have seen the letters sent
to the Control Commission and P.C, '

When I went to see Linda to discuss the possibility of transferring to
another branch after the Chelsea vote, she made it clear that the Citywide



Executive Committee would not approve such a transfer. She told me that
it would make it appear as though Chelsea had done something wrong.

Then she said, "Do you know howmz many votes you got in Chelsea?"

I told her I didn't. "One vote," she said, "One!" Then she showed some
consternation and added, "I wasn't supposed to tell you that!" The effort
to demoralize me was clear. Why didn't I tell the Control Commission
about this? I believed that if the CC recommended my reinstatement to
provisional membership it would be a de facto indictment of Maggi. To

add Linda to that list--a member of the PC--would make it even  more
difficult. I expressed this fear to the CC when they asked me if I thought
they could give me a fair hearing.

What about the National Committee? We asked if she
thought it too was willing to stand by and permit the
victimization of a former IT comrade.

Her view of the NC was, at best, qualified. Initially she
said, “In general, I think they [the former IT comrades]
feel they've been treated very well. .. . But there’s a
special thing around me. That I've become the symbolic
bad lady of the IT, so to speak, and that I'm taking the

punishment for everybody else.”
There were, she said, “A few National Committee
. members who knew there was something ‘rotten in Den-
mark.”” But for the rest of the NC, “It was almost like a
game. Let's see how much we can wear you down.”
“There was an almost arithmetic relationship,” she
added, “between how long somebody had been in the party
and how long they hung on trying [to get back in}. I
suppose it’s a question of how much investment you had
put in. . . . How much crap yvou were willing to take.”
Former ITers, we asked, were forced “to take crap™?
“Yes. . . I think they had to prove they were superacti- X
vists even if they were 46 years old. . . . I think the proof |
of the pudding is that there are some 20-odd people, I
believe, who are back in. And there were originally 130 in
the tendency. And 60, some odd, or 70, had reapplied and
reapplied seriously.”

It is common knowledge in the International that former IT comrades,
especially those who had been in the party the longest, were kept

out of the party for inordinately long periods of time. Several

gave it up as a hopeless task. In fact, when I asked Maggi for the
third or fourth time why it was taking me so long to get into the party
when others had gotten in, he told me that "negotiations were going on
in the International then. Now they are over." Clearly he was saying
that if the negotiations for smoothing out the factional differences

in the International were still in process, I also would get back into the
Party. Did you ask him about that Comrade Ring? I told you about 1it.
What did he tell you?

Since she believed the NC had not dealt fairly with the |
former IT comrades, we asked, did she think she could get :
a fair and objective hearing from the Control Commission? I

Here too, she had serious reservations.

To begin with, she challenged the propriety of Virginia
Garza, an elected member of the commission, dealing with
her case.

Why? '

Because, she said. for a number of years Virginia had |
been her sister-in-law. And, she added, because Virginiais |
a friend of Michael Maggi's. l



*If this were a bourgeois court,” she said, "if Virginia
were on the jury. | would ask her to disgualify herself
because 1 was her siateran-law. She was very burt and
upset about her brother when the marmiage fell through.”

When the Control Commissinon began 1ia dshiberations,
the members knew that Virgima Garza hag been Comrade
Hedda's sisteriniaw But we procenied on the assumption
that if for any personnl reason Comrade Virginia feit ahe
could not funcuon objectively 1n this particular case, ahe
would have been pesporaible enough to say 80 and. a0 t0
spenk, diaqualtified hersel!.

To presume otharwise would have meant not oaly thal
Virginia should be questioned, but all the other members
of the commission &8 well, to mssure that they might not
have some subjective consideration that would interfere
with their proper functioning. It would mean, in sum, that
a convention could not really elect a Control Commission.
With each new case it would have to determine, as with a2
jury, who would qualify to sit on the case and who should
be disqualified. ‘

Nor was Comrade Garza particularly confident about
the rest of the commission. She did feel that all were
comrades of good repute, but did recall that Comrade
Wayne Glover “was very upset during the faction fight.”

“But more than this, she said, the commission was simply
under too much pressuré to be able to render an objective
finding in her case.

She said: “I think there's a danger there would be
enormous pressure not to do this {find in her fevor]
because 1'm one person, not particularly imporiant, and
because of the problems it would cause. . . - It could cause
a big ruckus in the party. - - - I'm sorry, but I'm: not going
to lie. . . . People are human beings. A Contro! Comumis-
gion is made up of comrades who the majority of the people
in the party believe are beyond reproach in terms of their
ethics, their honesty, and so on. And I believe that’s
generally true. . . . But they're not saints. They're people.

™

Ar'xrcL they're under pressure too.” ~
e cynicism reflected in these remarks—the su i :

¢ € ggestion
that Marxists re'ally have no higher degree of conscious-
ness and cz.apacxty for objectivity than others—by itself
raises a serious question as to how successfully Comrade
Garza could be reintegrated into the party. |
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But the point goes even deeper.
Consider: )
Comrade Garza is €O
membership because the branch organ
ive hostility toward her. ) _
. She believes the branch executive cqmmxtt?e we'pt along
with this because of a variety of “gull? feehngs.' .
The branch majority was “whippgd into an .h) s?na. -
A meeting was stacked with natxonal]y;;ssxgne com
i instructed.
des who marched in to vote as 1ns o
ra'I'he local organizer turned her back o? the situation.
1 i t of it.
The National Committee s.tayed out ¢
The Control Commission is too subject to pressure to
der an objective consideration. .
rerI‘)oesn’t this add up to total contempt—conscious or |
not—not only for a leadership capable of such olifenslesag\ex:: |
equally, for a membership that tolerates such a le |

ship?

nvinced she was dropped frpm
izer had a subjec-

Yes, I am indeed convinced that the branch organizer had a subjective
hostility toward me--and so were many people you didn't choose to interview
or interviewed and didn't . care to mention their comments to the Party.

The branch executive committee went along with this because they chose
to believe the organizer, Nevertheless, there was an abstention and a
minority report. Are these comrades' comments available?

The branch majority was by all reports a hysterical trial of the IT. Did
you ask for the reasons why there was no tape? Have you reprinted the
letters of comrades who were at that meeting?

The local organizer, Linda J., certainly did turn her back on the
situation, and said that the national leadership was keeping its hands off.

And, yes, the Control Commission has written a subjective report, filled
with elipses, omissions, minus key interview, minus protest letters written
by comrades who were on the scene, etc. '

This cynical view of the party membership is not
unrelated to Comrade Garza’s deepgoing subjectivity.

Recalling something which she said Comrade Maggi
had said to her which she found highly ohjectionable, she
said, “Frankly, I considered that a provocation. And |
have 8 very bad temper. I sat opposite him and felt like |
wanted to leap and grab his throat . . . And | contained
myself.”

And now comes the "proof" that I am not only subjective but a bit looney.

