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NINTH INTERIM REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMIS-
SION, ON COMMUNISM, SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES
AND RELATED MATTERS WITHIN THE COMMON-
WEALTH.

This Commission believes that it is essential to report to you at
length in the case of Prof. Dirk J. Struik of the faculty of the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology. We believe it is important.
We agree with the statement of the Executive Committee of the
MIT Corporation which states “It is convinced that no member of
the Communist Party should be a member of the faculty of MIT.”

The case of Dirk J. Struik first came to direct public notice when
Herbert A. Philbrick, a government witness in the trial of Com-
munist Party leaders before Judge Medina and a jury in New York
in 1949, under oath, named Prof. Dirk J. Struik as a member of the
Communist Party.

On July 23, 1951, Mr. Philbrick testified, under oath, at a hearing
before the Committee on Un-American Activities of the House of
Representatives and again named Struik and detailed Struik’s
activities within the Communist Party. On the following day
Professor Struik, as a witness before the same Committee, availed
himself of his constitutional privileges and invoked the Fifth Amend-
ment when asked concerning Communist Party affiliations.

On September 11, 1951, Professor Struik was indicted by the
Middlesex County Grand Jury on charges of plotting to overthrow
the government of Massachusetts and the United States by force
or other illegal means. Following that indictment MIT suspended
Professor Struik, with full pay, awaiting its outcome.

In April of 1953 Profs. William T. Martin, Isadore Amdur and
Norman Levinson of the faculty of MIT testified as witnesses before
the Committee on Un-American Activities of the House of Repre-

PROF. DIRK J. STRUIK.

Clw CommontuealtJ) of Massachusetts

COMMISSION STATEMENT AND SUMMARY OF THE CASE OF
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sentatives at Washington. At the time of their testimony they were
all represented by the late Attorney Stuart C. Rand of the Boston
Bar. Their testimony before the Un-American Activities Com-
mittee has been published in full by that Committee and is in-
corporated in our record by reference.

Prof. William T. Martin, head of the Mathematics Department
at MIT, testified in Washington that he joined the Communist
Party in 1938 and left the party in 1946. His testimony included
the statement “I have information that he [Dirk J. Struik] was at
one time a member of the Communist Party.” To the question,

mber of the Communist Party?”
that he knew Struik as a member

“You knew him [Struik] as a membei
he answered “Yes.” He testified that
of the Communist Party because he
meetings which Struik attended, thai
Communist Party group which consi
teaching capacities. As to the secrecy
mony is definite. We quote a portion:

he attended Communist Party
that these were meetings of a

consisted of people of MIT in
nrecy of these meetings his testi-

Q. Well now, Professor Martin, your being in the Communist Party was a
secret thing, was it not? A. It was not known widely. Yes; that is correct.

Q. Not known widely. Was it known by anybody except the other members
of the Communist Party with whom you met? A. I believe that is all.

Q. You didn’t announce it publicly? A. That is right; I did not announce
it publicly.

Q. You have already talked about a card. Did you ever at any time use an
alias in the party or have any other name in the party, as was apparently custo-
mary? A. There may have been another name on the card, but I never really
went by another name.

Q. Was there another name on the card? A. I believe there was.
Q. So if, for example, there had been an investigation or if the FBI had raided

the headquarters, or something of that nature, your name as William Ted Martin
would not have come out or wouldnot have been discovered? A. I believe that is
correct.

Q. Any cards or papers or documents that were there would have been under
that assumed name? A. I suppose so.

Dr. Martin appeared as a witness before this Commission in
executive session on February 19, 1954. His testimony before the
House Un-American Activities Committee, above referred to, was
then made a part of this Commission’s record and he adopted it.
There was no mention of any change in his knowledge of Struik’s
membership in the Communist Party.
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Isador Amdur, professor of physical chemistry at MIT testified
April 22, 1953, before the House Un-American Activities Com-
mittee. He testified that he joined the MIT group of the Com-
munist Party in 1938, that it was the same group to which Mr.
Martin and Mr. Levinson belonged. In answer to the question,
“What other people, to the best of your knowledge, were members
of that group, when you were a member and whom you knew to
have been Communists?” he included Dirk Struik in his answer.
When Air. Amdur was a witness before this Commission in executive
session on February 19, 1954, his full testimony before the House
Un-American Activities Committee was offered in evidence and he
affirmed that testimony. When then asked before this Commission
to name members of the MIT group of the Communist Party, he
volunteered, “When I name someone as having been a Communist,
I want it perfectly clear that in naming him, I attended a meeting
with him. I attended closed meetings, and I wouldn’t want to at-
tend a meeting if I knew somebody wasn’t a Communist there.”
He then named Professor Struik.

Norman Levinson, professor of mathematics at MIT, testified
in Washington that he joined the Communist Party in the fall of
1937 and left it in the spring or summer of 1945. With reference to
his testimony before the Congressional Committee, Professor
Levinson testified concerning his Communist Party group with
reference to Struik:

Q. How about Professor Dirk Struik? A. Professor Dirk Struik, I think wa
a member of that group at various times.

Q. And you knew him as a member of the Communist Party? A. At least I
remember him as a member of the group.

Q. And the group was an organization of the Communist Party? A. Well,
actually, if you want to get technical on this, there is quite a bit of confusion. I
believe there was one man who attended meetings of the first group in Robbins’
room who was not a member. At least I believe Robbins so informed me, and I
think there was no reason why he shouldn’t have been telling me the story straight.

As a witness in executive session, on February 19, 1954, before
this Commission, concerning Dr. Struik’s membership in the Com-
munist Party, Professor Levinson replied, “He attended communist
meetings.” Although he was further called to executive session
hearing of this Commission in December, 1956, for properly ex-
cusable reasons he was not ordered to testify.
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As a result of the decision of the United States Supreme Court in
the Nelson case, decided April 2, 1956, which decided that the
United States had pre-empted the field to the exclusion of the
several States in the right to criminally prosecute in matters of
subversion, the indictments by the Commonwealth were quashed.
Following the quashing, the Committee on Academic Responsi-
bility of MIT investigated the Struik case, issued findings and made
recommendations. This was followed by a statement of the Execu-
tive Committee of the MIT Corporation. The result was that
Professor Struik was reinstated to the faculty as a full professor
and is now so acting.

With the appreciation of the vital interest of the Legislative
Branch of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts in the field of edu-
cation, this investigation is reported to you. There is quoted below
a transcript of testimony taken at public hearings of Professor
Struik, Herbert A. Philbrick and James Glatis. In order that the
position of MIT might also be fairly presented we are reporting
the testimony in executive session in December, 1956, of Dr.
Julius A. Stratton, Chancellor and member of the Executive Com-
mittee of MIT, of Prof. Isadore Amdur and Prof. WilliamT. Martin,
and also of Professor Struik. There are also given herewith reports
of the findings of the Committee on Academic Responsibility and
the Executive Committee of the MIT Corporation. This Com-
mission wishes to acknowledge that MIT has made freely available
all its memoranda and data concerning Professor Struik and com-
plied with its every request for co-operation in this investigation.

There has been testimony in this investigation of the Samuel
Adams School, the part played by Professor Struik at the school,
and the lectures which he gave on the “Science of Society” in the
fall term of 1947. This was after World War 11, after the dissolu-
tion of the Communist Political Association and re-formation of
the Communist Party, and at a time when society had become more
alert to the international designs of Soviet Russia and Communism.

