February 14 1984
Dear Alan,

Apologies for the delay in notifying you of the

membership of the Control Commisgsione

On looking through the minutes, I find that the
April conference decided to re—elect the outgoing
Control Commission. Two of the members of that
Commission are no longer in the WSL, so that leaves

the membership of the Commission as:

Amn D

Sue A

Godfrey Webster
Bill McKeithe.

When the Commission met previously, Godfrey

acted as its oon&enor.

You will recall our EC decisions. The EC has a
right to be informed of the complaints before the

Control Commission is convened, on two counts:

a) The right of the defendant to prior notice of
the charges;
b) The duty of the EC members to take issues first

to the EC, as per section 12:iii of the Constitution.

Fraternally,

Martin
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63 Partlemas Roead
. . : Oxford
19. N.o 84y f

Tc the Centrol Commissica.

Dear G.

I understand tha:t you are the convenor of the
Centrol Commieeion.(On the busis that I beleave you convened
1% dlast time). ! _

I want to make' sn spproach to the Control Commission
in order o reisz wha I nTnmw;m& to be a series of breaches of
gemocratsc rorms and constitutional rights within the organis-
etion which I beleave wwa_pmm»w5oo to make conditions intoller-
sble for the ninoritye. m .

Specifically what I want to raise is the following:

v
e The attempt of the majority to prevent me approeching

the Control- Commission whithout raising ny com-
plaints with the EC (ie the majority) first.(I nave
enclosed an exchange of correspondance about this).

o The statement made very formally to us in an EC
mecting by Sean that in future the "morm" in the
WSL would be that only the majority viewpoint will
apsar in SX. (Example given - ‘the conditions WF
were in in IS)

{I raise this because it represents an absolutely
major chenge in the internal situation. For 2%

years the norm has been full access to the publicaticns
from the different views in the organieation -

with a few disputes within that. Leaving aside

the rights and wrongs of such a change, it las

=m¢mw beenr proposeld or even hinted at at conference

or at the NC, How cen an individual or individuals

take such a decision?)

3 The authority of the NC to vote not to have the
e annual conference a8t the constitutional time despite

despite the objections of a ainority.

r The decieion of M to inpose fines on members
in an unconstitutional way.

5 The decision of the EC to lapsejmembers for paper
depts conference registration and pool fares.

(I veleave lapsing to be something which specifically
aplies to membership dues. The only other circum-
stances where the constitution provides for lapsing
i8 "Where members have becouc inactive without
adequate cause, and there is no dispute on this

: fect, they wa be lapsed from membership”. It is
serious because none of the quamoapqo procedures
provided for in the constituiion are i. 7olved in

a lapsing. .l am not of couse wnmc»bm.a:m« thers
gshould not be action on paper deptsy- but it should

be under ... disciplinary cction which irvolves
all the constitutional safegards).

The comments I have made on the various complaints are not
an exhaustive argument of couree. I have put them in in order
to give you some idea of what I am talking about. Hopefully I
will be able to enlerge on this when the Control Commission
asks me to GO 80,

Fraternally A

NB I beleave Tony R wishes to be essociated with these
complaints - but he is sick at the moment and not
contactable, . ’



To the EC. | . : , .

The letter namﬁ 4 of Pebruary i4th spells out the
decision of the EC in respect of the conditions under which

I am allowed to approach the Control Commission,.

I have to say that I find the declsion :bwooowmmuHo and

that I-am unable to comply with 1t for the following reasons:

s) The right to approach the Control Commission is a basic _
unqualified democratic »m5¢..awo Control Commnission
jteelr will decide 1if oLo aproach or the complaint 1is
valid erd how 1% mwocwawwo dealt with.

v, Prior SOs»oa.OH.nwrnmnm_poom.ao« come into it at this stage.
An approsch to the ooanmow noaa»mu»m: is different to the
a»mo»uu»:waﬁ.buonmaﬁuo which is covered by section i of
the Constitution, The Control Commission is covered by
section 15 and it's terms of reference are to "independantly
investigate nwmwsaam.....swpoz are refered to it by any
of the parties of the dispute". There are no conditions
1aia down for 1t's operations and no qualifications laid
down on the rights of members of leading committees to
mwuuoooﬁ.»«.mMoa»ou 12:i14 covers "political difference"
which is different matter.

¢) In the case of foawwmnswmuww individuals against leading
committees it would be mo:nnma< to the concept and principle
of the Control Commission to force the individual to go
first to those who he or wuo may feel are responsible in

* the frst place.
. [

“ e T

It is therefore my intention (and I teleav: the intention of
others) to go direct to asa.noaaaou Commission and first to
raiee with them this particular point,

Smithe f -



--the main points I made to the Control -Commiwsion last Sunday.

s e

Qxford
6e3e8l,

To the Qontrol Commission.

Dear G
For your hely and mine it would be good idea if I put in writing"

1) I object to pressure being put on me to take my compizints to

the EC before going to the Control Commission. Resort to tie
Control Commission is a basic democratic right open to all members
of the organisation. It is true that members of leading bodies are.
obligated to take politicel differences to the highest body they are
on first, but what is involved here are complaints of abuse of
authority by the lesading committees themselves, On such natters

as that it is obvious that members must have thc right 1&¢ go straight

to the Qontrol Commission, it is then up to the Control Commission
to conduat things to allow those accused of anything to have the
right to be notified of the allegations and the right to answsr them.
I also object to the decision taken by the EC majority on Sunday
March Lth that the Control Commission should not meet and that if

it did it's decisions would be disregarded. :

2) I object to the statement made by Carolan at the EC on February
5th that in the future only the views of the majority on all

_matters would be carried in 8X., This hc said was the norm in Trot-
skyist groups epd it would nov be the norm in the.WSL. He cited

the example of '‘1is own position when in TS; where he said they were
lucky to get tlr 2> occasionel article in SW., In this T obiect both to
the decision ard the way it is dones I think it is politicalily WIong
in a group like ours %o publicly suppress the views of nearly

half of the organisation.(Who are the "majority"? Presumably they are
the people who loyally support Carolan. If that is the case they may
not be a majority at all: That must be the way it is defined since
there is no one else in the movement who is going to have their views
printgd if* the,  conflict with Carolan on a significant nclitical
issue). Qn the way it was done 1 think it is incredible that on such
2 major issue as the access of the membership tc the pariy
press (by far the biggest undertaking of the grbup, and by far the
most influentisl factor inside and outside the prbup) cen be changed
by a verbal statement (which can be. jurgled later if necessary) b§-
an indiyidual. Ve have have had three conferences and numerous

NC meetings with nc such proposal beirg made. It wes not even put

to the vote at the EC. The bit that was minuited can be read in several

=3

ways and uoes not refliect the clear statements made in the meeting.

(As I told you we were also told in the meeting in the same way

that we. must knuckle under or be thrown out - the exzet way that will

be done Carolan said is not the issue "hut tale thic ma n mewei-

it will happen"). ‘ R

3) The annual conference., I object to the decision of the ¥C not to
have the annual confercnce one 3 zar from the last as required

by the constitution. Although the las*t conference was in three stages

I tpipk‘the overwhelmino argument is thet the April session was the

defingtive cne since it was therc that the majn documents were vo%ed

on and the leadership eleccted. T dor't ihi

. o T *Ilk it i(‘ 1 r £ "» e
section of the movement tc decide that a confereﬁcgl’gtnﬁglaoggod

N K g - s gt

R



were sent to the comrades individual addesses and had

“thing to have at the present time for pclitical reasons. That may
be their opinion, but if a minority want a conference at the time
called for by the constitution it becomes a democratic righte (I
bel ieve the conference is politiclly necessary as well of course
on tne grounds stated in the call for the conference - I don't
believe the acute problems the organisation now has can be sorted
out oy a pericd of prucbéiv.. .urs, even 10 we could dsting whaty
practical work, the basic probiem is that there are deep political
differences in the organisation which can only be contained if there
is @ democratic structure, But this is not an argument which should
be had at the Control Commission).