What did I say, Comrade Harry, before I commented that I wanted to leap

and grab his throat? Had Maggi said one unpleasant thing, or two? I describec
to Harry R. and Larry S. at great length the. tauntinz, subjective provocati:
working over Maggi embarked on when I asked him why I was having such

a problem with him. "Sixteen years cancelled out by the IT split...
negotiations were over..." and on and on, week after week, month after
month., The Control Commission prefers to note that I had an emotional
response to béing tormented by the man who could ultimately deeply

influence whether or not I got into the Party. But they didn't care to

put down on paper the question of Maggi's behavior.



At one point she recalled the branch meeting at which
the fight erupted over her aasignment. Several prople, she
aaid, apoke about her quahlifications for the pariicular
as«gniment she wanled to do. Others, she naid, complained
that the tme of the branch was being wasted.

Weaighing the incident in retrospect, she said. I should
hawve gottzn up and [ shou'd have aaid, ‘Ferget iz, it doean’t
matter. 1'il take whatever he gives me” Bui, you know,
you're sitting there and it makes you feel good that people
are upset and that they want you to do this work, and your
ego's in sad shape. . . . So I didn't get up and say cease
and desist.”

I should have said, "Forget it," not because it was wrong to fight
against Maggi's and Savage's subjectivity, but because they had the
power, later thoroughly abused, to keep me out of membership. The
comrades who were getting up to protest my sudden assignment shift were
unwittingly giving Maggi exactly what he wanted.

Still, the commission had to weigh the possibility that
such deeply subjective responses were the product of a
conviction—justified or not—that she was in fact the
victim of a serious injustice in her effort to win readmis-
sion to the party.

The evidence she volunteered strongly suggested other-
wise.

To demonstrate this, we think it is worth reviewing some
of what Comrade Garza told us about her political evolu-
tion. What emerges is a consistent pattern of subordina-
tion of political convictions to subjective considerations
and organizational grievances.

And now Harry R. announces that i

s . g he is going to fing i .0 3
E?: ilctlm of a serious injustice. A perfect time-googgciidi ﬁ?;olnceed
Contrgipgnseé to my charges of injustice. When Mike M., went be%‘o;e £h
wanted t ogm1551°n, he came out shaken. He told comrades that he o lne
Party Bgt Seeﬁgge:igig ind that he was sure I would get back intontge

NS = ely a word about the interview with Magsi

v soTea ica palt o RS0y, SRR i el ipeen o stortes vicw o
it ) ory. 1s false history is
a textbook case of subjective politics,” indeed, zompagggs:?zidmzs

s K] rl

writt i s .

I waseghglsgitgg g%lgnqe f}ction. If the CC wanted to find t if

people who knew th Lnjustice, they needed only to intervi o inaT

ther rea . € score, and only to print Mike M.! lew the many
questions that had to be put forward '+ S answers to

I will put forth some of t i issi
point out some e, worg¥35¥§¥%5%¥%%éﬁg orissions in my history and
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Comrade Garza joined the party in 1958. An effective
speaker and ener retic campaigner, she was on several
occasions o candidate for office. Prior to joining the party
she had political experience in the political milieu of the
CP. She is not an inexperienced person.

In the party, during the 19608, she became increasingly
critical of the party leadership, although she indicated no
significant political difference. Her principal concern, she
told the commission, was with what she saw &8 the

development of a “Barnes clique” in the leadership.

Others were similarly persuaded and the individuals
involved ultimately coalesced into the group, For a Prole-
tarian Orientation Tendency (FAYO).

In 1971, FAPO submitted a political resolution to the
party during the preconvention discussion. Comrade
Garza told the commission that when she read it she told
Bill Massey, one of the FAPO leaders, that she considered
it a “piece of workerist shit.”

But, she added, some further material was incorporated
which improved the document.

And, she explained, Bill Massey called her from the West
Coast to urge her to vote for the FAPO documents. She
indicated her reservations and, “He said, ‘Well, can you
vote for them? ‘Them’ meaning the Barnes clique. And at
that point, yes, 1 was very much caught up in it. And 1
gaid, ‘Well, I don’t know. Maybe I'll have to.’ And he was |
very persuasive and finallv in the New York branch 1
raised my hand for the FAPO thing."” i

In New York, she said, there was no organized FAPO \
group. But she had built a group around nerself, mainly
members of the Long Island YSA, where she lived at the \
time.

My real record in politics s i
y TE 1 T i peaks for my objectivity rather’ tha
;ub%igtlglty. I joined the party in 1958, breaking wit;balmost agl of
‘yper;gg 2fw?in I_Eeﬁaﬁe a Trotskyist. I had veen involved during the
e wite unt with other ex-CP tybeé —;a+?6nal G i
; I T atl vardia
gigpégéiziiét %ai%?kgoi%zigiget?i ggmmun%sggg%rty’positions at thé ?ndepend-
She Of Bosition oF sup L ne o 52z, breaking publicly with
Cts port to "good  Democratic part andid
convincing many other people to do the same 71 D nter T3 Tues tho
ving . he ne. That summer I joined
So;;i%;sgaﬁgigzgz %?ggyébDuﬁlgg ghe 60's I Not only camnaivged ?ortgifice as
. e U.S., Senate in 1968 on the Halstead-Boutel
E;gkigzgtbggi%ogagfa%ig SgiAogEggangunders of tne USILA Justice Commi%iee,
: of 1 ER hich enjoyed wide ci lati i
the period of anti-Vietnam war acti fam 4 e the ine
X I ism., I also was Chai
East Side Fair Play for Cuba Comm'1V1sm e oty canp
e ittee, often worksd at the P
a top petition gatherer and Militant ; r 3 mony poopis o
1 lesperson, recruited
to the party, spoke on radio and TVb o ’ beSlamany pecpie
s ) for the Party--invited even wh
?gﬁi%iglme was not in effgct, was active on every level at every ngty
n--and all this while I held a full-time job, raised a family, etc.

.Apparently, the party had a great deal of confidence in my abilities.

%ggzndfﬁ966;§7, T was very active in a community antiwar committee. A
actizistgmzmlon called the Uptown committee was formed, assigning antiwar
Soper pest éqgades) from Fhe ne}ghborhood and campus committees of the
oope °S i e.to partt01pate in this pre-Branch formation. After a

e, e committee was dissolved by the local leadership. The reasons

T W”x
Bt B - T



seemed inadequate, and a comrade in the committee informed us that the
problem centered around a "Barnes clique," which was in competition with
comrades from Bloomington for the leadership of the Party. My stand then

and later was that true or false, this was specifically an organizational
matter and that fights can only be waged over political cuestion. Accordingly,

my activity continued on as high a level as before.

In 1968, I moved to Freeport, Long Island. I was in the middle of the
campaign for the U.S. Senate. It was the height of the antiwar movement
and I had spoken at many large meetings and rallys. VWe had the names of
60 or 70 contacts in the Long Island area that we had never really
attempted to recruit. Accordingly, in 1969, T wrote a letter (with Party
approval) to these contacts, announcing that we wers starting a YSA on
Long Island and scheduling a Sunday meeting at my home. Zighteen people
showed up and we built a large and active Long Island YSA. This,comrades,
is the "group around me." This was not a fan club. I am not a movie star.
These comrades were recruited politically to the ideas of revolutionary
socialism. When the Kent State and Jackson State killings occurred, we
had Long Island YSA comrades on several campuses and high schools in the
area. We organized one of the largest high school SMC chapters in the
country and we even organized feeder marches to New York City abortion
demonstrations, our own WONNAC abortion hearing which attracted hundreds
of people and was broadcast on television, etc. I Wis OFFICIALLY
ASSIGNED BY THE PARTY TO WORK WITH THE LONG ISTAND YSA, &nd accordingly
I taught them classes in basic socialist ideas, etc. Catarino Garza also
worked with these comrades, and the membership of the Long Island YSA
rose to more than 30 during the height of the campus protests against the
war.