This Commission has in evidence an outline of the course which
Professor Struik gave at the Samuel Adams School, the topics for
discussion at each of the ten sessions, and the “Material for Prin-
ciples of Social Change.” The outline is attached as an exhibit.

It is significant to note that Professor Struik has described himself
to this Commission as a Marxist. It is significant to note in the at-
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tached exhibit that he has extended his Marxism to Leninism and
Stalinism, citing Lenin and Stalin as authorities and speeches of
Stalin and Molotov are part of his discussions.

In his testimony before this Commission, Herbert A. Philbrick
called attention to the weight and prestige that was given publicly
to Dirk J. Struik by virtue of the fact that he was a professor at
MIT, and suggested how his position at the Institute affected
Bishop G. Bromley Oxnam becoming associated as chairman of the
Massachusetts Council of American-Soviet Friendship and later
as one of the sponsors of the National Council of American-Soviet
Friendship. A review of the testimony of Bishop Oxnam before
the Committee of Un-American Activities of the National House
of Representatives, on July 21, 1953, bears out Philbrick’s testi-
mony. Portions of the testimony are quoted below:

Q. Bishop, who asked you to join the Massachusetts organization? A. I will
be glad from a record I have here, sir. . . . On November 19, Professor Dirk J.
Struik, I think his name is ... of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
wrote suggesting that an organization be formed.

Q. Who is Professor Struik? A. He was a professor in the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology; a professor, I believe, of mathematics. I had never met
him before. IVhen he extended the invitation, I asked my secretary to phone the
Massachusetts Institute. They told me he was a distinguished professor of mathe-
matics. I believe they said he was a Dutchman.

Q. [By Counsel.] I should like to state for the record that Dirk J. Struik has
been identified as a Communist Party member by Herbert Philbrick, the FBI
undercover man, in public hearings before this committee July 23, 1951; by Dr.
William T. Martin, a former Communist, head of the mathematics department at
MIT, who appeared in public hearings before this committee April 22, 1953; by
Isadore Amdur, another former Communist, who is a professor at MIT who testi-
fied here April 22,1953; and finally also by NormanLevinson, a former Communist,
who appeared before this committee and who is also a professor at MIT, and
who appeared here April 23, 1953. They are official identifications, sir, of Dirk J.
Struick.

Q. [By Mr. Clardy.] Bishop, as I understand it, you were asked into the
organization by Professor Struik without knowing anything about his background
or his Communist connections as I get it? A. Mr. Clardy, when he came to see
me or wrote this letter, I had never heard of him. I did the only thing, I think,
that a person would normally do. I did have my secretary phone the university
to find out who he was. The answer was the answer I reported a few moments ago.
There is sometimes an assumption that you make many times in these organiza-
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tions, sir. I suppose we met a few times. I do not know the man, and if he is
involved, as has been suggested here, I regret the association far more than I can
express.

Q. lam sure you do, but the point lam trying to get at is you associated with
him to some extent at least, but nothing that he did or said alerted you to the fact
that he was a Communist, as we have since discovered, did it? A. No sir: if he
had

Q. The reason lam raising that point, Bishop, is this; you did associate with
him for some time, and the fact that he was engaged in some activities that were
contrary to the best interests of the nation even to you did not become apparent.
I am suggesting that merely in pointing out that there is something this committee
has a duty to perform. We discovered it. lam sorry that we did not discover it
before you had that association, because I am sure you would not have associated
with it had you known it.

That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. A. Thank you, sir.

The above testimony is one clear illustration of the influence
which Struik’s MIT professorship carried.

The MIT Committee of Academic Responsibility in its findings
and recommendations has stated that one of the grounds on which
“action against Dr. Struik might be taken, if the charges could be
substantiated”, seems to be “membership in or domination by the
Communist Party.” There is affirmative sworn testimony of this
fact from Herbert Philbrick. Three professors of MIT in their
testimony in 1953 affirmatively identified him as a member of their
communist group. That cards were non-existent or in fictitious
names has been quite well established from their sources and
innumerable credible others. We quote below portions of the
testimony before this Commission by Professor Struik, under oath,
regarding any possible application by him to join or have issued to
him a membership card in the Communist Party in the United
States. His lack ofpositive denial and lack ofrecollection is striking.

Q. And were you ever asked to sign an application? [To the Communist
Party.] A. I have been thinking about that. I think I have been occasionally
approached. Yes.

Q. And you never signed? A. Not to my recollection, no, because I always
liked to be a little bit free.
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Q. Did you ever have a card in any CommunistParty? A. Not that I remem-
ber. •

Q. Well, you have had a long time to recollect, and it certainly must be very
vivid in your memory. Would you say that you never held a card in any Commu-
nist organization, either in your name or a fictitious name in the United States?
A. I have no recollection of it.

Another ground stated in the Report of the Committee on
Academic Responsibility on which Institute “action against Dr.
Struik might be taken, if the charges could be substantiated,” would
be “improper use of the class room.” MIT had the freedom to inquire
at that time and reported that it could discover no such improper
use. This Commission was then not in existence. We assume that
the action contemplated the spreac
student body at MIT of Communis
an article, written by Tom Hilton
magazine at MIT which carried :

ing by Communists among the
t propaganda. We quote below
’49, in “The Tech,” a student
m article based on an address

given by Professor Struik on a Friday afternoon to the MITYA in
the faculty lounge on the MIT premises. The address differed not
a whit from the Communist Party line of that period.

The Tech article is given beloi

Absolutely no Reason to fear Russia, says Professor Struik.

“The United States must unite in friendship with Russia” said Professor Dirk
J. Struik last Friday afternoon in an address to the MITVA in Faculty Lounge.
“I say this not because I have lost any sleep worrying about the Soviet Union,
but because the future of the world depends on American-Russian friendship.”

After this introduction, Professor Struik went on to comment on the change in
sentiments towards the Soviet by the American people. Polls indicate that in
America there has been a growing antipathy for Russia. Why? Said Professor
Struik: “Because America has abandoned the Roosevelt tradition. With the death
of Roosevelt America forgot the enlightened foresight and humanitarianism of
Roosevelt.” Actually the skepticism towards Russia is without reason, he said;
when Russia is viewed in the light of American interests there is no cause for fear.

What is Russia doing? According to Struik, internally Russia is completely
occupied trying to rebuild her ravaged land. “There is no talk of war among the
people,” he said. “The average Russian thinks just as the average American does.
Religiously, the Russian has beliefs identical to the American’s. That is, he believes
in the separation of the church and the state.” And politically, “like the average
American the Russian harbors a belief in the dignity of man. Racial prejudice is
being abolished in Russia.”

Very caustically Professor Struik commented on the American Press. “They
have missed the real significance of Russian news,” he said. “The dramatic rise
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of socialism in the U. S. S. R. was never reported. Actually the full speeches by
Russian officials are clear and logical not ridiculous as they are reported to be.
PRAVDA gives much better write-ups of American speeches.”

Whereas internally the Russians reconstruct their country, “externally they only
fight fascism wherever it appears,” said Professor Struik. “This they have
done despite the blundering assistance given to the Fascists by the United States.
In Greece, Italy, Albania all over Europe Russia is, and has, attempted to
eradicate the remains of the Hitler regime.” The estates of the Junkers and the
monopolists that supported Hitler have been confiscated, “for the only way to
uproot the Fascists is to destroy their economic well-being.” As for the actions of
the Americans in their zone, Professor Struik said: “The Americans have awarded
estates to the Junkers.”