L) The imposition of fines on members. 1 object to fines being
imposed on members outside of the procedures laid down by the
constitutione The facts are these, On January 30th seven members of
my branch received letters from Kinnell telling them that they
had alresdy been fined for failing to fill in an assessment form
last Augusie (A letter from Jones on this is attached). The letters
very negative
effeet. Bill for example is a pensioner and cannot be on anything
but the minimum rate. He is an absolutely loyal member who pays his
£3 every single week without fail. He received no warning of this
and has never had & letter from the organisation .at his home address
before., He was very distressed and was at my door within 30 minutes
of receiving its Another comrade who like Bill has the kind of
working class family situation which Carolan and Kinnell are incapable
of comprehending, has-teen faced with a serious personal crisis as
2 result of the leticr - which was opened by a peclitically hostile
partner who was noi aware that he was paying money to the orgsnisei-
1. Olle

To go back, however, to the constitutional points which are the

ones which concern the Control Commission of course., When these

fines werc raised on the EC we were told that the decision to impose
the fines had been taken by the 0OC -~ which of course has no
constitutional autherity in the mcvement at all and could not impcse
a fine even if they carried out the reguired procedure. In this
case,however, none of the procedures which give safegugis. to members,
were observed.

5) Lovsire . o ozceetn Lnet it ie logiesl to lapse members for failure
to pay +ioix dues - although the ccenstituticn does net say that.

i think, howewer, that it is completely out of crder to lapse members

for paper moncy, one¢ year old conflerence levies, NC pcol fares,

and ifailure to pay by standing orders, Yoo 311 these things are now

heing used to lavse nembers ~ conlioo- o : Vil loaye

v o

SRRl

sed wnien confimm this, O D e G mehny, BILL:
dues srrears sre as follows: December balance £1.20; January

£2 (dininca)Conference registration fee, April conference €. Total
£7.20, just over 14 weeks, You are therefore liable to be lapsed {ron
membership uniess you pay these arrears. Money should be sent to the
address above, by *ebruary 4#th at latest. I we do not receive the
money, the lapsing will take effect then'e as

(

[

SRR LLEIL o you ¢an see from ihe

£
sther letiers all money is now being clsssed as dues arrocre and. added
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up in weeks, Yet the constitution is absolutely clear on thise The
on;l thing a member can be lansed for under the constitution is
falling out of act1v1ty -~ and owlv then if this is undisputed. There
is no provision for lap31ng for any of these other things.

-

Why is this so important? Vot simply because it flout% the constitutiom
but because ii rcecmoves the safezaurds that menvers have under the
discipline procedure ~ which 1\ what should be used if there is a
justifiable prcblem on any of these things. With lepsing you are simply
lapsed and that is the end of it. When 1 asked Kinnell how a member
would get back in if suddenly lapsed he said it would be a matter

of recnegotiating memberthp, which I ‘took uo.mean the Majority

would have to agree. .

.6) Collective lapsing° it lapsing for the things outlined above are

outragious, collective lapsing is far more so. Under this if a
branch has a QV3L which may have derived frcm particular members or

from members who have resigned leaving a dept behind them - which

is nermally the case - the whole branch is responsible and can be
lapsed for it. This is being done with my own branch and with
Haclkney. In the case of Hackney the €ntire dept derives from members
who have left the movement. Bﬂavnggg of the existing members is
fully paid up on everything, yet the .whole branch is thretened with
lapsing if the money is not paid. I must ask how cen_a menmber of
this movement b= lapsed if he or she is fully paio voe L1t is an
incrediple situstion wiich we nave oOnly seen perors in the WP,

I think all the things I have raised here ore mattcrs which are
apropriate to the ”onbwo1 Comuission. Finally can T sav that I

deiend the Pbburd of' my branch cn finance, and I am sure there
a lot of other in the WSL who would say the same, But for the
three months everything has been paid up in full and over £100 pai
oXf back-depus aud I have taken over as treasurer to ensure that i
stays that wasy. All of the pressure however has come since this turn
was made, wvhich is why it is hard to conclude that the pressure is

O NOT
re
a
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.nCu political rather than a genuine administrative drive, pariticularly

ince the finances of the movement have been an admistrative
catastrophJ ever since fusione

Fraternally A
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Renort of the Control Cammiceion

"m0 the National Committee 102}.8h

This report was prepared in great haste tc allow today's NC to
consider Srith and Cunliffe's complaints and our r~commendations
in relation to them without undue delay ..= therfore raquest that
gspace 1l found on todey'ls agend: for t-iu ronuri,

Control Commission

“xcerpnt from constitution :

fod AATITY A T PNNT S T N Y
15.0CHTROT. 001 T RTON

“he conference shall eloect “maission annually. It shall
Independently laveztizaht= ct relating to disciplinary
cases,disputes tetween com solaints acalnst leadling

-

1

committees or tunctlioraries ratered to 1t by any of the
It has the power to sutpoens
, wWormation and decuments relevant
*o the marter. Tt stall conslst ¢f threa fnll ecembers who are ncet
on the ifr tny @enter of the Cowtire!l “‘crmission whe is invelved in
2 digspute]vhich 1g refercd to Lt arall e excluded Prom the Control
Commlsslon for the irvestlsation of that dispute. The Control
-ommlgoion shall rTeport to the '

v

parties of the dispute, the C

witnesses and bPave acecess to all i
8 £



" leading member of a ‘branch
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‘VI".'G CHARGY® Yo.1 ' ' -

That the LC majority attempted to prevent rim ralsne matters with the
without raising them on the EC first

In the main I nhave dealt witr the CC's view of this above, in the section
headed "objections to the time cf the CC meetineg".¥We think cdes. have
the right to go to the CC at eny time,%1s other charses have Iin any case
been discussed on leading vodles aiready. : :
We consider this complaint of Swmith's to be Justifled. o
SHMITH'S CHARGE No.?2
Thet Caerolan steted at an :-C that 1n future the norm will be that only
the majority view will appear in SX '

This charge 1< denied by the EL mnjori*y they say that the only statement
made was that cde. Smith's articles would be considered tor the paper 1in
the same way as any other cdes. l.e. without any speclal privileges

Smith raised as evidence the question ot his idur page article on the
industrial situamtion which was refused. ¥innall sSays that the i} merely
wished the article to be cut and Ie;nrr sed without alterinz the political
1ine. However cde.Carolan's polemics aseinst the article in the :C zinutes
dated 5.2 must csst doubt on the truth ot’ tria statement.

Cde Smith stressed that be was not demanding the Tight to oppose voted
W8T positlons in the paper,merely Lo express an opinion on non-voted
guecstions.

Cde ¥inmell says there 1g still a policy oft-.open accecs tc the pap,-,sut
thet it weould te within trc competence of the F7 to chanme thls. "his is
undoubtedly true, but the C would 1live to.stress to the N that this would
Le & fundemental change in establisbed prectice and conference policy, and
wouild nave very fsr Teachinz consejuencses both for the WET, and SXX.

1f the NC confirms the Dol cy of open access, we see no need to pusue
further the question of what was actually sald at the EC.

BMITH'S CHARGE No.

et the NC decis ‘on on postroning the conterence to Autumn 8& was

wnecnstitutional.

Since lgst year's contference was in three parts, arguments could be made
for any date from April to September as bheing 12 months trom whe last

conf'erence.