During the late sixties and early seventies, however, I ¢éid begin to have
political disagreements, essentially around the guestion of lack of cadre
in the working class and what I considered to be an empirical approach

to the mass movements--womens movement, gay movemen:t, student movement.

It appeared to me that there had to be a turn to industry, not implying a
neglect of other movements, but that somehow bhoth Jjotrs had to be done.
Other comrades were having similar feelings. Some o the comrades who
believed that there was a Barnes cligue agreed with this position, some did
not. The For a Proletarian Orientation Tendency (FAPO) suobmitted a
document for the 1971 convention. I had also been told that Bob and Berta
Langston were going to attempt to write a amendment to the Party political
resolution., I felt that the FAPO document was overly workerist in that it
did not even mention what the Party's approach should be to the other
movements. I told Bill Massey how I felt, When I returnsd from vacation

in summer of 1971, I was informed that FAPO had added two documents

to thelr voting package. I had general agreement with those documents.

The Amendment had not been writ¥zn, and so I decided, only a few days
before the branch vote, to vote for the FAPO documents. iy decision was
political. There were two or three votes in my branch for FAPO. The

Long Island YSA comrades were not involved in that fight at all,

They were up to their ears in high school work, womens work, Black work,
etc. My own involvement was peripheral; I did not speak for FOPO, I had
written one document during that period before I decided to vote for FAPO.
It was a document criticizing what I believed to be an:i unanalytical
bending over backwards to the emerging movements and a general tendency
to water down our line for mass consumption in those movements (Words and
Deeds). I was deeply concerned over the treatment received by the FAPO
delegates and supporters at the 1971 Convention. Thare was an excessively
subjective and fierce attack on them. They were labslled "cadre killers,'
denied representation on the National Committee even though they had

wan 10% of the Party members to their politics. There was deep concern



among FAPO supporters about the way that democratic centralism was

operating in the Party. The i . :

g . T question of loyalty to the le i ing

?ggitigazlgg total pol}tlgal agreement with the 1eadershi;?e§§2%po¥aisbelné
e leadership is not the Party, that the preservafion of

democratic rights for the i
. - . ranks is an extreme im +
building a revolutionary socialist party. e1y Irportant component of

ﬁgﬁz;ggtlgzilgngaigz3%hg ?gpid ;hag thﬁ general dying down of the student
A ) rty leadership to consider sending
ggﬁg:gisr;gggaiggzizgg. Thidleadership had expressed the bel?e?oggat the
; wou go on and on. Obviousl thi
happening. It was relativel ] o S et aat
s . y easy to get jobs in industry duri
period. The political answers to FAPOOh ina T oring el
. d predominantl
two points: comrades were needed i . At diet
s C ther movements, and it i i
to predict which industries were wort i } Boned that sprossible
¢ : orth colonizing. I h d t
intelligent, thought-out process o i e nopcd et e
g of sending some corrad into i
would begin, but no interest was sh in doi s S hermore ULy
C own in doing this. Furtherm
and greater emphasis was bein "o . Tarooh BTeater
g . g placed on the “combined revolutionﬁ
g?eggg-gggigg imggggagaiegoggggiderible departure from previous theories
: ; ion wherein the working class was the
g;yig;ili§e32é §%§?§ ggtw?ong, t?ese were POLITICAL opinions. Appérently,
in question, I remained officiall i
the Long Island YSA, campai OFFi i BT frtnivali
gned for office in 1970
classes, spoke for the Party in many high schoogz, 222 197L, taught

When the Internationalist Tendency, the successor of
FAPO, emerged, she joined it. She explained to the
commission why and how she did so.

Initially, she said, she did not want to join because she
disagreed with the IT's guerrilla warfare line on Latin
America. However, she accepted an invitation to go to
Canada where, in consultation with leaders of the Interna-
tional Majority Tendency, the IT was formed.

She recalled the situation there: “We had a big fight on
whether or not we could have reservations on some of the "
positions and still be in the tendency. And the decision of
the IMT was, no, you couldn’t express those reservations.
So then you're sort of caught in between. I supported the
IT political resolution and I supported the European
resolution. But I didn’t support the Latin American resolu- ‘;
tion. So what I should have done, of course, I should have
spoken for the political resolution of the IT, and I should |
have voted for the European document and I should have (
abstained—I would have abstained on Latin America at
that point.

“And 1 should not have aligned myself with either the
LTF or the IMT.”

“But." she added, “there was a sort of a question that
people, everybody was looking for a side and for a
family. . . . It was a mistake. Of course, it was a mistake. |
But I resisted for a very long time.”

Then, she said, a document by Ernest Mandel arrived. |
She read it, “And it was exactly what I needed to give me
the excuse, the possibility of joining the IMT.” _ |

Joining the IMT despite her differences with the key °
plank of its platform, Latin America, she found that
having “a side,” a “family” was not all that happy a
situation.

She was persuaded, she told the commission, that theIT |
_in general and herself in particular, had been “used” and |
“deceived” by the IMT.

Asked how she felt she had been “used” by the IMT, she
offered as a principal example that she had been pressured
into giving the report on the IMT Latin America resolution
at the December 1973 SWP special convention even though
she disagreed with the resolution.




j ica thing,” she

“They wanted me to do the Latin Amer,xca _
said. “Xnd 1 said, “This is too much._ 1 d_on' t want tcé d(}:xt.
You know I have disagreements with it." . .. And ¢t e-);
pressured me and they pressured me. And [ finally gave

and it was terrible.”

The Internationalist Tendency was formed around these American guestions.
I agreed with the IT document, BUILDING THE REVOLUTIONARY PARTY IN
CAPITALIST AMERICA, and in fact I helped with the final critiques and
editing of it. The IT had not taken any position on the international
issues. The first international document I saw after the Latin American
documents was the draft resolution on Europe. I thought it was an excellent
document and then I learned that the SWP representative on the IEC had
voted against it, I visited Joseph Hansen and asked him why. His

answers did not satisfy me. Then I read Mary Alice VWaters' document on
the European document and found myself in total disagreement with it.

T could see no reason for extending the fault found with the Latin
American position to Europe.