According to Professor Struik, the most clearcut case of Russia’s international
altruism is the Trieste case. The Russians demanded a democratic government
for Trieste with complete autonomy, freedom of the press, and freedom of speech
complete democracy. But the British proposed a sort of protectorate. Eventually
Molotov advocated a compromise. “The final result was a government less demo-
cratic than that proposed by the Russians,” said Professor Struik.

“Thus,” said Professor Struik, “the main issue today is democracy versus fas-
cism, and Russia has consistently defended democracy.” In opposing the forma-
tion of popular movements which may or may not contain Communists, said
Struik America is forgetting “the Ethan Allens and Sam Adamses of our history.
We betray the memory of the American Revolution.” We are acting as the British
did after the first World War when they suppressed the popular governments of
Europe and paved the way for Hitler, he said. “We are making ourselves the most
hated people in the world.”

What is the only alternative for the United States? Concluded the speaker:
“We must make terms with Russia. There are no fundamental differences be-
tween the U. S. and Russia.”

Q. What about Russian expansion? A. It’s small compared to Russia under
the Tzarist Regime. Soviet expansion is mainly a legend.

Q. What about Eisler, who was convicted of being a Russian agent? [Passion-
ately, Struik asserted that there was no evidence against him.] “He was a
German Anti-Nazi. The charge was all concocted by the Rankin Committee. A
fraud.”

Q. What is the difference between Russian communismand fascism? A. There
are no similarities. For one thing Communism stands for the withering away of
the State; fascism stands for the glorification of the State.

Further grounds on which the Committee on Academic Respon-
sibility set forth, in its statement, that Institute “action against
Dr. Struik might be taken,

... if the charges could be substan-
tiated,” to be “intellectual dishonesty in the form of lying or con-
cealing of connection with subversive groups, including the Com-
munist Party, or hypocrisy in statement or action which would
be utterly at odds with academic freedom, or lack of candor and
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forthrightness in discussions with his colleagues and Institute
administration.”

In this connection attention is called to paragraph 6 of Dr.
Stratton’s attached “Memorandum regarding conversation with
Professor Struik” on the second day following Struik’s invocation
of the Fifth Amendment and Philbrick’s description of Struick’s
membership in the Pro Group of the Communist Party. Dr.
Stratton, the present chancellor of MIT, was “struck” by what he
described as a “rather startling admission.” Communism is an
international conspiracy . . . clandestine and secret by design.
Was Professor Struik “intellectually dishonest in the form of bung
or concealing of connection with subversive groups, including the
Communist Party,” “intellectually dishonest,” or “lacking in
candor and forthrightness in discussions with his colleagues and the
Institute administration” when he made the statement carefully
quoted by Dr. Stratton in paragraph 6? Compare this statement
to Dr. Stratton by Professor Struik with Struik’s evasions in his
testimony on the same subject as a witness before this Commission.

6. Philbrick in his testimony referred to certain code names, such as PRO-MO,
etc., which he claimed designated various secret Communist organizations. In
his first reference to these codes Struik said that this was “nonsense,” that he had
never heard of them before. Later we came back to this subject, and after saying
again that he had never heard of them, he hesitated and said, “Well, I thinkI have
heard of some of them.” I then inquired as to how he had heard of themand he
said, “I know so many people in these groups that inevitably I learn a certain
amount of what is going on.” This struck me as a rather startling admission and
I have been careful to quote it exactly as I recall the words.

In its findings and recommendations the MIT Committee on
Academic Responsibility properly set forth that it was “opposed
to Communism and all programs of violent change in the American
policy and economy.” We agree. The Institute Committee
seriously concerned itself with the actions of Professor Struik re-
garding the espousal of violent overthrow of the United States.
That is also the concern of this Commission in this report. Atten-
tion is accordingly and pertinently called to paragraph 9 in the
“Memorandum regarding conversation with Professor Struik,” by
Dr. Stratton. It is an admission of a circumstance under which
Professor Struik would be the self-determiner of the right of en-
couraging violent revolt. We quote here paragraph 9.
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9. I explored this point further and asked if my summary was correct: You
disapprove of the present form of American Government and the present form of
American Society. You propose to exercise every legal means in your power
through writings and through discussion to persuade the American people to change
this Government in favor of one that would be essentially Communist. He replied
that that statement was correct. Then he added that if the privileges of citizens
under the Constitution of the United States were suppressed by “fascists,” he
would no longer consider himself bound by any obligation to refrain from encourag-
ing violentrevolt. He stated that the Senate Committee before which he testified
was pure fascist, and that groups such as this were suppressing American civil
liberties and might well in the end succeed in suppressing the Constitution.

The Jefferson School of Social Science was brought to the atten-
tion of the Subversive Activities Control Board at Washington, and
hearings were held before it on a petition by the Attorney General
of the United States to have the school adjudged a Communist
Front organization under the terms of the Subversive Control Act
of 1950. Following hearings on the petition, a report and recom-

Thomas J. Herbert, chairman, onmended findings were fiL
December 29, 1954.

by Professor Struik in theThere is mention of the j p

recommended decision of Thom;
of hearings before the Subvers:
We quote both references.

J. Herbert, chairman, as a result
Control Board in Washington.ve

Pet. Ex. 74, a “Daily Worker” (February 1, 1944) account of the opening of
the Jefferson School, lists a committee of “eminent educators, trade union and
community leaders” who were seeing “the first fruits of their careful and pains-
taking work to build a “People’s University.” Budenz, then Managing Editor
of the “Daily Worker,” established that this is the same committee organized
and approved by the Politburo of the Party to publicly sponsor the JeffersonSchool
(hereinafter called the Organizing and Sponsoring Committee). An overwhelming
majority of the members of this Committee are established as then being members,
and in some instances important functionaries, of the Communist Party (Lyman
Bradley, A. A. Heller, Frederick V. Field, Lewis Merrill, Walter Rautenstrauch,
Harry Sacher, Margaret Sohlauch, Dr. Dirk J. Struik and Trachtenberg). This
Sponsoring Committee subsequently became respondent’s first Board of Trustees,
and many of those identified as members or functionaries of the Party continued
as Trustees for long periods of time, and some continuously until the present.

Alexander Trachtenberg’s part in the organization of the School and in the high
levels of the Party is clearly established in the record. He has functioned continu-
ously since 1944 as a trustee and was a member of the School’s Administrative
Staff during the period 1950-52.

Board of Trustees.
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The organizing Committee became the first Board of Trustees (which normally
has 13 members) and the overwhelming majority were established to be members
of the Party. Six of these original 13 functioned continuously until 1950, namely,
Lyman R. Bradley, Harry Sacher, Margaret Sohlauoh, Dirk Struik, Alexander
Trachtenberg, and Frederick V. Field, with the latter two continuing so to function
until the present time. Since about 1949 (in addition to Trachtenberg and Field)
Howard Selsam, Doxey Wilkerson, Robert W. Dunn, Philip Foner, Dashiell Ham-
mett and William Hunton have functioned continuously on the Board and have
been established to be members or functionaries of the Communist Party concur-
rently with being School truste

9 We further quote from the report signed by Mr. Herbert
Accordingly, it is found that respondent [Jefferson School] commenced operations

with a Board of Trustees approved by the Communist Partjq the great portion
of which were Party members or functionaries, and that the Board has since been,
in its majority, and is today in its entirety, composed of Communist Party members
or functionaries.