Cde Smith argued that the date cf the election of ths jesu T
and voting on ma‘n documents was tne crucial ouestion, Lut s mu oy Ci
the CC considered that there 18 no constitutional grounds for xhjs.

In any case it is alrmost normal practice 1n bolsheviyv organisations for
grmual conference to be eXxiended btevond twelve months.Smith argued that
the existence of s subsgtantiel "XFOTjty cppesed Lo the sutumn date altered
the situation, but rinnell pointed out that (e N0 mirority oppeosed to
the postvoneuenu of the pOhv~TUL10h contercras wes much larger (L1 0t

Ve feel that the !¢ wasg the correct body o maVe the deui ilon on the
date. A majorlity of the CC did nolt consider that an"oxp & richts ve:
infringed by the decisicn. :

- We therefore reject this crarac. -

-4
D

S#ITHS C“A» GE No.h

";"7'1501‘ f"iu--» I‘N(’l

unconstitutional. :
Although Smith hes not personally been fined, we nccepted that as a

many of whose menters have been fined, he was
entitled to raise the matter.

P .. . . .
whan Lo i Ne Deopl Te 1nr mor 1l
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Satth elainsd that the decislon to wou persenally made Ly
Hinnell and labter retrospecivlvely reb tne “C,Menbeors(he nentioned’
Tone=x) mad reccived without warning wdica Llng Lhat they vieie
already teing tined, : :

Kirnell saild tre decision was talren bty an O°7 meeflnv and that repeated
warninzge weore sont to the cdeg involved, slithoush goncbines via brench
cfiirers and not direct. '

A digpute also eY1SUS over tho status of the O, 15 At coru\ifuricv 1ly
the dame as the OC which exlsted as a parity orzanigablon -afhter fusion.
Smith saye no,that it is nn informal committee,Xinnall szvs 1t has the
same function and powers delegatsd ro Tt by the O MWe wouldl like to
seeevidence that NLndmes of tre O0C are vroduced tor ratification Ty

the [
swever the laportant auesction secems o ug how *re decigsion has heen

car ric” cut., .?“c‘ trs fine 1 clearly o Atlscinlivers nmessurse (Tlause

THOL)Y of the conutisation) , “re "0 orp 00 ehould ensgvre resot eack individual
ccnecerned as hu«. inrfeorood in-advance tta? 2 dlsciplinory mcecasure gralinst
him/her will be consicered ~n oo urecificd Loetine. e/one then tas the
right to appear or comaunlante withy the c»"re. '

QVTTUS CUATLY 1 g :
ares nelinx unconutitutionelly leopsed for paper debts,iiC pooled
e 0 E 1(};‘\7}'

Lo przsences to the OO0 verlous letter

: * ~rg recelved by meaters of hls
tranch tellins them that they would be lapsed unless lmmedlate paymont

was madslof money for conternce levies,or in one cagse MNC pooled fave.

He also sald four Wwrancbes, “xforce factory =nd Faclney amoune them had teen
threatened with collectlve lapaine it thev did not clear paner debts by
certain dates., In the cas2 of his branch thesge debts went .back te the

time of fuslon,and in the case of Iackney were not accruved by existing

members of the tranch. oo
Snith sald ne did not ovject to digciplinary ameassures for recovering
money, tut felt that lapsinzg was not a valld method becume L 4id nob

give Individuals the scme rights as other dizeliplinary measures, Ye also
considered that the drive to recover debts was beins carrlied cutbt in a
selesotive and factional way. inority dominated branches were beinz deluzed
Wwith threets of lapsiag. - . :

Kinnell saild the decision to treet papsar debts snd conference levies
88 dues debts had been taken by tha NC, sany warnines letters had been
sent £c the individuals ard branches concerned. Noono hasg actually yet
been lapsed and there 1s no aguestion of coliective lapsing. ~he drive on
debts was belna carrled out.in an even handed way and 1Y scme branches
suffered worse than cthers it wzs because thelr delt record was worse.

The CC noted that there is Ho provisicn in the constitution for lepsing
for debtig of any kind,even dues.lapsing was only possitle for inactivity,
and since financial congrlbutiovs ere only one out of six conditlons of
merbership, debts could not be eguated with lnactliwvity.

It seems therefore that the KC nas been technically in breech of the
constitution in allowlris this practlice: Howve sver the lxpcrtant ditference
ig in the opportvnitv to protest In ﬂdVd ce ot the acticn.in lapsing
there appears to te only the right of appeal to the MO after the event.
¥or other disciplinary mpqvurpﬂ tnere 13 the richt to be informed in

advance of the time and gce at wilch disciplinary acstion will be
consideraed,with right ot nppenl atfterwards. 1f *his precedure was adopted
for dekts alsc, tre 7°C doco not ner *Vft *“f*f““““ *e cavoe for consid-
ering that esnyone's rizhts under the constiiution lieer, reduced ,wrether

the penalty was lepsing,fines, suspension, or Pxnul 10". ™ partic Ula*

it vwould seexr to us 1mpc**nnf to cnsurae that individuals have recelved’
notiftication of intended action ratrer than relvine on hranchy o't* ~avs -
to, infonrm, s

Thé 0C wishes £o investloate Surtreop woavher or pot tne dent ccllectlcn
1s being carried out in o tactlonal way.
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reiscee him from tree ¥C et the naxt MO 17 he
SERTTR AN to R rat“)n t& u‘rf wﬂ ‘ﬂcwa per is an avuse of rils rierhts.
Cuntiffe sald that since {uli-tlwe worvers worwked Long hours for
novar by viasges, there had Lo be a cerceln volunteerr elenent. “hat it was
UZVﬂafﬂnﬂblb to e : reilviduals to sacrifice so much, unloss they

I 7\/;"1 s
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consl iay. WAET ghe dereal of nism ceoond for creator ﬂﬂltc“ o

COnuTe e ny ““v novelk A8 e wos no long

£,

althousn he was p*eﬂarad to write extens
time basgis,and to help in layinz out.
Finmmell sald that the 1C had to instruct people if they thought 1t was
movenent {or them to work In & particular way.lf there

" 1" 9}
et =
!

ggentiail for the
wel personal rcasons sucn asg hrnlth or famlly walcer made the uituarion
1nfo'nrnb]e the NUC arni C weould of course be sympathetic,hut in PunLlf 's
casz thls war g € Do ricn, Loror poverty wames, Cunliife earncd morc
the SR ) radoa duty $o uphiowd the C dcv*sian

. T i
Ls Tar ie concerned, the CC notes that the leading

5 of tre snt] ave overwnelininy power over neLnbers lives.

practice nembers who are clearly sinwilling to bhe forcad
te take ns. Yo onobte in 7 it T2 LZ that
ol Bmity 3 ATy gl e ses Do

To def “he i B should exist fov ~he 77 Lo fdisrupt members
lives 15 a diftlcult tasy, bt we would resgpecuiuily polnt out te thsa )
NC that thev pleht he better advised to plan how to use resources ot fered
to the hest effect, rather than demanding wrat 1 not offered.

The exclusion froa the L hasg rnot vet cccured, and the MNC obviously
has the power to make such a fdocision,but any retallation for “unliffaes
withdrswal obviously sssumcs the ovizinal 'O instruclon was justified),
Ve consider it 1v to tave been szalst the ostanllshed norms ot the '
movement, and recommand te the VO that they thinle ecaln. ’ X

CUNTIFVEIS CHARCE Yol .

That tihie decision or the EC to debar him from writing for the paper on
an cccaslonal besls was an infringement of his rights of access to

the paper.