The Internationalist Tendency was not formed in Canada., The decision
of the Internationalist Tendency comrades to Jjoin the International
Majority Tendency (IMT) was made there. I agreed with the IT on the
American question, I agreed with the IMT on Europe, and I had major
differences with both sides on Latin America. I was opposed to the
overall prediction of continental civil wér in Latin America, but I
also did not believe that the SWP model of party-building applied to
Tatin American countries under the heel of dictators. I joined the
IMT with some reservations on Latin America, just as many other comrades
did who later criticized the TLatin American position, and just as
many comrades joined the LTF although they did not totally agree with
every dotted i or crossed T of its positions,

I hold the SWP leadership and its attitude toward all political
differences directly responsible for the factionalism in 1973. If a
more comradely approach had been taken toward FAPO, if they had not
rushed to factionalize the differneces within the International, if...
if...if...if... But the truth of the matter is that subjectivity toward
political differences is a major problem in the Party.

A number of comrades have recently attempted to rejoin the party other
than myself. Steve Beren was denied readmission because he still has
differences on the party's approach to the Gay movement. Ronnie Earnest,

a former IT member, was specifically denied readmission because he believes
that the IT was essentially correct on the American question in 1973.

He is sending a separate appeal to the International. This factional
attitude toward any and all major and minor differences tends to create
hardened tendencies and factions.

My anger at the IMT leadership went far beyond the question of being
pressured to give the presentation on Latin America. It had to do with

the slowness of their response after the IT expulsion, and their inability
to do anything for over 130 comrades who had been expelled without a trial.
In the course of delay after delay and indecision after indecision, most of
our cadres were lost, perhaps forever, to the révoluiionary movement.



i +v occurred in 1974,
the IT split from t}.\e party occu
C(‘;S'Zr:ie Garza again subordinated a political concern to
izational one. . ’ o
an\\fl'l;g:raxe IT found itself outside the SWP, she f;glf:;?}f
it immediately divided into three groups. On?f‘ }c;a e el
New Faction, was led by John Barzn'fap. :.g:nd ping
argued that the SWP remaine}cli a 'I‘roLsLy;a:1 é)cae A syary o
mbers should do whatever wa o g
g)aig;r:?: the party. There was another group,h mat:rlsy ::1‘
Los Angeles, led by Milt Zaslow, w’ho ha.c‘l.left the p
1953 and was hostile to Barzman's posuion. = v by
And 8 third group was formed, }ed pnnc1ph bsaid
Comrade Garza and B:ll Massey. This g,rrox\:’\piJ sare]d Lhé
agreed‘ with Barzman's e_stimate of the S
importance of being back in. . oup for two
But. she said, they formed an OppOSINg ET ip for te
easo;xs One, she said, was that the .Barzmg t.p sition
:e reqer.lted an about-face for thfe t:act\on an t“;:) e
e’;déd to convince the membership it was correc - tq i
?m ortant, she stressed, was that she and Massez Slli(e)ct%ve
felf that t’he IT should not aett%]epfor less than “co
i ation” back into the SWP.
rel\:':ygr was this important enough to form & separate
/ 0 ' |
gr‘(:'llx}}):: Eog?r.ades were afraid that if we applied separately,

.

- . f
some people would not betakenin. . . specifically, me an

Mﬁ;soe'}". s.h.e.continued, “the IT was split, essentially by

Barzman. . . - And then we drifted apart.”

The split inside of the IT after it was expelled from the Pariy in

1974 was not an organizational issue., First of all, the Control Commission
should get its facts straight.

Bill lassey was in Barzman's liew Faction
and left to join Workers World when he became thoroughly demoralized and
convinced that he did not want to spend the rest of his political life
fighting to return to the SWP, Rich Mitten and I formed the PC minority.
We firmly pelieved (and it has

come true all the way) that if Barzman agreed
to individual reintegration rather than collective reintegration, we would

lose comrades in two ways: (1) The character of the SWP had not been
discussed at length with the ranks of the IT. There should have been a
period of several weeks during which comrades could thoroughly discuss the
new position. In this way, as many ex-ITers as possible could be convinced
to reapply; (2) The SWP would indeed be able to behead from membership
anyone who had played a leading role in the IT, Their choices would have

little to do with capability, loyalty, or activity. There could be selective
punishment. This is also exactly what happened!

These were political considerations. I urged the comrades not to submit the
New Faction reapplication list to the SWP until a few more weeks of discussion
had taken place, Comrades Massey, and the IMT representatives agreed that

we should have more time., Barzman threatened to resign if the names

weren't submitted instantly. I firmly believed that we were forcing

comrades to make a political decision without time to think and discuss.



Barzman and a number of others applieq and were ]
readmitted to the SWP. Massey, Garza sax.d, was lio
convinced that he wouldn’t be taken back in .that_ e; i
instead joined the Workers World Party. She mmr}t&li"\
her Long Island group end the people around Zaslow

he RMOC. : )
forTTch:\,tshe said, Zaslow came to New York for a discus-
sion and won her group away f*rox:n 'her. They set L;’pl af; |
RMOC chapter which she did not join because she fe tthx !
was “nonsense” and that they all belonged back in he
SWP even though she had “very strong reservations
about her chances of bbing readmitted.

Barzman and a number of others applied and were stallsed for a year and
more, Some gave up. The use of words is extremely interesting

throughout this report. "Her group" instead of "the Long Island YSA" for
example. In 1974, when the IT was expzlled, the entire Long Island YSA
local was expelled. Only three or four members of t local had actually
been in the IT, at IT meetings, etc. The vast majority were high school
students who had voted for the IMT positions but nevsr were involved
organizationally in the IT. Several were expelled who had not been around
for a year or two. I did not "maintain my Lonz Islani group.” The

expelled comrades on Long Island met together to discuss how to get back into
the Party, the nature of the Party, what to do politically, etc. I moved
to New York City in early 1975. The prospectis seem2d dim for reintegration.
The reports from the New Faction comrzdes indicated that they were being
given a giant runaround. That was when Zaslow visiteZ the East Coast and
convinced many ex-IT comrades that ihere was no way back into the Party
and that a Trotskyist committee that eventually could apply for fusion with
the SWP should be formed. RETR

d. she applied for rcadmittance to the SWP. But o .
aslx:;zo'ned eax?lxi)er, after a short time she"dropped ;agn :zgé |
“] could not make it psychologically, she )?P the j
commission, “the stone wall I felt I was faced with. Iav;a)s
my own guilt feelings, partly the response I‘g%t k m v
very demoralized and felt I v:'ou]d never get bac o.w " |
She began to collaborate with her former group, n .y

RMOC.
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I would b iv o work with a fraction of the Party. No
e given an assignment t k wi