Thus, based on the foregoing evidence, and viewed in the light of the record, it is
concluded that the Board of Trustees and the Administrative Staff of the Jefferson
School are means by which the Party, through its representatives, exercises con-
tinuous supervision and control over respondent [Jefferson School

Contrary to the Jefferson School’s recurring contentions, it is not an educational
institution engaged principally in teaching “ideas;” nor is it, in reality, in the
category of a school engaged in the academic pursuit of learning. Nor is it a school
conducting a seminar in philosophical theories, principles of economics, and the
political and social sciences. Rather, it is an organization which operates, primarily,
to train its students, the great majority of whom are Party members, in the Party’s
programs, strategy and tactics; this is the form of teaching Marxism-Leninism

interpreted by the Party
There is no interference here with academic freedom. None exists at the Jefferson

School. Under rigid Party control and discipline it is utilized as the Communist
Party’s principal training ground for effective membership and leadership therein.
In so functioning, it engaged in clandestine practices and security measures foreign
to an educational institution purportedly open to the public

The School teaches, pursuant to a fundamental tenet of Marxism-Leninism,
that any principles and programs there propounded are useless unless united with
actionunder the Party’s leadership; and action in furtherance of Party programs is
continuously fostered. The basic proposition of Marxism-Leninism taught and
advocated by the School, because espoused by the Party, is that our present formI of “capitalist society,” represented by the Government of the United States, must
be destroyed through a proletarian revolution and replaced by socialism under the
dictatorship of the proletariat; that such revolution requires the use of force and
violence; and that the leading force in such revolution without which it cannot
be attained —is the Communist Party. The inescapable and desired effect of its
activities is to aid materially the Communist Party in the latter’s pursuit of its
goal. Thus, in the final analysis, the School’s activity is calculated to result in
such action.
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This Commission summarizes its investigation as follow;
1. There is affirmative creditable evidence that Prof. Dirk J.

Struik was a member of the Communist Party in Massachusetts.
2. Communist Party membership was a jealously guarded secret.
3. Communist Party group meetings were keenly veiled with

secrecy.

4. Communist Party cards were issued in fictitious names.
5. Prof. William T. Martin attended meetings of the MIT group

of the Communist Party which Professor Struik attended and
“knew Struik as a member.”

6. Prof. Isadore Amdur “knew” Dirk Struik as a member of the
MIT group of the Communist Party.

7. Prof. Norman Levinson “thought” Professor Struik was, and
“remembered” him as, a member of the MIT group of the Com-
munist Party.

8. The Pro Group of the Communist Party was “a deeply secret
organization of the Communist Party ... so far underground that
a great many, if not most, rank and file members of the Communist
Party had no idea this section of the Communist apparatus existed.”

9. Mr. Philbrick testified under oath that Professor Struik was a
member of his cell of the Pro Group for a period of time until it was
broken up into smaller units.

10. Professor Struik was an admitted member of the Communist
Party in Holland in the early 1920’5.

11. Professor Struik has now admitted that he attended meetings
of the Harvard-MIT group of the Communist Party over a period
of years.

12. Professor Struik has now admitted that he did give a book
review on Lenin’s “State and Revolution” in Cambridge at a
meeting which Mr. Philbrick has described as a closed meeting of
the Pro Group of the Communist Party.

13. Professor Struik is an admitted member of many organiza-
tions which have been cited officially by government agencies as
Communist Front organizations, and has been in policy-making
and governing positions, including the National Council of Ameri-
can-Soviet Friendship, the Jefferson School of Social Science of
New York City, and the Samuel Adams School for Social Sciences
in Boston.

14. Professor Struik is an admitted Marxist.
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15. A review of the outline of the course of “Science of Society
taught in 1947 by Professor Struik at the Samuel Adams School in
Boston discloses that he taught Marxism-Leninism, which is Marx-
ism as interpreted by the Communist Party of the United States
as set forth in the first sentence of the preamble to its Constitution,
viz.: “The Communist Party of the United States is the political
party of the American Working class, basing itself upon the princi
rles of scientific socialism, Marxism-Leninism

16. The course of “Science of Society” which Professor Struik
instructed in 1947 at the Samuel Adams School of Boston was
actively promoted by the Communist Party and consistent with the
principles of the Communist Party

17. The prestige and dignity of the faculty position held by Pro-
fessor Struik at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology has been
of great aid and comfort to the Communist Party of the United
States

18. This Commission reports, as a result of its investigation and
on all the evidence before it, that it believes that Prof. Dirk J.
Struik has been lacking in candor and forthrightness in discussions
with his colleagues and the Institute Administration, and that he
has been intellectually dishonest in concealing his connection with
the Communist Party and hypocritical in statements 'which are
utterly at odds with academic freedom.

19. This Commission reports, as a result of its investigation and
on all the evidence before it, that it believes Prof. Dirk J. Struik
has been an active member of the Communist Party in Massachu-
setts and an active promoter of Communist Party principles.

In its statement regarding the case of Prof. Dirk J. Struik, the

the case if new events or new information again raise the question of
Professor Struik’s fitness to be a member of the MIT faculty.”

All the information which this Commission has on the case is
being made available to MIT.

Executive Committee of the MIT Corporation stated, “At the
same time it wishes to make clear that it will not hesitate to reopen
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Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
Office of the Provost, July 27, 1951

1. Professor Struik returned on Wednesday, July 25, from testify-
ing in Washington, and, upon finding that Dr. Compton and Presi-
dent Killian were absent, called my office for an interview. I was
also in Washington that day, but Thursday morning, after consul-
tation with Dean Harrison, Mr. Kispert and Mr. Ketchum, it was
thought advisable for me to talk
during our discussion, but I repea
following represents the gist of th

with him. I did not take notes
,ted back his main points, and the
e conversation.

2. Struik began by stating tt
reasons for his refusal to answe
his testimony, and (2) the nature
hearing.

t he wished to speak (1) of the
a series of questions throughout
of the evidence introduced at the

3. Struik says that he acted entirely on careful instruction given
to him by his counsel, Mr. Oliver Allen, who informed him that the
strictest precaution should be taken to avoid perjury. According
to Struik the finding that the Smith Act is constitutional has changed
the entire situation for him since 1949. Struik referred to a recent
article by Attorney General McGrath in “News Week” indicating
that McGrath intends to act on the very broadest interpretation of
the Smith Act, and that in these terms participation in Communist
Front organizations or association with known Communists may
be sufficient to establish the guilt of the accused. Struik then dis-
cussed in considerable detail legal technicalities relating to the
manner in which he was instructed to give evidence. The essence
of this was that he must be consistent in his resort to his constitu-
tional rights. He could not freely elect to answer some questions
and not others. Since he never could tell the implication of a given
question or the use to which it might be put he was advised to refuse
to answer any question bearing on a wide variety of Ms past activi-

DR. J. A, STRATTON.
MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION WITH PROFESSOR STRUIK

Memorandum regarding conversation with Professor Struik.
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ties. He made one very interesting point on the technique of ques-
tioning. At the very end of the hearing he was suddenly asked,
“Were you a member of the American-German Bund?” He says
that he was on the point of answering “Certainly not,” then de-
clined to answer. The German-American Bund is on the subversive
list for quite different reasons, but he says that clearly if he should
take a position on that activity he might jeopardize his evidence
with respect to other subversive societies.

4. Next, Struik stated that it is a known fact that the govern-
ment is employing “professional liars” in connection with hearings
of this type, and that therefore any statement he might make could
be distorted by a professional government witness. As examples
he cited certain testimony in the trial of Harry Bridges and alleged
perjury committed by Whitaker Chambers. He did not say that
Philbrick is a professional liar, but implied as much.