Cunlirfe said that the action wes a danzerous precedent for gagging
people poelitically in retaliation for internal disputes. iie had hoped
te soften the blow of his reslgnaticon by thils work, scme of which had
already been conmlssioned by the P, _ :
© Kinnell said that the pC could not allow Cunlifte to establish a new
relationaship with the paper as sn cccasionl writer which wss in defiance
of an NC degislon. ' ; ,
Thee CC ngtes that the EC certalnly had the power tc make this decision.
It 1is a curious form of actlon in that 1t worsens the sitvation on the

paper which 1s the cause of the problem. However its - - oy otherwlse

depends on the justice of the oxivA“al NC declslion.

’ [

“Ze

CUNTIFFEIS OHARGCE No .3
That the declsion to ralse fines for not 1'1lling in dues forms vas
unconstitutional.

The CC did not teel that Cunlifte was sufticlently invelved personally
to raise, this matter.owever 1t is identicsl to Smith's charge 4
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BECCOMHEENDATTONG 7O THE 1iC

) that the NC accepts our detrinitinn ahove of tha (C'g role In cormplaintsg

against leading bodies. ,
b) That the NC reatfirms clearly the polley of oper aceess to the pup:r

c) The CC will carry out further ilnvestizatlon in“o the iapartiall ty of
debt collection, “eanwhile wc rreoommand that {lnes snd lapsing bte carried
out under di:s olo1lnnrv procedur~s ensurinz tha®t cdes have prior notice

hal

of time and place of meetinzs whlch will consider action azainst them,

That the NC reconsider the instruction *o ”‘“f*”fr v%ioh sppears to

agalnst the established norms o *ne movomo T

I
D ~

Mason G.3.34 : ,
(/greed by /srnall and Melleith)
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26.2,84

Dear A
T am writing in meriv i3 your letter of 18.2.84, received
23.2.G4.

You write that you intend not to comply with the EC
decision about procedurec. This is out of order.

1. The EC decision has nothing to do with cou‘r;.lslno

your "right to aporoach the Control Commiscion™; anl
: than deiendants' rignts in bourgeois law compromise whc right
. to prosecute. :

2. The Control Commission must at the very least observe
elementary bourgeois democratic norms. These include the right
of a defendant to prior notice of chargess

3. Clause 12:iii requlres that EC members bring 'polltlcal \
differences! first to the EC. The purpose is to ensure : _ |
responsible behaviour towards leading committees and structured R
debate, That makes it mere vital that torganisational'~type ' \

disputes be taken first to the EC than for the more abstract \
ideological questions, .

The Conirol Commission is not intended as a parallel EC,
tut as a couri of appeal when all recourse to the leading
" committees has failed (or is inappropriate). Any dispute you
have with the EC must therefore be taken through the EC and NC
before going to the CC. Otherwise you are abusing the CC.

4+ Section 14 of the Constitution provides that any member
of the CC involved in a dispute referred to it should be excluded
tFom the CC for the hearing of that dispute, It appears that
he disputes you wish to take to the CC are between the faction
and the EC majority. It would flow that Blll McK. must be
exoluded from the CC for this hearing.

At least the complaints must be known in order to decide thise ‘{ ‘

5 It is true that not much 1s spelled out in the constitution
about the procedures of the Control Commission., But if a.question
"+ of interpretation then arises, the EC's interpretation has to
overrule your individual interpretation. Of course you have the right
to challenge it at the NC. Until then, however, you remain subject
to the discipline of the EC. ‘

fratermly,
Kinnell, Ce
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* RLCEIPT OF COMPLAINTS

— : X . - SN T -
On Februavy 20th I veceived 2 letti-r {row cde.Smith listing flve\stargi§/whlch
he wished to hring betfore the C.C., Three were charges ageinst the ETGi50One against
the N.C., and one azainst cde. Kinnell.

In view of the facticnal situaticn the C.C. membetrs thought it important to clear
the air quickly, and to be able to present a report to the March 10th. N.C. 1 therefore
SvroTesd ocoenin of the 00 for March 4th and sent the E.C. copies of the charges
received juviting them to send a representative. G ,

On March 1s¢t I received a further three charges from Cunliffe, eme against an E.C.
decision, ore—againnt—anw—tifi—vectsian, and one against Kiunell. A copy of this letter
had becn sent to the E.C,

For similar reacons to above the C.C. agrecd to investizate these charges also at our
mecting on March 4th,

ORJECTIONS TO THE TIME OF THE CC MEEITING

The main objection to tue CC mecting being on March 4th. came from Kianell, who put
forwvard two arguments:

a) that members of the EC or NC shculd first teke their complaints to these hodies, and
only as a last resort appeal to the CC. To do otherwise would breach clause 12(iii) of

the ccenstitiution, ‘ : ’

L) that the EC and NC should have the chance to meet first to consider the charges and

to appoint representatives. - .

Kirnell therecfore proposed a CC meeting on March 1ith.

The CC did nct accept crgument a) because a breach of clause 12(iii) would be a matter
for dispute bheiween the leading committee and comrade concerned¢ It cannot in any way
restrict the right of any member vo go to the CC at anv-time, 11 any case clause 12(iii)
concerus the case of comrades taking pelitical differences te lie gencral membership
before arguing them out on the leading committees. The case ofy:omrades referring
organisational decisions of leading committees which they believe infringe their rights
to a small specially elected commizsiorn is tetally diffevent.

1n relation to arvgument b} we were influenced by the knowledge that ithe earliest
meeting we could all attend after March 4th. would have been march 25th. and we would
not then report to the NC before the end of April. We felt that the EC comrades were in
sufficient daily ' contact tc agrece on a representative to explain their past decisions
and provide documentation.The case of the XC is differnet, and we reserved our judgement
until our meeting as to whether or not we should delay a report on matters concerning
the KC to allow them time to submit evidence. However we note that in the EC minutes
dated 12.2 the EC agrees to campaign fo:r the NC position un the annual conference. If

~

they can argue the case for branches they can presumably do it for the CC.

OBJECTIONS TO THE COMPETENCE OF THE CC

Kinnell also gave us considerable advice both previcus to the meeting and in his
sybmission to the meeting about the function of the CC and its competence to
investigate and report on the charges. EEI

He laid particular stress on trying to interpret the puctuation of the constitution
in such a way zs to !imit the power of the CC to ivestigate ocnly the facts of a dispute.
We do nmot acc-it his voadins of the constitution and I am yet to meet an ordinary
member of the crganisation who does. It seems quite clear to us that we are charged
“~7to investigate whether or ot we thinK members rights have been-infringed by a leading
committee. Questions of fact are central, but so alsn are the constitution and its
interpretation, and the established norms and practices in this and other bolshevik
organisations. . “or

We accept that our role is purely advisory. We reort to the NC and can instruct
nothing. However we are independent and have to make our own judgements. We are clected
by conference and therefore responsible to the whole membership.
CEOLCTIONS TS THE CCHPCSITION OF THE CC

A further cbiection was mada by Carolan on the day of the hearing., This was that
McKeith should be exclud¢d from the CC-hearing because as a faction member he was
biased. If this argument were accepted the nther members of the CC should alsc be
excluded as supporters of the majority, and therefore also biased. This is not what
the exclusion clause in article 14 of the constfution was meant for. It is meant to
exclude those who are personally parties tc a dispute. We censider that the CC was

properly balanced to heay the charges.
: !
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.. ©ne further point on Cerolan'S intervention. Although awnre for several days that the
CG wan going to noet, he wude no atteupt to cortact me to express his view., While
1 was talking to Kinell on the telephone he suddenly intervened from an

other extension
‘making it clear thet be had been eavesdropping o my convouual Ki

tion with nnell without -
my knowledge. I wish to state my disgust at this sort of behaviour by a leading
member of our Orb'nlSdtloﬂ

MEETTNG ON MARCH :l'r_h

¥ momobers of the - foilom ian DeernangSae Arnall, Bill McKeith,

and wysclt, ﬂzv3ng received the documcuniailuir ani Duggan phoned me to say she would
not be attendingas she conmsidered the dispute to be between neurotic, power mad men
and she felt =2 t ing could be done te help the situation. She further said she would
be resigning from the comuission. I attempted t¢ persusce her of the importance of the
meeting but to no avail. )
Cdes, Smith and Cunliffe atiendad to present the charges, Cde Kinnell agzread to attend
to represent the EC but in the event missed the txlln We therefore tape-tecordrd
evidence from him over the pheonea.