- ) witt ot
assignment was given to me for many weeks 1I naavmmb : tL R

fin i gzed ar
wouiélgoiiséfgfd ;oazze ERA fraction with Debbigcﬁ? ngtaggg:g indlwas
novement. fell aﬁart angngid one fraction meeting and then tge ; g
up and asked for anoth e §851gnment fell throuzh wita'iL Iln ependent
that I was facing a ter asslgnment and again was stalled bit Sataie
my loss of contagt witgn% wall, My "gullt feelings" Cente;ed aggs glear
ing in a political ab he o?her conrades from the ex-IT, who wun fl
to compete with the Sggsggzgvéggr:oward the idea of buiidinv a p:iiy ounder-
Thi ST yere no principle st :
s wEs not cujeccive, it anieccive poliblcal Sesorkl(zet on, 1 begen
COHVincing—them tgatw% h the New York RHOC comrades ﬁn-t%e h e Joeen
own frustration at wh gey belonged in the SWP, I did Ehis-desoPis of
ek into the part % %h appeared to be the impossibili%§ of mpl zt%y
that the SHP was wgér i comrades were annoyed with me for m yil%s’ tng
political fight with ¢ they had to be. In other words, I conduct 3 enes
CP millieu, Jjust as Img grlends, Just as I had when T broke witheth:
ﬁas gorkerist "shit," jistwgznTIh;gsii:ithhat the original FAPO document
ew Facti - then I refused to joi
fow Fartlon vscaue’s 223¢ the ookt clesT Job o Coniniig vhe conrae
not been waged. None of this was ggac%§§ ggi%zgéili g:iggiiiation nad

In April 1976, they asked her to participate in a public :
press conference which would “defend” the IT from
charges of terrorism by a hireling of right-wing Rep. Larry
McDonald. The charge of IT “terrorism’’ had been leveled
against the SWP to prove that it was not telling the truth
when it asserted that it opposed individual terror.

The issue is a key one in the SWP suit against the
government. For another group to unilaterally hold a press
conference on a charge directed against the SWP consti- ;
tutes a grave interference with the right of the party to '

determine its own strategy in the case and could prove
damaging in court.

But, Comrade Garza said, “Zaslow called me up and |
convinced me it was correct to do it. That we had to defend \
ourselves and the International. . . . And the party wasn't
going to defend us.”

She agreed and called Jack Barnes to invite the SWP to
participate in the press conference. Barnes, she said, called
back and told her our attorneys advised us not to join in.
And. she said, Barnes added, '] strongly advise that you
not do it either.”

She said John Barzman and Berta Langston both called
. and urged her not to do it. Someone who she thought was
from the United Secretariat of the Fourth International
called and, she said, told her, “I just want to know the
facts. I'm not going to come to any judgment now.”

“An hour or two later, from London,” she said, “Tariq
Ali calls up. ... He said, ‘OK, good. Have the press
conference and I want to give you some advice on it. Tape
it . .. so there’s no question of what you said. . . . He |
gave me all kinds of advice and he said, ‘Good luck’ and he ’
hung up.”

“So far as ] was concerned,” she added, 1 wasn’t in the
party. I was very bitter against the party because we had
been thrown out. ] wasn't trying to get back in the party at
that point ... BO We went ehead and had the press
conference.”

(Later, she aaid, Comr¥ade Alitold her he had not favored

holding the preas confdrence but felt she wan going to do it "
P i — 4 amens ndvice on how to go aboutit) \



z

3

{7
AR

»';}.,v
£

e

.

Wt

e

{)

s

by

The book printed by the Government Printing Office for the Committee on

the Judiciary was entitled "Trotskyite Terrorist International."” It contained
internal Party documents from the 1973 Convention ani clszrly labelled

both the International and the Internationalist Tendency of the SWP as
"terrorist." The charge of "terrorism” against the IT was also raised by
the judze (Griesa, I believe) when he interviewed Jack Rarnes. The comrades
were very alarmed because Comrade Barnes told tne judze that there were no
terroriste in the Party--AND THAT THE INTERNATICHALIST TZNDENCY WAS NO
LONGER IN THE PARTY. The comrades in RMOC felt as though they had been
left out on a limb--not too indirectly labeled &c terrorists by the Party
as well. Then two of them were visited on their jobs bv the FBI (to their
bosses, of course.) RMOC voted to hold a press conference. They would have
Aone it no matter what my opinion because they were not "s group around me'
but independent-thinking comrades. I urged them to allew re to invite the
SWP to collaborate. I called Jack Barnes and he told me he would have to
consult with the Party's lawyers. Later, he told me the lawyer had advised
against sending an SWP representative and also advised us not to hold the
press conference. I reported back to the comrzdes, but they felt isolated
and unprotectad. Jack B. had given no indication of the Party's willingness
to defend the International or the expelled corrades. We were advised by
several people in several different ways, but ultirately the comrades made
the decision to go ahead. The press conference simply included a denial

of terrorism statement. The SWP case was not mentioned. Taria certainly did
call and give me advice. At no time did he advise me not to have the
conference. He said that there were various opinicns in Europe on the
subject. The comrades were upset and tired of "various opinions" and felt
that it was time to make their own decisions. W2 had been left floundering
outside the Partys; most of the New Faction comrades had given up in

despair or were still trying to get back intc the Party. The press conference
was never, to my knowledge, used .to keep ex-3MCC cemrades out of the Party.
A number are now members of the SWP, Was Tim Woxhlfcrtih held accountable for
his actions while he was a leader in the VWorkers Leazue?

!

Shorily afler the press conference, Comrade Garza saxd,
she joined RMOC,

At the time, she said. she 5!} folt the SWP was a
Trotaky:st party and that all e former ITers ahould be
back in And, she emphasized. she waa convineed frm the
cutset that RMOC did not share this view, even though 1t
then dechined 1o state 118 position. |

I never said that I was convinced that RMOC 4id not share my view of the
SWP. I was convinced that Milt Zaslow did not share that view, but he
had not stated so openly. Most of the comrades were for building an
organization that could apply for fusion with the SWP (as the RMC did).
By insisting that a document be written characterizinz the SWP as
revolutionary, and by comrades pressingz that point, Comrade Zaslow
finally wrote his definitions down on paper--labelling the SWP as
nonTrotskyist and nonrevolutionary. At that point, T wrote a letter
resigning from RMOC, convinced nine other comrades to sign that letter,
sent it to the United Secretatiat. The United Secretariat then
unanimously passed the motion for our "speedy rsintegration."



Finaliv, same six montha later, when RMOC fnaliy
stated 1ta position openly that the SWP was non-Trotakyist
and reiormist, she broke with it and persuaded the remain-
ing members of her New York group to do likewise. She
and a few others applied for admission to the SWP.

Comrade Garza summed up her political experience
since the time she first became critical of the party leader-
ship.

“I really think,” she said, “that the differences I held
then, legitimately—if I had not believed there was a
Bames clique and if I had not had the organizational
differences that I had—could have taken the form of a
contribution to the discussion, with certain tactical differ-
ences at that point.”

“The whole thing got blown up.” she added. "By that
time the whole factional situvation was so heated up. . . .
There are a whole lot of psychological factors. . . . The
whole Bames clique business which went on from three,
four years before. You'rs convinced there's this Barnes
clique. . . . And then pohtcal differences come up and you

tend to exaggerate the diffrrencea. And then there's an -
internationa) faction fight and you tend to line up, because .
it's easier to have & big brother and because everybedy else

in the goddamn world is lining up. And sometimes I think
maybe | wanted to get out of my marriage and there was
no way I was going to break up that marriage unless 1 did

tbehovne unholy thing—something naughty to the party,
right?”
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Comrades may enquire why we have dwelt so exten-
sively on Comrade Garza's political biography and her
views of the past, including the obviously personal
thoughts she volunteered.