5. He stated that Philbrick at this hearing elaborated somewhat
on his 1949 testimony, but that he felt that nothing new of impor-
tance had been added in the *way of evidence in so far as it concerned
him. Struik repeated the story about his lectures at the Cambridge
residence substantially as published in the 1949 testimony. In
reply to a question from me as to whether this Cambridge group
was Communist, he said that he had no idea; that he had been
invited to lecture on a subject on which he was an expert, and that
it was his custom to talk before a wide variety of groups political,
social and religious, on Marxist subjects, and that if he were con-
vinced that the meeting was serious he did not concern himself as
to its sponsorship.

6. Philbrick in his testimony referred to certain code names
such as PRO-NO, etc., which he claimed designated various secret

Communist organizations. In his first reference to these codes
Struik said that this was “nonsense,” that he had never heard of
them before. Later we came back to this subject and after saying
again that he had never heard of them, he hesitated and said,
“Well I think I have heard of some of them.” I then inquired as
to how he had heard of them and he said, “I know so many people
in these groups that inevitably I learn a certain amount of what is
going on.” This struck me as a rather startling admission, and I
have been careful to quote it exactly as I recall the words.

7. Struik then denied emphatically that he was a Communist,
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and insisted upon the vigor of his denial. As in the 1949 discussion
with Dr. Compton he said that during the war he had been deeply
moved by the magnificence of the Soviet effort and had seriously
considered joining the Party. He had decided not to do so and that
now he emphatically was not a member. Nevertheless, he said that
he was strongly in favor of many things advocated by the Com-
munist Party. I think that he stated that he was in favor of Com-
munism, but lam not quite sure of his precise words. Specifically,
however, he said he favored world peace as advocated by the Com-
munists; he favored Soviet-American friendship between the peoples
of the two countries, and he would do everything in his power to
further that cause; and thirdly, he seeks the establishment of the
“socialist state” and that he knows that the arrival of this state is
inevitable. He then slipped apparently from Socialism to Com-
munism and stated that although he knew it was coming he was
aware that the American people as a whole were not yet ready for it.

8. Next, he said that he considered his stand impregnable because
it rested upon unfaltering support of the Constitution of the United
States. On no occasion had he or would he advocate the violent
overthrow of the Constitution. In fact, he repeatedly remarked
that he did not know what those words meant and inquired as to
whether one “did this on horseback.” He proceeded, however, to
add that Constitutions must be changed by action of the people,
that this is what he advocated for Indonesia and what he favored
in the United States a change of our form of government through
the American people without outside intervention and passive
means.

9. I explored this point further and asked if my summary was
correct: You disapprove of the present form of American Govern-
ment and the present form of American society. You propose to
exercise every legal means in your power through writings and
through discussion to persuade the American people to change this
Government in favor of one that would be essentially Communist.
He replied that that statement was correct. Then he added that
if the privileges of citizens under the Constitution of the United
States were suppressed by "fascists,” he would no longer consider
himself bound by any obligation to refrain from encouraging violent
revolt. He stated that the Senate committee before which he testi-
fied was pure fascist, and that groups such as this were suppressing
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American civil liberties and might well in the end succeed in sup-
pressing the Constitution.

10. Upon being diverted to another subject Struik admitted that
his failure to pay any attention to the sponsorship of groups before
which he spoke was probably “careless,” and in fact clearly had
been careless in view of what now was happening to him. He did
not, however, express any remorse. His relation to the Communist
Party, he suggested, was quite parallel to his relation to the Uni-
tarian Church. His wife is a Unitarian, his children go to the
Unitarian Church and Sunday school; he frequently attends the
Unitarian services, has spoken before many Unitarian groups and
occasionally has given money to Unitarian funds. Nevertheless,
he is not a Unitarian, but has never seen the necessity of denying
that fact. If and when the Unitarian Church is declared subversive
lie will have difficulty in proving that he was not a member.

11. A few minutes after the close of the conference Struik re-
turned to the office to say that he had forgotten to mention the
point about the Sam Adams School. The charge had been made
that when he taught there the school was Communist dominated.
He assured me with considerable vigor that at the outset and dur-
ing the period of his association the school was not Communist
dominated. It was true, he said, that he had taught Marxism
there, but again that was not Communism. I am puzzled as to
why he came back to make this particular point because previously
he had expressed the utmost indifference for Communist sponsor-
ship. I suspect that his concern is related to the participation of
other members of our faculty in the school.

12. Struik has left with me as “evidence” two articles that were
referred ot during his hearing in Washington. The first is entitled,
“Marxism Against Myth,” which he wrote in the “New Masses”
in July 8, 1948. We may keep this copy for our files. Secondly,
he gave me an article entitled “Marxism and Mathematics,” from
the winter number of “Science and Society,” 1948. This he asked
us to return, although he said he could get copies. These two
articles sum up his position with regard to Marxism with relation
to science and society.

13. At no time did Struik betray any regret or concern for the
embarrassment that was caused to MIT by his conduct. Least of
all did he volunteer to submit his resignation, and his attitude was



HOUSE No. 2828. [Mar,24

neither defiant nor conciliatory. In reply to a direct question he
said that he did not believe that he would be indicted for contempt
of Congress, and that he doubted that he would be indicted in the

's oath. To this he added that if
he was quite prepared to fight it
with the statement that I would
assion, but that I could make no
that would be taken officially by

State for violation of the teacher
such an indictment were entered
out. I terminated the interview
report the main facts of our disc
statement regarding the position
the Institute on his case.

J. A. Stratton.
J. A. Steaiton,cc: Dr. Compton.

PresidentKillian.
Dean Harrison.
Mr. Phillips Ketchum.

Provost.

Committee on Academic Eesponsibility, Findings and Recommendations
in the Case of Professor Dirk J. Struik

Phe members of the Committee on Academic Responsibility,
like the Institute they serve, are unequivocally opposed to Com-
munism and all programs of violent change in the American polity

nd economy. They are dedicated to the maintenance of academic
freedom as a key means of promoting human progress and the
national welfare. They believe that the right to dissent and to
hold and preach unpopular opinions is one of the conditions of
freedom of inquiry and action. They hold that the right of aca
demic freedom carries with it an obligation to the which
makes this freedom possible. They believe that it carries a com-
plement of responsibility, especially at this Institute which has
championed it, not infrequently in the face of strong criticism, and
which has refrained from prescribing the activities of members of
its faculty' even when these have been injudicious and embarrassing.

The issue of academic freedom, always complex, is particularly
pressing in Dr. Struik’s case. Unlike most of the people who have
fallen into difficulties when the American public became more con-

I. General Consideration

STATEMENT OF COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC
RESPONSIBILITY AT MIT.
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cerned about the secret activities of Communists in its midst, his
intellectual position has not changed. The Committee has therefore
had to assume, as it considered possible oversteppings of the limits
of academic freedom in the past, that similar situations are quite
likely to arise in the present and in the future. Dr. Struik held
and continues to hold highly unpopular views. Partly by choice,
partly by circumstance, he has become a symbol of dissent and un-
orthodoxy. That the Institute will be embarrassed by his activities
goes without saying. The Committee does not believe, however,
that relief from embarrassment should justify action against him
which might stand as a serious breach in the Institute’s commit-
ment to freedom of inquiry, discussion and action.