PROCEDURE OF THE MEETING .

lhe CC Tirst diccussed in privatz ics competence to meet and to deal with the charges
presented. We then interviewed separately cdes, $mith and Cunliffe. We alllowed them to
explain their charges and show documentation, and we que:tloneu them. We 4ncn discussed
in private their submissions. Lastly we heard cde.Kinneli's statement. Unfotunately
we did not have time to requestion any of tha cdes. although I have spoken to cdes
Kinnall and Smith over the phone since, '

. N »



© 37, Birchfield Close,

Blackbird Leys,
Oxford.

28 February 1984.

Dear Godfrey,

I am writing to you as convenor of the Control Commission to
request the Commission to consider three examples of what I consid=r to
be improper harassment and organisational abuse by the Majority of the
Grecutive Committee. Two of the cases affect me personally, one strikes
me as setting an extremely dangerous precedent if allowed to stand unchallenged.

Specifically, I ask the protection of the Control Commission against:

(1) The 3C threat (February 5) to remove me from the Ixecutive Committee
at the next HC if I do not comply with the NC's instruction to return to
work on the paper, under political conditions which (as I have explained
at length to the EC, NC and in IB78) I find completely unacceptable.

-~ "My own view is that the Disciplinary procedures of the Constitution
were not drafted with a view to giving the leadership power to forcibly
conscript the labour of individuals at sub-poverty wages. I feel that
many NC members could only vote for such a proposal if they were secure
in the knowledge that they were not to be similarly drafted to work under
intolerable conditionss it is therefore an individual victimisation out
any normal rules of functioning an organisation. The fact that it is @
highly selective and factionally motivated is shown by comparison of my
‘case with the compassiomate treatment of two Majority supporters who ha

" for their own reasons resigned from key League positions ( Fraser as :

‘Women's Organisers Collins from the EC ).

SO el In addition, any disciplinary move against me for failing to cd p
i .. with the NC instruction should, if fair, be accompanied by comparableé
. .iplinary action against the EC Majority forw its failure to implement %
‘deceision of the same NC to institute a regularly-functioning EB ses

the EC, In practice, none of the "EB" meet:mgs have been seriously prep

or given adequate times two have been held in the absence of the editor

one cancelled; and at,least two held so late at nzhht as to restrict &
o I.ondon (Majomty) comrades, The Bditorial a.nnouncement of a majo

' have conducted a campa:.gn of vilification against me, al]:eging 'bha't ny . ’
resignation as editor is responsible for virtually every organlswtional
problem since the New Year,

(3) The unilateral decision by Kirmell as Treasurer to levy summary ”fiue
‘upon certain comrades who had failed to complete dues forms by a certain date
L This flies in the face of the procedure for disciplinary action as
- specified in the Constitution. Worse, it was decided not by either of the
- constituted leading committees of the orgahisation (EC,NC), but, i
: .;{claimed,(wn.thout evidence) 'by the :.nformal‘Organ:.szng Sub commi‘ttee,




To the Control Commission
' 4384

Dear eomrades, - o .

In relation to the charges from cds Smith and Cunliffe I first want to make some general points
— some procedural, some political.

1. I would protest very strongly against the CC taking any decisions today. In my view it
would have been better if it had delayed its hearings until the EC could discuss the charges. |
agreed under some protest to cooperate on a preliminary hearing today in deference to the
Conrol Commission’s wish to see some progress rapidly. But decisions surely only come after the
defence is heard properly. - :

The mix-up over trains which led to me not getting to Birmingham today is perhaps largely my
Jault, but it is nevertheless a fact. , '

There have been inadequate opportunities to prepare a defence as well as to present it. Th{
defendant to mast charges is the EC. The EC is small enough to consult among most of its mem-
bers informally, and I have done so to a certain extent. But given Smith's refusal to inform us of
the charges directly, there has certainly been no chance for the EC to meet to discuss its defence.
Given the pressure of work at the centre, there has nor even been time for any real preparation
by me as an individual representing the EC. , E

2. The charges against the EC should first be taken to the NC. Section 12-iii of the Constitu-
tion requires members of the leading committees to raise disputes first in those committees. -

True, the term used is ‘political differences’. But the point of the section is ‘o ensure orderly
and structured operation. This actually makes it more important for organiSan‘dnal—type, disputes
to be taken through the leading committees properly than for more abstract ideological disputes.

Maybe there could be cases wiere a prior investigation by the CC would be appropriate before
a dispute in the EC went to the NC. Not here. Here, the resort to the CC amounts to an attempt
to use the CC as a sort of parallel EC, o

3. The role of the CC is defined in the Constitution as to “independently investigate disputes
of fact relating to disciplinary cases, disputes between comrades, or complaints against leading
committees o~ functionaries... The Control Commission shall report to the NC”. o

Le. the Commission’s function is to investigate disputes of fact. It is a fact-finding body. ‘

‘Fact’ need not be interpreted narrowly, and ‘undoubtedly the CC'’s job will sometimes include
expressing an opinion on whether this or that person has been treated unjustly. But two things
the CC is not. It is not a court of appeal for the disciplinary procedure. The Constitution defines
the chain of appeal in disciplinary cases as going from the branch or EC to the NC and from there
to the Conference. And it is not a body which rules on the interpretation of the Constitution. '

There might be a case for a court of appeal, or for a constitutional court. But, be that as it
may, our constitution does not allow for either of these bodies. The point is reinforced, perhaps,
by ihe clause: “The Control Commission shall report to the NC”. If the CC were a court of
appeal, ther it would either come after the NC (perhaps replacing the appeal to conference), or
replace the NC's disciplinary functions. If it were a constitutional court, it would simply hand
down rulings. In fact its function is to repert to the NC: “We investigated the facts. We found
that so~and-so did, or didn’t do such-and-such as they are alleged to have done”, etc.

4. The charges should be seen in context. They come out of a continuing factional conﬂict in
the leading committees. The view of the majority is that the faction leaders are being irrespons-
ible and disruptive. The view of ihe faction is that the majority is bureaucratically infringing on
their rights. This conflict has emerged over many issues. What Smith and Cunliffe have now done
is to take.a selected few issues from thar conflict — presumnably the ones on which they think
they have the best case — and, as stated above, appeal to the CC as a sort of parallel EC, or
parallel NC. -~ . . e ‘

It is an attempt 1o use the CC as a lever in the jactional conflict. o ' o

One could say that even so judgments can be made ori the specific issues without prejudging
the general conflict. But it is not so simple. : L e
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It is very difficult to unscramble the specific issues from the general conflict. From the
Jaction’s side, these specific issues are not incidentals to that general ronflict, they are the heart
and soul of it. In terms of immediate emotive issues, these are what the faction is about. Willy
nilly, the CC is drawn into making a judgment on the fuction — and on the basis of a selected few
of the issues which define the situation. :

In general terms, a better solution to this sort of factional conflict is to set up some sort of
parity commissicn between the two ‘sides’ to investigate incidents. Such a parity commission ob-
viously is not going to be able to say which ‘side’ is right, but it may at least be able to resolve
some minor issues, and to tabulate irresoluble ones in a ncutral way. That would be better than .
the CC, designed for another purpose, trying to be an umpire. - '

But even a parity commission has problems in this case because, as noted above, these charges
and_ complaints here are not incidentals, as they would be in a normal factios struggle, but the
heart and soul of the matter.