We believe that consideration of her politica! evolution
helps substantially in clarifving the problem. It's not a
matter of “raking up” someone’s past political errors, or
penalizing them for their past. If the party had such an
approach, obvious it would not have accepted back into
membership other former IT comrades.

But a person’s political evolution can and does shed
light on their present From what she told us, we are
persuaded that Comrade Garza's present difficulties with
the party stem from the same kind of mistakes she made
earlier. Her present conduct is consistent with her previous
role. 1t could only muddy, not clarify, the issue to “put
aside’” the past.

- Comrade Garza fully persuaded the commission that
politically, she wanted to be back in the party. Yet her own
account of her effort to do so shows that at each step of the
way, she was unsable to subordinate organizational and
personal grievances, real or assumed, to that overriding
political objective. :

. : 2 o ed They entioning
The CC claims I am not being penalized for my pa§t. ;bez kKeep men [
the difficulties I had in the branch. Perhaps this coulé hold water if

. . . M e
the CC had actually investigated those "difficulti They chose not

(=)
ho i n 3 n letters--not letters
do so. They chose not to print more than a dozen let -~
o v ers describing what
r
2

e
. e : . + lpJ‘-t
supporting my application for membershlp,Lbuv etter C
togﬁ place in two branches. They chose not to repcr. on hiki.M'stiezeral
i v timony that shoo im a
hours of testimony in front of them...tes 5 1
Y I wculd get back into

made him tell Comrade Tim B. that he felt surs: culd ¢
the Party and hopsd that he was "exonerated." If his testimony had been

4 ! litical
released, I am sure that comrades would fully regllzoLtnat my pol
objectivé of getting back into the party weas dgllv Yely undermined by
a steady campaign by Mike M. to discredit and deme izz me.
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And, from her account, this was totally consisient with
an enlire pattern of political behavior over the years.

Because of organizational concerns (the “Barnes chique™)
she found herselfl in FAPO, a group ahe had significant
political dispgreements with. Similarly, she joined the IT
with which she had even bigger differences. And aflter the
split, she broke with the Barzman group, with whom she
save she agreed that the IT had w find its way back to the
party.

Then she joined BMOC, which she says she knew was
anu-SW, azain subordinating politics to orgamzation.

Her story i1s almost Like a textbook case of the sorry
results of this approach to pohties.

It would be polincally wrong for s branch toignore such
salient political facta.

This summary of "salient" political "facts" has already been discussed, but

let me also summarize by paraphrasing the CC sum-up with the truth. Because
I was concerned about the party's lack of intervention into industry and
its unanalytical approach to the various social protest movements, I joined
FAPO, I felt that the positions had not been sufficiently codified but I
had basic agreement with the final documents of the tendency. I Jolned the




IT with no basic differences. I joinaj in the IT support for the IMT with

-

some differences but my differences with the LTF werz far greater. The
faction fight was of such intensity that very fzw p=aople stayed in the
middle. I agreed with the Barzman group on thet anal&31s of the SWP but
disagreed on the best way to implemen:t it in crisr %tc keep as many ex-
ITers in politics as possible. I joined RM(CC iIn
in keeping comrades in politics and steering %he
which I succeeded in doing in New York.

H

der to play a real role
group back to the SWP--

Similarly, a branch has the ngnt—and responsibihity—
to weigh an applicant's capacity for the kind of objectivity
necessary to function as a8 member of the party team.

With new, previously apolitical applicants, this often
cannot be adequately judged. Provisional membership can
belp determine this. But even then, it can be inconclusive

and the benefit of any reasonable doubt should certainly :
go to the applicant. , !

The branch that voted me out did s¢ afuor sev

en wezks on the basis of
an assignment fight, not on the CCs "salient'misfacts. The branch that
voted me in did so w1thout discussion and after a year and a half of
seeing me speak on the street sell papers, orzanize and aid in forums,
ete, If the CC thinks that sallen politicsl facts’ were discussed by
the UWS branch, they should have printed the letters comrades wrote
who attended that meeting. Leading comraides scyea:in% that everything
I touched turned to shit, documents on the IT "split have llgtle to do
with a careful discussion of my 'cbiectivizy or subjectiivity.
But in the case of former members and people coming to
us from other tendencies, the party is in a better pasition to ’
weigh and judge. For the benefit of the party it should do
so. This in no way casts any reflection on people in these
categories. It is, simply, a polmca) approach to a su-
premely political question. That is, who shall be s member
of our party.
Tre new method of deciding on membersnip for formzr zembers has now been
in effect for a few months. I know of ftwo peovlz wric have reapplied, Ronnie
Earnest and Steve Beren. Both were interviewes rz<ivzr than work with
a branch that decides--BOTH HAVE BEZI] ¥ZPT CUT C= T== PARTY! Ronnie Earnest
is submitting his own report. Steve was kep:t ou: for his differences on

the party's handling of the Gay movement (2 positicn held by many people
inside the party). It -is obvious that if I had firs: reapplied after this

new method went into effect, I would have bzen kep: out for the same reasons
used to exclude Ronnle--POLITICAL DIZFER=ENCZ=S,

In the particular cane of Comrade Garza, it is not a
matter of someone with political differences that would be
incompatible with membership. But on the basis of its
extensive discussion with her, the Control Commission is
persuaded that the Upper Wesat Side branch displayed
onrrect political judgment in deciding that Comrade Garza
shou!ld not become a member. Membership could only
exacerbate the difficulties that became so acute even while
she was a provisional member.

And so a political lynching has been investizated and reported on by an
honorable Control Commission, with honorable men and women. And somewhere
in a closet are stored, 1etters, tapes, etc. Apain, &n urgent appeal for

the truth to be aired.



"membership in Chelsea," he added. I told him that I knew very well
that the Chelsea leadership had finally decided that there was no
real reason for keeping me out of the party and that to attempt to
continue to do so would cause a fight in the branch that they might
lose. He simply shrugged. I asked him to please try to change the
situation, drop the factionalism, and start off on a new basis. I
told him I thought he was a good organizer and I was ready to help
build the branch. All T asked was a little less hostility and
subjectivity. It was the closest I ever came to begging him for
fairness, for objectivity. He kept repeating, "This conversation
is getting us no where." I felt completely helpless to change the
situation. His whole demeanor and behavior told me that he had
aN unpenatrable hostility toward my membership and was going to make
every effort to make my political life as difficult as possible.

"I'11l take the assignments," I said, "but I just don't know what to
do about this. I'l1l discuss it with my friends."

"What do you mean by that?" he asked, Apparently he assumed that

I was "taking it to the corridors." What I meant, of course, is
just what I said. I meant that it seemed impossible to continue to
work with an organizer who adamently held & hostile position toward
me, that perhaps I should request & transfer to another branch

or wait until I was a full member and then do so. And I would

seek the advice of one or two close friends in the branch on that
fdecision,

in his report to the branch the following week, proposing
that Comrade Garza’s provisional membership be termi-
nated, Maggi said that the assignment dispute culmina?ed
a body of experience which persuaded the execytlve v
committee majority that Comrade Garza was 8o hostile to
the party leadership, and so deeply distrustful of it, t}{at
she could not be effectively reintegrated into.members.}?p.
" "He asserted she had repeatedly engaged in cormdor
discussion attempting to persuade comrades that she was
the target of subjective treatment by branch and local
leaders and that she had been particularly unrestrained in
her accusations regarding the alleged ulterior motivation
for the proposed change in her bran_ch gssignment.