The Committee members, like the Institute, are dedicated to the
observance of due process and all the judicial forms built up over
the years to achieve just findings based on fact. The Committee
insists that neither it nor any academic group is qualified to function
as a court. It decided that it was as unwise as unfeasible for it to
try to settle that which the judicial apparatus of Massachusetts has
left in a state of suspension. Working with such data as were avail-
able to it as of the time its members were in session, the Committee
endeavored to determine Dr. Struik’s fitness to continue as a
teacher and as a colleague, not to decide whether he is innocent or
guilty of the grave charges raised in the Middlesex County indict-
ments of September 15, 1951. Even within this circumscribed field
the men on the Committee tried to base their findings on facts and
evidence and always to thrust suspicions and prejudices into the
background. They acted throughout under the ancient and well-
tiled precept that a man must be presumed innocent until he has
been proven guilty.

Grounds on which “action against Dr. Struik might be taken at
this time, if the charges could be substantiated,” seem to the Com-
mittee to be as follows: (1) subversion, conspiracy or other illegal
activity against the United States and/or the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts; (2) membership in or domination by the Communist
Party; (3) improper use of the classroom; (4) intellectual dis-
honesty in the form of lying or concealment of connection with sub-
versive groups, including the Communist Party, or hypocrisy in

11. The Issue
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statement or action which would be utterly at odds with academic
freedom; (5) lack of candor and forthrightness in discussions with
his colleagues and the Institute administration; (6) public behavior
in speeches, appearances before legislative committees and inter-
views with the press clearly tending to slander the Institute and
lower its standing in the public esteem; and (7) participation in
political activities of such a nature and to such an extent as to lead
to neglect of duties at the Institute.

The facts and findings, as best the Committee has been able to
determine them in each of these areas, are as follows:

1. Subversion. Although the Committee had disqualified itself
from coming to formal judgment in this area which properly falls
to law enforcement agencies, it examined all available published
data, in particular H. A. Philbrick’s charges and Dr. Struik’s
rebuttal of them in statements made to the press following his
indictment. Dr. Struik also discussed the matter in appearances
before the Committee on June 21 and 25, 1956.

Mr. Philbrick has insisted that Dr. Struik was a Communist and,
in his presence, taught and advocated the violent overthrow of the
government. Dr. Struik maintains that he was not acquainted
with Mr. Philbrick and that at the meeting or meetings in question
he had merely been summarizing a book, Lenin’s “The State and
Revolution,” as he had been invited to do. He claims that he has
never advocated the violent overthrow of government. He has
told the Committee that in swearing loyalty to the United JStates
and its Constitution when he became a citizen and when he took
the teacher’s oath he meant what he was saying without reservation.

The Committee concluded that clear-cut evidence ofadvocating or
conspiring to advocate violent overthrow has not become available.

2. Communist Party Membership. That Dr. Struik was a mem-
ber of the Communist Party has been charged, with varying degrees
of specificity, by several individuals, Dr. Struik, in statements to
members of the MIT administration, the press and this Committee,
has claimed that he is not and has not been a member of the Ameri-
can Communist Party; that he was sympathetic to its aims and
had attended meetings of the then operating Cambridge and other
groups, knowing in at least some instances that they were Com-
munist ; that he had once thought of becoming a member but had
decided to continue his policy of being “somewhat aloof” from the
Party ; and that since 1951, when according to him the Party was
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outlawed, he has had nothing whatever to do with it or any of its
“front” or “fringe” groups. He has never made any secret of his
strong Marxist sympathies of forty years’ standing.

The Committee concluded that Dr. Struik’s membership in the
American Communist Party, even at the time when the legality of
such membership was unquestioned, has not been proven. Careful
reading of the testimony of Mr. Philbrick and of Professors Isadore
Amdur, William Ted Martin and Norman Levinson, and careful
questioning of the two last named as they appeared before the Com-
mittee, suggested that in all cases they had been inferring member-
ship from Dr. Struik’s attendance at what they took to be “closed”
Communist meetings. Dr. Struik, freely admitting the attendance,
claims that he never made the specific affirmation of joining the
Party. He asserts, on the contrary, that he had deliberately re-
frained from holding office, paying dues (although he made “con-
tributions”), and taking part in the local group’s political and social
action program. With respect to act ivities since 1951 the Committee
has found no evidence and indeed no charges which run counter to
Dr. Struik’s claims of complete severance of association.

The Committee has found that there were many parallels between
Dr. Struik’s sympathies, associations and political activities and
those of people clearly identified as Communists and “ fellow' travel-
lers.” It feels that there has been no change in his sympathies even
at this stage. But it cannot conclude on the basis of the evidence
available to it that his pre-1951 activities were unlawful, however
ill-advised. His present softness of attitude toward Communists in
Russia and elsewhere clearly bespeaks myopia and poor judgment.
This is also true of his consistent following of the Communist Party
line. In this last, so far as the Committee has been able to deter-
mine, there is no evidence that he subjected himself to Communist
Party discipline.

3. Improper Use of the Classroom. The Committee would regard
the use of Dr. Struik’s classrooms for the indoctrination of students
in Marxism as grave misconduct. While there has been one charge
of this kind, the Committee has been informed that careful investi-
gation by the Institute authorities has disclosed no evidence to
support it, and Dr. Struik has vehemently denied it. In addition,
the Committee received statements from former students, some of
whom are now* our colleagues, that his conduct in the classroom wr as
highly proper.
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4. Intellectual Dishonesty. That Dr. Stfuik concealed his asso-
ciation with the Party and Party-inspired groups can be soundly
charged with respect to his appearance before the House Un-
American Activities Committee in July, 1951. Here, on the advice
of counsel, he relied on the Fifth Amendment and was a most
unco-operative witness. It also seems clear that he was not wholly
frank in his discussions of his activities with members of the MIT
administration, a topic which will be covered at greater length in
paragraph 5 below. In general, however, including his statements
to the officers of administration and to the press, he has made no
secret of his pro-Communist sympathies. He has freely lectured
and written on his views; he has been openly active in left-wing
causes.

The Committee concluded that his use of the Fifth Amendment,
with particular reference to considerations of defiance of congres-
sional investigating bodies, was regrettable, but decided that this,
by itself, was not grounds for dismissal. There were the partially
extenuating circumstances that Dr. Struik’s interrogation was one
of the first; that precedents for the use of other procedures were
less well developed than at present; and that the motives and tactics
of the investigating committee were, in his view, questionable. The
Committee concluded that these circumstances justified, in some
measure, resorting to a constitutional privilege the use of which is
bound to bring suspicion on the man involved and tends to be
regarded as unbecoming to a faculty member of an institution of
higher learning.

5. Candor with the MIT Administration. There is no doubt
that Dr. Struik was less than candid with members of the adminis-
tration, and that his highly general statements, emphasizing his
Marxist and Communist sympathies and minimizing his activities
with Party groups, were susceptible of misinterpretation. There is
little question that Dr. Struik has shown less than proper concern
for the effects of his activities on the Institute’s public relations, and
that he failed to provide the MIT authorities with sufficient data to 0
enable them effectively to deal with the public relations problem to
which his activities gave rise. In his meetings with this Committee,
however, Dr. Struik has given the appearance of candor and forth-
rightness. In these, too, he admitted that he had told the Institute
authorities less than he might have and expressed to the Committee
his regret for the omissions. At the same time, he insisted that he
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had done what he then took to be proper, claiming that it was only
with the advantages of hindsight that he came to realize that he
could have saved the Institute and its administration considerable
embarrassment if he had been less guarded in his statements.