The central basis on which the faction was launched was the assertion that SEmith, Jones and
their group were zoing to be bureaucratically suppressed (see faction declaration in IB 59). The
parity commission presumes people on each side who are acknowledged to be partisan on
disputed political issues but will nat necessarily have a factional ‘line’ on particular organisational
disputes. Now there may well be comrades who solidarise with the majority politically but feel
there may be something to the faction’s organisational complaints. It is inconceivable that any-
one could be a member of the faction and not support its organisational complaints. As stated
above, thuse complaints are central to the faction — and indeed, the ‘action said that the com-
plaints were going to be central before they were even formulated,

3. We do not have here a set of issues which can be resolved with the result of clearing the air.
If the CC decides against Smith and Cunliffe, that will heighten their agitation about ill-treat--
ment. If it decides in their favour, then they will seek to use the CC as a parallel EC again next
time they are dissatisfied with what the EC does (and since they do not even propose to change
the EC composition, it is a certainty that they will continue to be dissatisfied with what the EC

does). Either way the conflict increases, and personally it seems to me that Smith, Cunliffe and

their group are now set on a course of self-escalating conflict which, if continued, can lead them
nowhere else bu: a split. There just is not any way that the CC can ‘clear the air’ here. o

6. The charges against the NC — charges 3 and 5 — cannot in any case be heard until the NC
has been notified and had a chance to prepare a reply and appoint representatives.

I would also — for the above reasons — urge the CC to declare that the other matters should
first be taken to the NC before the CC will pronounce on them.

Once all the matiers have gone to the NT., I think the CC has no choice but to consider them,
however politically inappropriate it may be. That consideration, however, should in some cases
lead to the conclusion that the issues are outside the CC’s competence. Without prejudice to my
general point about procedure, I will argue this below, and also give my reply to- the charges that
could be within the CC’s competence.

7. If and when the CC does come to consider some of the charges, I would ask it to keep one
thing in mind. Its job, if it has a legitimate job to do on a particular charge, is not to judge
whether the EC or NC was politically right on this or that issue, but whether this or that factual
allegation against the EC or NC is true. The CC’s job is not to politically review EC and NC
decisions, to make judgments on whether they were wrong, politically outmgeous, iIl-iudged or

whatever.
SMITH CHARGE 1. This, I think, is within the CC’s competence but unfounded

?
X

ftis normal for the right to approach any ‘court’ to go together with requiremem about the

procedure for that approach.
The Constitution is not explicit about procedures for approaching the Control Commission.

What the EC asked for in this respect was: ,
(a) Normal defendant’s rights — i.e. prior notice of charges - since we undemood that some of

. the charges would be against the EC.
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(b) For the comrades to take the issues through the full procedures on the leading committees
before approaching the CC. To do otherwise would be to abuse the CC.

When Smith refused to accept those conditions, we then had no power to stop him going to
the CC. We do however appeal to the CC to uphold our rights and the proper procedures. In addi-
tion the EC now has a bone to pick with Smith and Cunliffe over their behaviour in relation to
Section 12:ili of the constitution.

SMITH CHARGE 2: No case to answer. _

-a) The statement was never made. The only similar statements that Carolan can recall are one
at an NC that, so- far as he (Carolan) had any say in the matter, in future Smith would get
privileges in relation to the paper only to the extent that he fulfilled duties in relation to the org-
anisation; and cne possibly on the same occasion, possibly on a different one, .hat — again, so far
as he'(Carolan) had any say in the matter, raterial from Smith and his group would no longer get
preferential treatment on the paper. Le. it would be liable to sub-editing, cutting, rejection on
fournalistic grounds, etc. the same as anyone else’s.

b) The CC could arguably set about investigating whether this statement was made or what
statements were mede by seeking witnesses and so on. I think that would be beside the point.
Even if the statement were made (and even if one considers the statement illjudged, wrong, or
whatever), it is not a case for the CC. All sorts of individual statements have been made in the
factiona! disputes. '

¢) Smith does not seem to allege that it has actually happened that

~ only the majority viewpoint has appeared in :ke paper. In any case, it hasn't happened.
The only case I know of in which political exclusion from the paper s even alleged is an article
by Smith. He was asked to cut it down from four full pages of the paper to two, and to reword
the way some points were presented. He was not asked to change the political line.

-

dj It is worth taking some note of the fact that Smith himself says, “For 2% years the norm .

has been full access to the publications from the different views...", since I seem to recall him
alleging that his group has not had access. S

But it is true that we have had a liberal norm, though Smith has frequently argued for tighten-
ing it up. Personally, I am in favour of a liberal norm. I think it would be ill-judged for the EC or
the NC to change that. It would, however, be entirzly within their rights.

SMITH CHARGE 3: Outside the CC’s competence. _ ,

The Constitution simply says, “The National Conference will be convened annually”. Whether

we measure “annually” from the last conference in August or from the election of the NC in..
April is a matter for interpretation. The NC has a right and indeed a duty to irterpret. The CC -

has no role laid down in the Constitution to interpret the Constitution.

Two further minor points on this.

Smith himself previously agreed to the August/September 1984 decision for the next conferen-
ce (see IB76). If it was unconstitutional, how come he did not recognise that then?

Also, past practice gives the NC considerable latitude. For example, the NC on February 21
1982 voted by a majority of only 21 to 14 to have the 1982 conjerence later than the summer,
ie. exactly after the fusion conference. The minority then was thus very much bigger than the

minority of three or four for an April conference at the January 1984 NC. If minority.rights are. -

being trampled on now, they were being trampled on much worse in February 1982. Mind you,

Smith was in the mejority in February 1982...

SMITH CHARGE 4.

a) The facts of the matter are as foilows. [But see also further note in postscript 7.3.84,
below]. A new dues scale was introduced Sfrom September 1, by an NC decision. Everyone was
asked, at the August conference andfor by circular soon afterwards, to fill in a new assessment

form. »
Those who did not fill in a form were reminded repeatedly. This applied to many branches.
Oxford Factory seems to be Smith’s and Cunliffe’s special 'concem. They were reminded by
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Ietter on September 19, Octoi)er 18, and December 13. In addition there would have been
phone calls, and circulars carried regular reminders.

In early December comrade Christel, who was responsibie for this paper work, asked me what
should be done about the fact that many comrades had still not returned forms, despite the
reminders and despite three months passing. In some cases (not, as far as I know, any of the
Oxford Factory members), the non-return of forms was an important financial matter, because
dues for individuals had increased by £10 or £20 a month with the change of scales, and by
continuing to pay at the old rate they were building up substantial arrears.

After discussion with comrade Christel, I suggested that we add force to the next reminder by .

saying that there would be a fine if the forms were not returned by a given date. As far as I can
remember I then formalised this with the OSC. I can’t document this because the OSC minutes
are not sufficiently detailed, but I think it would have been the OSC meeting of December 2 or
December 9. In any case the EC has since endorsed the decision.

In the second haif of December Christel sent out letters to all the branches {or sometimes,
where we had addresses, individuals) from whom forms had not been re:urned, repeating the

request for forms, and saying that there would be a fine if the forms were not returned by a given .

date (December 30 or January 14, depending on when the letter went out).

In fact we cliowed more time than that, and it was on January 30 that we sent out letters with
yet another reminder, this time telling non-returners that they had already begun running up a
fine.

