S wl N - Q.08 DO N

A Reply to Comrade Healey

By James E. Jackson

ONe MIGHT HAVE expected that a
member of the National Committee
would have exhibited a greater sense
of responsibility and not have in-
sisted upon the publication in Po-
litical Affairs, the official organ of the
National Committee, of an article
representative of a line that was re-
jected by majority vote of that body
in its meeting of February, 1958.¢
As a member responsible to the Na-
tional Committee, her clear obliga-
ton is to carry out the policies
adopted by that Committee. She may
disagree with that majority decision,
but her firsz obligation as a mem-
ber of the Committee, is to seek to
implement it.

What does Comrade Healey con-
wnd for in her article (which, in-
ddentally, has no relevance to its
tide, “On the Status of the Party”)?
She contends for a Party of multiple
ideologies in which agnosticism is
eshrined as a primary virtue. “Our
Party must be able to contain within
it people with divergent points of
view,” Comrade Healey declares.
“To demand doctrinal unity or pur-
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ity would be to guarantee either its
disintegration or its vegetation.” She
invokes the words of great bour-
geois libertarians—Milton, Jefferson,
Mill—in defense of the equal rights
of any system of ideas to be “let
loose to play” against Marxism-
Leninism within the Party.

No Marxist Party can hope ta
maintain its essential character if it
abjures the struggle to secure and
perfect its ideology. No Marxist
Party can realize and maintain ef.
fective organizational unity save on
the foundation of united allegiance
to a single, common ideology—Marx-
ism-Leninism. We want the Com-
munist Party to get into the market-
place of ideas in the present bour-
geois society; we do not want to
convert the Party into an ideological
market-place—in which case it be-
comes not a Communist Party, but a
debating society.

Within this framework there is,
of course, the necessity for debate
and there may well be divergence
of views among Marxists. But this
is clearly not what Comrade Healey
is talking about. For she waxes par-
ticularly indignant at Comrade
Eugene Dennis who had the temer

