T did not simply feel that Maggi was hostile to me. He openly
expressed that hostility to me and to others about me on many
occasgions. I know that many comrades sent letters descrlb}ng those
incidents. The Control Commission apparently did not see fit to

raise the question of Maggis hostility except as some type of
abnormal thinking on my part. I am sure that the letters from comrades
and the interview with Maggi would demonstrate the fact that Mike

M. had strongly subjective factional feelings that he was incapable

of controlling.



. After my meeting with Mike M., Comrade Peter E. . who is a student
at Columbia and in the YSA fraction there, called to inform me of
an antinuclear meeting at the college. I told him that I was no longer
assigned to the work. He was upset and angry and said he was going to
raise the question in the branch meeting and ask that I be reinstated
to the assignment.(An interesting aside here which contradicts Mike
M's constant accusation of "corridor gossip" is that I had not called
Perer E, after the assignment was taken away from me; yet, he was
a friend of mine and several days had gone by before he called me
to inform me of the meeting coming up at Columbia.)

At the branch meeting, Peter raised his protest after Mike M. announced
the assignment change during the organizer's report. Obwviously,

it was perfectly appropriate for him to do so; he was deeply involved
in the Columbia U. work and had been promised branch help. After he
spoke, two or three comrades who I had recruited or helped to recruit
in Chelsea took the floor and said that they thought I was ideal for
that assignment and had aspecial talent for winning new recruits to
the party. Then several other comrades took the floor at length to
protest branch meeting time being taken up by a discussion of "one
comrade's assignment. I did not want the comrades to think that I was
refusing to help Comrades Harris and Marroquin, so I got up to say
that I could make the calls and also keep up the Columbia work,
explaining my time situation. Another comrade made a motion that I be
assigned to the Marroquin and Harris work and that the question of
my continuing with the antinuclear assignment be referred back to

the Executive Committee. Mike M, got up in obvious anger and said
that we was making a countermotion that ALL Hedda's assignments

be referred back to the EC. A few weeks before this branch meeting,

a motion had been passed to tape all branch meetings so that

comrades on night shifts in industry could keep up with branch
events. This meeting was taped.

It was at the very next Executive Committee meeting, with no discussion
with me or other comrades, that the EC voted to drop me from membership.
What was happening here was a self-fulfilling prophecy. I had been
feeling better about party work after being given my first external
assignment. Mike M. was convinced that I was unfit for membership.

. Treat me with hostility and subjectivity and then accuse me of
believing that the leadership is hostile and subjectivel

He cited, additionally, a conversation between Comrade
Garza and another branch member, Steffi Brooks. The
conversation, he argued, indicated the extent of Comrade
Garza’s alienation from the party leadership generally.

Comrade Brooks, he said, had told him that she had had
a conversation with Comrade Garza about the issue of her
assignment change. Comrade Brooks said she had advised
Comrade Garza that if she felt ske was being treated
unfairly by the branch leadership, she should discuss the
problem with Linda Jenness, the local organizer.

When Comrade Garza responded that she felt this would
_not be fruitful, Comrade Brooks suggested various na-
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The Control Commission repeats Maggi's opinion verbatim but gives
no evidence to establish it as fact. The truth is that I didn't
engage in corridor gossip and comrades who approached to express
their feeling that I was being victimized were specifically asked
by me to express this officially rather than give me sympathetic
support behind the scenes. The conversation with Steffi Brooks

is a classic example of the use of half-stories by the Control
Commission reporter.

I was at a Saturday Party sales table on Broadway Jjust a day or

two before the Executive Committee meeting that dropped me., I

had been selling for a few hours when a new team, including Steffi

B, arrived. Steffi had gone out of her way to be friendly to me.

She is a comrade who works at West Street and was in charge of
branch contact work. She had approached me before a branch meeting
and commented that she had heard I was a good recruiter and she
wanted to meet with me to find out about any contacts I had and whether
I could have a campaign dinner at my home where those contacts '
could meet Diane Feeley (the candidate). I was happy to be approached
in a friendly way after the year and a half of icing out in Chelsea,
and I was friendly in response and discussed the questions she raised
briefly. We agreed to meet at another time soon.

After I greeted Steffi, I started to walk away to have coffee with
another comrade and then go home. Steffi asked if she could accompany
us and I told her we were having a personal talk (which was true) but
that I would be glad to sell a while longer after our talk and help her
get the table back to the headquarters and then keep her company

while she had her lunch. We did this, and during lunch, Steffi

raised the subject of my assignment problem and told me she had heard
that Maggi had given me a hard time in Chelsea. She asked me why

I had come to his branch., I told her that I had fought for provisional
membership for so long that I had little stomach left for a fight

over going to another branch, and that I had hoped Maggi would

accept me as a comrade and cease and desist from the faction fighting,
but apparently there was little hope of that. She then told me that
whenever she had a problem she went and spoke with comrades in the
leadership. She suggested I speak with the citywide organizer,

Linda Jenness. I told her that I had talked with Linda about my
problems in Chelsea on several occasions and did not feel it was
fruitful. She then specifically suggested three more comrades--Joel
Britton, Doug Jenness, and Fred Feldman. My spscific answers were

that I did not know Joel at all and the only knowledge he had about

me was the 1973 fights; that the IT had treated Doug J. badly during tha:
fight and I would be embarrassed to come to him for help; and that,

-yes, Fred had expressed support for my getting back in the party and if

things got worse I might go to him, but I really thouzht it was
trivial to bother national office comrades over an assignment issue.
Steffig did not name other comrades. I did not comment on a long list

of comrades in the leadership as the Commission report implies,




and it is a total falsehood that "there wasn't a single party leader
that I felt I could discuss a problem with.," There were several,

but I felt that the worst problem (getting into provisional membership)
was over, and that my best bet was to get transferred to another
branch once I was a full member. Steffi and I continued to make

friends (I thought). I will take up my opinion of the reasons for
Steffi's testimony when it is raised in this report.

7isi bership be termi-
osed that her pronslona.l mem . :
n:g:dp;(lﬁ that the branch seek political collaboration with

helrr-x a minority report from the executive committee,

Comrade Diane Phillips argued that th(-;1 ter;t;;gag;cg)‘

. motion was hasty and ill-advése}t;l. the felt ;e gzrza | been
jectivi both sides and that Lomra

:;Ig:::éwgmgnvaluable revolutionary who should not be

drfsie‘liétter to the branch, Comrade Garza asked that she

ted to participate in the discussion before the

it
giagzgr:cted. Such a motion was made on th.e bran‘ch ﬂ:}?:
but defeated. After some four hours of discussion,

branch voted to terminate Comrade Garza’s provisional
membership. .