None of the several non-faction members who thus suffered fines have compiained about it,
and some of them have already paid up.

b) One point of clarification: the OSC is not, despite what Cunliffe says, an ‘mformal body. It
was appointed by the NC. As I understand it is just a different name for what is called the OC in
the Consiitution.

in any case matters like enforcing dues payments are clearly within its purview.

¢) Now the CC could investigate this matter by asking:

Is my memory right, and did the OSC actually discuss it? ‘

Did the branches and members actually get the warnings that I have said they got?

Do they have an effective right to get a hearing if they think that they have wrongly fined?

1 think such an approach would vindicate me. But it would be a wrong approach.

The issue here is not how we deal with members who commit positive actions which are

possible subjects for disciplinary action. The issue how we deal with members who have (and

there is no doubt about i) failed, through negligence or whatever, to carry out basic obligations).

1 don’t think that there is any dispute that the people in question were in fact non-returners,
and I hope there is no dispute that non-return was a neglect of basic obligations.

Al sorts of trade unions and clubs etc. would be quite mechanical here. If the form had not
been returned by a fixed time, that would be ir. You would automatxcally lapse from member-
ship, and that would be that.

We tried to be more flexible on this matter of the forms — as we dc generally.

For example, comrades will recall our procedures, where we demanded a particular level of _

being paid-up as a condition for voting. That procedure hod no formal constitutional backing.
There weren’t any formal hearings, written notices of disciplinary action, and so forth. But we
adopted the procedure as a reasonable way to get some sort of financial standards without going
so far as mass lapsings (according to a rigid rule).

Similarly, at one of the conference we had fines for comrades turning up later to the sessions.
No written notice, formal hearing, etc. there.

We have imposed levies — effectively, fines — on conmirades absent without good reason from

certain events: again, without any elaborate procedures.

This whole business seems to me to fall into the same category. Even if the OSCl_xdd not dis-

cussed it, I think I have the right, as Treasurer, and the duty, to work out such systems for deal-
ing with the ‘fringes’ of the organisation’s ‘law’. Just as, the other way round, but much more

~

-
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frequently, I ofter. give comrades exemptions from this or that payment due. There is certainly
no case for saying that anyone was hard done by. All that anyor.z had to do to avoid a fine was
to fill in the form. If they were forgetful, the fine is not a big one: for almost all the Oxford Fac-
tory comrades, for example, it is £1 for a month’s delay. To regard this as a constitutional
atrocity makes sense only if you want to argue for letter-of-the-law operation — in which case
exemptions and waivers agreed individually, from which Oxford Factory branch has frequently
benefited, should also be outlawed - or if you feel no responsibility at all for the finances of the
o:ganisation _

d) The facts. that might be in dispute are not important It comes down to imerpretation of

the Constitution, which is not the job of the CC.

e} Bluntly, 1 think that the truth here is that cds Smith and Cunliffe do feel no responsibilzty
at all for the Jinances of the organisation, and are making a purely dismptive spoiling tactic.

SMITH’S CHARGE 5. In the first place, the charge is wrongly formulated. ,

The decision complained about was a decision of the National Committee in July 1983 —a
decision, might point out, that was made with only three comrades voting against.

I can see no constitutional reason why dues payments are more of a subject for lapsing than
paper payments. In fact, in the Constitution, under the requirements of membership, the require-
ment to sell the paper regularly comes above the requirement to pay regular dues. There is no
presumption at all that paying dues is more fundamenral than selling the paper and, otviously,
paying for the paper.

The argument that convinced the NC is that somebody who went 12 weeks in arrears on
paying their paper money — unless there were special circumstances, and the system allows for
that — was obviously not fulfilling their basic obligations, in exactly the same way as somebody
who falls 12 weeks in arrears on their dues.

There is no case for supposing that this could be used ro get rid of people suddenly, in an

underhand way, without proper procedures.
The people who are getting this far in arrears on their micney firstly must be weII aware of it,

because they know they are not paying the money. secondly are constantly reminded of it by

the paper accouni: which we send out every week. In the actual fact we have been extremely
liberal in interpreting the NC decision. The original deadline set by the NC was October 31. We
have extended deadlines successively since then. Although a number of comrades are well over
12 weeks in arrears, we have not taken any action against anybody under this. Even if we did,
there are plenty of provisions in the constitution to protect anybody against unjust action. Clause
14:vi of the Constitution says: “Members who allege invalid lapsing may appeal to the NC”. So
there are plenty of safeguards here, and I think that the decision was well within the rights of the
National Committee.

The final point I would make on this is that although this. decisxon was taken Iast July, the
complaint is made against it only at the point where we are pressing hard for the money. That.is,
that the comrades were quite willing to accept that it was consn!utmnal as long as they did not
have the requirement of actually paying the money.

I'll move onto the charges from comrade Cunliffe.

CHARGE 1: I think this is way outside the competesice of the CC. The National Committee
elects the EC, and there is no other body that has the right to veto or vet its elections. The CC
is no more in a position to do that than it is to meet after the Conference and change the NC
that the Conference has elected.

The argument for the EC’s proposal to the NC is that the EC is responsible for carrying out the
NC'’s decisions, among other responsibilities. It. does not make sense for somebody to be on the
EC who is in standing, flagrant breach of a major NC decision. That is making nonsense of the
functions of the EC:

Now it is possible to think that.the origimzl NC’ decision was wrong, or that the judgment

-
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about how the EC should funciion is wrong. I don’t think there can be any question that the EC’

is within its rights. .

On the other points made by cd Cunliffe. He says that the EC is out of order as regards the
functioning of the EB. If he thinks that is so, and he has evidence for that, he should bring it us
a formal charge, and it can be considered. I don’t think it can be sustained, but even if it could,
two wrongs don’t make a right. .

Secondly, he makes a comparison with the cases of comrade Fraser and comrade Collins. This
comparison is nc comparison at all.

Comrade Fraser resigned from her position as women’s organiser in a situation where she was

under great personal stress and explicitly for that reason. At the point when cd Cunliffe withdrew

from the paper, we made the point that if he felt that it was a matter of personal stress, that he

was fed up and so on, we could be understanding about it. Whether he should still be on the EC,
as opposed to the NC, in those circumstances, is another question, but certainly we would have
had a much more tolerant, understanding attitude. The fact is that he didn’t proceed that way.
He proceeded by givivg a political ultimatum to the organisation and then using his walkout from
the paper as a lever for factional agitation. That makes his position completely different.

I would also point out that since resigning s women’s organiser cd Fraser has done a good deai
of work in that area — has been willing to cooperate there, though not feeling able to sake the

-

full responsibility. When we put to cd Cunliffe that if he felt unable to take the full responszbility

for the paper he could at least do practical work on it, he refused.

The case of cd Collins has even less to do with it. Cd Collins proposed that another comrade
replace her on the EC. It wasn’t a case of walking out from a practical iob. Indeed, at the time
when she resigned from the EC she agreed to take on a practical job as women’s editor of the
paper to make up for that.

Comrade Cunliffe also talks in derisive terms about our statements that his withdrawal from ‘

the paper was disruptive. If the CC wishes to investigate the facis about that, a great deal of facts

can be produced to show that his walkout has been highly dxsmpnve for the work of the organis-

ation.

I'd like to add e personal comment on this charge. I find the comment about giving the Ieader-

ship power to ‘forcibly conscript’ the labour of individual: at sub-poverty wages’, to work under
‘intolerable conditions’, quite dzsgusting and hypocritical, =
The comrades.of the CC may not be aware that since the fusion we have had a two-tier wages

system for full-timers, under which cd Cunliffe was paid at a take-home rate of something over -
£54 a week, whereas most of the rest of us were paid, theoretically, at a rate of £31. I say theore-
tically, because most of the time we didn’t cven get that. For example, over the last few months
before i went off the payroll altogether I was receiving an average of about £23 a week in actual

money. Thus cd Cunliffe’s ‘sub-poverty wages’ were over twice those of some of the people he

was working with. Moreover, he talks about ‘intolerable conditions’: it is perfectly true that the

physical conditions at the centre are bad. He had to work in them 2% days a week, others of us
have to work in them 7 days a week. .