The Committee appreciates the fact that normally no academic
administration should have concern with the religious and political
activities of its staff members so long as they are lawful. It believes,
however, that in inflamed periods when academic institutions are
peculiarly susceptible to public suspicion and political attack, staff
members have the duty of providing administrative authorities with
adequate data, even in these reserved areas, to allow them to safe-
guard the welfare of the institution in their charge. The right of
privacy of an individual staff member should not extend so far that
it endangers the well-being of the total academic community. The
Committee found certain extenuating circumstances in Dr. Struik’s
case. His firm purpose to avoid becoming an informer played some
role in his withholding of information from Institute officials.
When, subsequently, some of those whom Dr. Struik was pre-
sumably protecting identified themselves as former Communists
and spoke freely to the administration, he was under indictment and
a case can be made for his claim that utter silence was vital lest he
jeopardize his defence. The Committee nevertheless concluded
that Dr. Struik’s comparative lack of candor with the administra-
tion, and of concern for the welfare of the Institute, merits criticism.

It should also be noted that Dr. Struik was not under oath in his
statements to members of the administration and to this Committee.
Those made to us have been accepted in general as complete and
offered in good faith. Subsequent evidence of deliberate conceal-
ment or misstatement would, in the Committee’s judgment, present
strong grounds for new administrative and faculty proceedings
against him.

6. Public Behavior toward MIT. Dr. Struik’s behavior in
public in the long interval in which he was under indictment and
suspension is not subject to censure, so far as the Committee has
been able to determine. No support has been turned up for the
rumors that in speeches before liberal groups in various parts of the
country he has been critical of MlT’s treatment of him. He has told
the Committee that he has disclosed his views in this area only to
his closest friends and has invariably declined to discuss the topic
in public.
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7. Neglect of Duty. Over the years Dr. Struik has given freely
of his time, effort and money to a large number of organizations
some of which have appeared on the Attorney General’s list. The
range and intensity of his efforts in these causes raise question, at
least, as to the degree of faithfulness with which he has met his
teaching and scholarly responsibilities.

The Committee, though it must wonder if Dr. Struik or any one
else could have carefully investigated the sponsorship and goals of
so many organizations, and though it sees what it takes to be evi-
dence of questionable judgment, has found no evidence for neglect
of duty. All reports indicate that Dr. Struik has been a fine teacher,
and that his record of scholarly productivity is good.

The Committee recommends to the Executive Committee of the
Corporation that no action be taken with respect to Dr. Struik’s
status which, as of May 25, 1956, is that of Professor of Mathe-
matics with tenure. We regret his use of the Fifth Amendment
and particularly deplore its use for purposes for which it was not
intended. We have concluded that Dr. Struik deserves censure for
his comparative lack of candor with members of the administration.

Committee on Academic Responsibility,

E. Neal Hartley,
Associate Professor of History

Patrick M. Hurley,

William A. W. Krebs, Jr.,
Visiting Associate Professor of Law.

Richard C. Lord,
Professor of Chemistry.

Charles A. Myers,
Professor of Industrial Relations.

John T. Norton,
Professor of the Physics of Metals and Chairman of the Faculty.

Warren M. Rohsenow,
Professor of Mechanical Engineering

Jerome B. Wiesner,
Professor of Electrical Engineering

Edwin R. Gilliland,
Chairman, Professor of Chemical Engineering.

Professor of Geology.

HI. The Recommendations.
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Last May, after the Commonwealth of Massachusetts had
dropped its indictment of Prof. Dirk J. Struik, the Executive Com-
mittee of the MIT Corporation approved the appointment by the
President of the Institute of a Faculty Committee on Academic
Responsibility to undertake a thorough review of Professor Struik’s
case. At the same time, the Executive Committee terminated the
suspension of Professor Struik, which it had voted in 1951 following
his indictment.

In terminating Professor Struik’s suspension last May, the Execu-
tive Committee stated that the dropping of the indictment against
him without a trial having taken place “now permits and requires
the Institute to give careful consideration” to his status. “During
the period when Professor Struik was under indictment, the Insti-
tute, with advice of legal counsel, refrained, after his suspension,
from any formal action with respect to Professor Struik’s status. It
wished to take no action that might be interpreted as prejudicing
the case, either of the State or of Professor Struik. Now that the
indictment of Professor Struik has been dropped, the Institute is
free to take such action as is appropriate.”

The Faculty Committee on Academic Responsibility has com-
pleted its review and has submitted its findings and recommenda-
tions to this Committee, a copy of which is attached. Before sub-
mitting this formal report, the Faculty Committee met with the
Executive Committee of the Corporation for a full discussion of its
findings and recommendations.

The Executive Committee, after independent review of the case
and a careful review 7 of the Faculty Committee report, has voted to
accept the findings of the Faculty Committee and to concur in its
recommendations. Specifically is has voted to accept and approve
the following recommendation of the Faculty Committee:

The Committee recommends to the Executive Committee of the Corporation
that no action be taken with respect to Dr. Struik’s status which, as of May 25,
1956, is that of Professor of Mathematics with tenure. We regret his use of the

STATEMENT OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
OF THE MIT CORPORATION.

Statement of the Executive Committee of the MIT Corporation
Regarding the Case of Professor Dirk J. Struik.
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sth Amendment and particularly deplore its use for purposes for which it was not
intended. We have concluded that Dr. Struick deserves censure for his compara-
tive lack of candor with members of the administration.

While recognizing the importance of the Fifth Amendment as an
essential constitutional right, the Executive Committee concludes
that its use by Professor Struik was conduct unbecoming an Institute
professor. The Committee believes that a faculty member must be
candid in his conversations with members of the administration and
his senior colleagues relative to alleged misconduct on his part. The
Committee also shares with the Faculty Committee the conviction
that Professor Struik has shown lack of concern for the welfare of
the Institute. It deplores his indifference to the responsibilities
which all members of the MIT community share for protecting the
good name and the welfare of the Institution.

In reaching these conclusions, the Executive Committee has been
governed by MlT’s long-standing policy with respect to the conduct
and responsibility of its faculty members. As expressed in a state-
ment of the President on May 3, 1949, and again on September 12
1951, the Institute is unequivocally opposed to Communism. It i

I which dictates to scholars theopposed to regimentation or contr
opinions they must have and the
believes that the teacher must be
and that he must teach in the cle
giance or obligations which requii
teaching in accord with dictates fr<

doctrines thev must teach. It

from without. It is convinced that
Party should be a member of theno member of the Communist

Faculty of MIT.
also been governed in its actionsThe Executive Committee h

by the fact that Professor Struik holds an appointment with perma-
nent tenure at the Institute. In 1940, which was long before Pro-
fessor Struik’s political views and associations had been questioned,
the Institute, acting in accordance with the traditional academic
procedure followed in nearly all large universities, granted him an
appointment to its Faculty with tenure. Once granted, the well-
established rights of tenure can be honorably withdrawn only for
just cause and by due process. The Executive Committee concludes
that it does not have conclusive evidence warranting the revocation
of permanent tenure in Professor Struik’s case.

diligent and loyal in citizenship
ir daylight without hidden alle-
e him to distort his research or
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In reaffirming Professor Struik’s reinstatement, the Executive
Committee in no sense endorses or condones his political views and
actions. It deplores and rejects his expressed political views.

The Committee hopes that this action and report are final in its
considerations of the Struik case. At the same time, it wishes to
make clear that it will not hesitate to reopen the case if new events
or new information again raise questions of Professor Struik’s fitness
to be a member of the MIT Faculty.