I did not ask to participate in the discussion. Since the

Executive Committee had not met with me, I wanted to make a
statement to the branch appealing to the members to vote against

the EC motion to drop me. I called up Linda J. and she refused

me permission to do this, saying that I could make a formal request,
short, in writing, which Mike M, could read to the branch, asking

to be heard, I did so and waited in a nearby restaurant for an hour.
Finally, I was told that the request was denied but that I should

go home and a motion had been passed that if the branch wanted to
ask me anything, they would call me to come back. The branch members
and the Executive Committee had never heard a word from me on

the accusations. I can understand that discussion about membership shou
not take place in the presence of the provisional member, but it
seems clear that a provisional member should be able to present their
appeal to the EC, at the very least. I did not even know that

Mike M. was proposing that I be dropped from provisional membership
until after the fact. When he informed me, I did not take to the
corridors. I called two close friends and told them :. that I

was going to appeal to the branch to be heard by them.

Once again, this branch, which I had been in for only a few weeks,
a branch where most of the members had never spoken to me or
seen me before--except during the faction fight when I was an
official IT spokesperson FIVE YEARS EARLIER, made a Jjud gement on

my membership without one word from me, without the right to
question me, etc,



The branch action posed a number of questions, includ-*
ing the following:

¢ Did it have the right to terminate before the three- \
month provisional membership period was up?

® Did the branch violate Comrade Garza’s democratic
rights in not permitting her to be present to respond to the
accusations against her?

e Even assuming the branch had the full right to
terminate her provisional membership before the three
months were up, did it exercise poor judgment in doing so?

e Was the branch in fact mistaken in its judgment that
Comrade Garza should not be a member?

The Control Commission considered these questions and |
more in seeking to arrive at a judgment regarding the f
branch action and, also, in thinking through more ade- |
quately the meaning of provisional membership.

The formally approved proposal establishing the cate-
gory of provisional membership is sketchy.

The motion to establish the category waa adopted by a
plenary meeting of the National Committee January 3,
1976. It simply stated that each applicant for membership,
on majority vote of a branch, would be accepted into
provisional membership for a period of three months and
then the branch would decide, in accordance with constitu-
tional provisions, if the applicant should become a
member. It stipulated that provisional members would
have the right to attend branch meetings with voice, and
to receive internal bulletins. That was all.

A brief political motivation and a few more specifica- |
tions were offered in a January 16, 1976, report to the |
Political Committee by Doug Jenness. (See attached text of | »
plenum motion and PC report.)

The purpose of provisional membersi:ip, the report said,
“is to provide a bridge to draw people closer who are

éonsidering joining, but aren’t necessarily willing to make |
that final commitment. It will help ease people into party
membership . . . and give people an opportunity to leam
from the inside the full meaning of memberahip.”

The report specified that it apply to all applicants for
party membership.

It further specified that branches shall vote on applica-
tions for provisional membership “in the absence of the

applicant.”

g gsgicgg g:zgrg% with this formulation, except this was not
4 nsw probisional member, F i
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have since left th .
meeting, © party, the meeting was a factional revival




To return to the case of Comrade Garza.

The first issue that the Control Comimission had fo
address itself to was whether or not the branch action
violated any of the party’s norms and if Comrade Garza's
democratic rights had been transgressed. The commission
finds no evidence that the branch acted improperly on
either count.

A member of the party cannot have their membership
terminated without charges, trial, the opportunity to be
heard, and, if judged guilty, the right to appeal.

But a provisional member is not a member of the party
and cannot be extended the same rights. We believe that in
applying the provisional membership concept, the funda-
mental distinction between a member and an applicant for
membership has become blurred. Yet the distinction is
decisive. If a provisional member—who does not pay dues,
cannot vote, cannot hold party office—had the same rights
as a member, the concept of membership obviously would
be negated. . - — e

In Comrade Garza's case, three issues were posed in
terms of procedure. :

The first is whether the branch had the right to termi-
nate her membership before the three-month period ex-
pired. While neither the National Committee motion nor
the PC-approved Jenness report deal explicitly with this
question, it seems apparent that the branch does and
should have such a right.

Example: A branch accepts someone into provisional
membershin and then finds the applicant is violating our
antidrug policy. Clearly the branch has the right to
terminate the provisional membership at the next meeting.
A branch cannot vote a provisional member into full
membership before the three months are up. But if it feels
there is good and sufficient reason to terminate a provi-
sional membership before the three months, it can and
should have the right to do so.

Was te Upper West Side branch executive committee
obligated to notify Comrade Garza of the specific reasons
it was proposing to terminate her membership? Was it a
violation of her rights, or that of the branch, that she was
not present when the discussion on the executive commit-
tee proposal was acted on? )

In a situation where an executive committee is recom-
mending not to accept someone into provisional member-
ship, it is a matter of concrete judgment if the person
should be informed of the reasons. But, againm, it is not 2
trial to remove someone from membership, where it is

5

ogligator;/ that a written copy of charges be given the
person. ) .

Should Comrade Garza have been invited to the meeting
where her provisional membership was discussed? In sx}ch
a situation, it is a matter for the branch to determine
whether or not it wishes to hear from the person inv91ved
before discussing and acting on the motion to terminate
provisional membership. But the PC-approved report by
Comrade Jenness specifies that applications for provi-
sional membership shall be acted on in the absence of the
applicant. The reason, of course, is to ensure that.there be
no inhibition of the right of the membership to discuss 8o
important a matter. ) ) )

Certainly, if this policy applies in acting on a motion to
approve an applicant, it is eq_ually necessary with a
motion to terminate an application.




I believe that the Executive Committ
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: :%bllggted to call me in and try to gauge for themselves my aEti%gde
tomard the leadership, etc. This was never done collectively or
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Lo not what. requested. I requested a hearing from the exec-ithe branch
nO'prioryh' tco?rades: The report addresses the issue as if there was ’
no pri th1skorJ, although the rest of the report makes my so-called
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what then about the substantial issue? Did the branch
make a political mistake in terminating Comrade Garza’s
provisional membership?

Before considering that gquestion, the Control Commis-
sion wishes to express 8n opinion on a related question—
an opinion admittedly not based on direct involvement

with the issue.
That question is whether the branch acted wisely in

terminating Comrade Garza's membership before the
three-month period was up.
*“In considering this, a brief review is necessary.

From the outset, a number of comrades in the New York /

‘% Having considered the procedural questions involved,

Local were convinced Comrade Garza could not be success-
fully reintegrated into the party. :

"From the outset," the re
i ! port states e fact i i i
lw1th me, a number of comrades "were éo%vinegdoéoXigggugai;Z glsiu351on
20E be successfully reintegrated into the party." In other wogg ;
lgazgrpﬁg-pregudlce. Yet I am accused of thinking that the part;
propheiylpnggogig gzngiggzéngfa megbeil A§ain, a self-fulfilling
; . C ) my disloyalty, and so they beha
d}scouragln ly and with hostility. I respond é i Ynis
.%1v§s them ﬁproof" of my hostility. "See?..sheegggzgYilgéugglihe
tﬁa ership, apd so on and so on. A neat circular package, Suppose
ey hgd behaved instead in a comradely fashion, then wouid Ih
been distrustful or complained? ’ e