And coupled with this is cd Cunliffe’s amtude on the question of dues, where he associates
himself with cd Smith’s complaint about the fines imposed on people who don't return their dues
assessments. I would like to know how he squares the complaint about the low level of wages
with his iackadaisical attitude to getting in essential financial obligations of the members.

CUNLIFFE'S CHARGE NO.2: The situation after the January NC was that cd Cunliffe was.

in specific violation of a specific decision of the NC instructing him to carry out certain work.
One might think that that decision of the NC was illjudged, but I don’t think that there is any
question that it was a decision within the NC’s competence, explicitly so in terms of the Constx-
tution.

The EC, havmg observed that this was a consoltdated position, having given cd Cunliffe time to
consider, time to have second thoughts, then took a decision that he should not, until the NC had
dealt with this, be allowed to form a new relationship with the paper. Comrades may understand
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in that situation might well take the attitude that that comrade should operate iﬂ that ar;at:)e"
work as the branch decided, or not at all. Again, it is certainly within the competence Co
" branch to decide that. Similarly, what the EC decided was within the compet'epce of ‘the EC. B
How cd Cunliffe could possibly have a case in constitutional right I don’t know. There is no
clause in the constitution which says what constitutional rights people have to take part in ar.t
area of work within which they are specifically violating a decision of the NC. There is no consti-
tutional clause which says that having specifically violated and refused to observe decisions of fhe
NC about your work in a particular area, you can then do this, that or the other in that area. |
The EC could, within its competence, have decided to take disciplinary action of some sort — -
other than the censure which it did decide — against ¢d Cunliffe. It decided not to. It merely
decided to keep the lines clear until the NC. At the very least it was within the EC's competence.
Finally, Cunliffe’s charge 3 is, I think, identical with Smith’s charge no.4, and is covergd by
what I've said on that. ‘ ‘

what that means if
- bramch to undertake. certain £os
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In conclusion, I would ask the. @c.'ﬁmroeansiderwhaumidﬂbowtkepmperpmqedmm

this -natter and about the proper competence of _ff:e CC. ‘
: L o A KINNELL

POSTSCRIPT, 7.3.84
1. DOCUMENTATION ON THE FINES FOR NON-RETURN OF DUES ASSESSMENTS

On looking through the files (for something else) to
a) Memo to me from Christel, 27.10.83. “There are 88 comrades still to return forms; 4 new
comrades still to do so... I would suggest that... we should give notice that a fine will be imposed
if the form... is not returned by [November] 20th — say 50% of the dues payable at new rates..."”
 b) Reply from me to Christel, undated, probably 27.10.83. “Will ask OSC about the Nav. 20
deadline. Seems reasonable to me. Ditto fine...” . S
¢) OSC minutes 28.10.83. “Dues: Nov.20 deadline for assessments — penalty at 50% of dues
rate for each week of delay . A
d) Branch circular_ no.48, 2.11.83, circulated to all members in IB 76. “ALL corﬁradés MUST
return new dues assessments... Any comrade who had not sext in an assessment by NO I}EMBER
20 will be FINED, to the extent of 50% of their dues for the period of the delay...”
In fact we weren’t able to get the individual “final demands”’ out until December, and we fixed
a later final deadline. In the account in my letter of 4.3.84 my memory telescoped events.
" If 'mguilty of an arbitrary action, it is of being too soft by putting back the deadline.

day; I discayered;songg.dQCumen tation on the..

2. ANOTEER POINT ON ‘CONTEXT"

The charges concerning finance also nezed to be taken in the contéxt of theﬂnancml stare of
the organisation. E "

I can understatgd that comrades may.be inclined to err on the side of liberalism on issues like
dues assessments and paper money. The prime reason why we have tried to tighten up is not any

sort of vindictiveness, but the state of the organisation’s finances. I could give detailed evidence
to the CC on this.

For the CC to make a judgment based on liberal inclinations plus looking at the Jorms and
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. paper de?ts questions in isolation from the overall financial i.s;sues woulid, I subm
. lrresponsible in terms of putting our finances into shape. ’

it, be very

3. NOTICE OF FINES ¥ s
1 understand from comrade Mason ior i ]
_ : that a major issu 1
cc”Wdes fined allegedly had no previous warning ' Lo ﬁm’s u ﬂw fong Foetory
I have established above that notic iven i ter to h anc :
ve ¢ ‘ € was given in a letter to the branch in a : {
enough copies were sent to the branch to reach each member. ’ tmd nent® anlCh i
LR - . . N . ‘ ; ; A
Now I can’: guarantee that the contents of the letter, or the IBs, were actually passed on. But ¢

if t_hey.weren t, it seems to me that the branch organisers should be blamed — not me:

4 LAPSINGS AS ‘SUDDEN DEATH’ | . -

| I understand .'from cd Mason that cd Smith argued against lapsings for papei arrears on ihe

- grounds tha,t ‘this left members few ‘safeguards: they would have no rights to a hearing, and could
only appeal after being lapsed. This is partly dealt with in the letter of 4.3.84. Two :ﬁ:rther

points.

a) The constitution gives mentbers a right to a hearing before any disciplinary action, including

- lapsing. It also specifically requires a week's written nptice for lapsings.

b) In practice, whenever we have lapsed members for dues arrears we have sent them repeated
warnings, culminating in notice of the EC meeting when the decision will be made. We have adop-
ted the same general approach on paper arrears. ' B

Indeed, the present outcry is witness to this. NO-ONE has been lapsed yet — we have only sent
warnings that we will BEGIN LAPSING PROCEEDINGS IF certain paymentis are not made. We
have not lopped’ anyone’s head off — we have only pointed to a sword which is still in its
scablbard and:sald we may have to use it. And the whole process, far from being ‘sudden’, has

-been extremely protracted. The dispute 1s over payments which the comrades in question were
obliged, by NC decision, to make by October 31 1983. '

5. LAPSING WHOLE BRANCHES? : :

I understand from comrade Mason that cd Smith complained that I have been moving to lapse
whole branches. ' ' . -

This is 2 misunderstanding. We can only lapse individuals.

However, paper accounts are kept on a branch, not individual, basis (though recently we have
been keeping better track of the arrears status of individuals within branches). Therefore we have

to START tbk~ process within branches. . _
We went for branches where the TOTAL branch paper debt was over 12 weeks — and where

therefore at least some of the members must be over 12 weeks in individual arrears.

If we can’t resolve these branches’ situations, and we have to move to lapsings, then we’ll have
to do it individual-by-individual on the basis of trying to establish individual arrears within
branch totals. ,

6. SMITH'S ARTICLE ‘ , o
I under.s‘tqnd from comrade Mason that under Smith’s charge 2 the CC is looking not so much

- at the alleged statement from Carolan but at a separate allegation by Smith (not mentioned in the

charge) about an article being excluded unjustly.
I wish to protest. I think the allegation about the article can be answered {Carolan has written

a statement about this for the EC minutes, which could be sunplied to the CC). But the point is
that in a legal-type procedure it is impermissible to ckange the ckarges halfway! It makes the job
of the defence impossible. ‘

It would be different if, for example, the CC had been invoked with the brief of investigating
the facts about access of minorities to the public press of the organisation. But it wasn’t. It was

invoked to investigate specific charges.