The Committee expresses its appreciation to the Faculty Commit-
tee on Academic Responsibility for the thorough and judicial manner
in which it has dealt with the complexities of this case and for the
wisdom it has shown in reaching findings and recommendations
that represent the highest standards of academic responsibility and
integrity, a sense of great responsibility for the welfare of the
Institute, and a courageous reaffirmation of individual justice and
due process.

The Executive Committee of the MIT Corporation,
Vannevar Bush, Belmont
Thomas D. Cabot, Boston
Donald F. Carpenter, Wilmington, Del
Marshall B. Dalton, Waltham.
Mervin J. Kelly, New York City.
David A. Shepard, New York City.
J. J. Snyder, Cambridge.
Robert Sprague, North Adams
Julius A. Stratton, Cambridge

J. R. Killian, Jr., President, Cambridge

For thirty years Dirk J. Struik has been a member of the Faculty
of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. For the past sixteen
years of that period he has held the rank of Professor of Mathe-
matics with tenure.

STATEMENT TO THE COMMISSION BY MIT.

Statement for Massachusetts State Commission on Communism and
Subversive Activities submitted by Br. J. A. Stratton, Provost of MIT,
at Executive Hearing before this Commission, December 28, 1956.
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Gottingen, Professor Struik had acquired the reputation of a brilliant
and creative young mathematician whose interests were centered
principally in the fields of differential and non-Euclidean geometries.
It was on the basis of this reputation that he was initially invited to
the Institute, and within his professional field he has unfailingly
met his commitments and largely justified his early promise as a
mathematician. Although he has not been outstandingly prolific

judged to be of the highest. The testimony of several generations of
students demonstrates that as a teacher he has been extraordinarily
effective.

known to hold political views variously described by his associates
as “extremely liberal,” “socialistic” or “left wing.” No reliable
evidence has ever come to our attention indicating that he discussed
any subject other than mathematics in the classroom. He 1
never denied speaking freely on political matters off the campi
but we have been unable to confirm any specific case of his view
being pressed upon a student or colleague, and in fact several of
his former students, including some now rather distinguished mer
bers of our own faculty, have reported that even in visits to his
home the subject of politics did not arise.

In April, 1949, Mr. Herbert Philbrick, a witness in the trial of
eleven Communist leaders in NewT York, testified that Dirk J.
Struik had lectured before Communist groups, and Mr. Philbrick
seems clearly to have implied both then and in subsequent testimony
that he considers Professor Struik himself, to all intents and pur-
poses, to have been a member of the Communist Party.

On July 25, 1951, Professor Struik was called as a witness before
a subcommittee of the House Un-American Activities Committee
He refused to answer most of the questions put to him and invoked
the Fifth Amendment.

On September 11, 1951, Professor Struik was indicted by the
Middlesex County Grand Jury on charges of plotting to overthrow
the government of Massachusetts and the government of the
United States by force or other illegal means. The Executive
Committee of the MIT Corporation thereupon immediately sus-
pended him, continuing his compensation but relieving him of all
duties and association with students pending disposition of his case

In the early 1920’5, at Delft in Holland, and later in Rome and

in the number of his research papers, their quality has always been

In the earlier years of his residence at MIT, Professor Struik was
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in the courts. Contrary to expectation, the case did not come
promptly to trial. In May, 1956, the Commonwealth dropped the
indictment without trial in view of a decision of the U. S. Supreme
Court with respect to a comparable case in the State of Pennsyl-
vania.

Entirely apart from any question of illegal action, Professor
Struik holds and has publicly advocated political opinions that
are repugnant to the officers and governing bodies of this institu-
tion, to its faculty as a whole, and to the overwhelming preponder-
ance of American citizens. Both his views and his actions have
been the source of grave concern and intense embarrassment to
MIT. He in turn has volunteered no tangible concern for the
good name of the Institute, nor for the respect of his colleagues. He
has, in fact, violated a basic tenet in the whole concept of academic
freedom. President Lowell of Harvard, in a noted report on this
subject of academic freedom in 1917, remarked that: “.

. .it must
not be forgotten that all liberty and every privilege implies responsi-
bilities. Professors should speak in public soberly and seriously,
not for notoriety or self-advertisement, under a deep sense of
responsibility for the good name of the institution and the dignity of
their profession.”

Yet despite our antipathy to a view of society openly advocated
by Professor Struik, despite actions that we find impossible to
condone, despite an apparent total insensitivity to the good name of
the Institute, Professor Struik was restored to active duty following
the termination of legal proceedings against him, and his former
status was confirmed.

This action on the part of MIT in the face of the popular feeling
against him has quite naturally appeared incomprehensible to
many citizens of the Commonwealth and beyond. The decision was
not reached lightly. Indeed, no problem of a comparable character
has in the history of this Institution consumed such an amount of
time and study on the part ofrepresentative members of the faculty,
of the officers, or of Committees of the Corporation; nor has any
issue led to a comparable degree of soul-searching as to the true
significance of such ideas as freedom of thought and academic tenure.
It is perhaps meaningful to recall the names of the members of the
Executive Committee of the Corporation whose duty it was to
recommend final action to the Corporation itself. The Executive
Committee includes senior officers and directors of some of America’s
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largest industrial corporations and men who have held or who now
hold major responsibilities related to the defense of the United
States. All of its members are thoroughly informed and alert to
the character and potential dangers of Communist infiltration and
all are sternly opposed to Communism.

The basic questions at issue have centered around the nature and
meaning of tenure both in its formal contractual aspects, and,
more significantly, as a part of the common law of universities. Out
of the vast amount of study and discussion that have been applied to
this case over the past seven years, with particular intensity in
recent months, two clear-cut conclusions have become evident to the
administrative officers of the Institute: first, in the absence of a
court conviction, or of more tangible evidence of criminal activities
than is presently available to us, MIT has no sound legal basis for
the termination of Professor Struik’s appointment; secondly, it is
our firm belief that the principle of academic tenure is a valid one
and must be respected. Although it might appear expedient at
this moment to dismiss Professor Struik on grounds of fitness as a
teacher, we believe that such an action would violate the highest
traditions of a university, would seriously impair the prestige of
MIT in the entire academic world, and in the long run would prove
contrary to the best interests of education, and, consequently, of
the Commonwealth itself.

I wish to make abundantly clear that MIT does not propose to
harbor any one on its faculty under the cloak of tenure who has been
found guilty of criminal acts by the courts, or Avhere sufficient
evidence is available to demonstrate without dispute that a crime
has been committed. After a painstaking of all testi-
mony made public relating to the Struik case, we are advised by our
counsel, Mr. Phillips Ketchum of Herrick, Smith, Donald, Farley
and Ketchum, that in his opinion MIT does not have in its possession
any clear evidence that Professor Struik has been a member of the
Communist Party since he came to the United States, nor in the
opinion of counsel do we have clear evidence that Professor Struik
has ever advocated the overthrow of our government by force or
illegal means.

It is entirely conceivable that a court of the Commonwealth or
of the federal government may, on the basis of this same testimony or
on evidence as yet undisclosed, at some future time, find Professor
Struik guilty of these charges, and the Institute will thereupon
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promptly take appropriate action. It is our present contention,
however, that an educational institution cannot and should not
assume the functions of a court of law. MIT has no facilities for the
collection of evidence and no right to compel testimony. It cannot
provide the defendant the right of a true trial by jury, which is
a basic privilege long established here for the protection of accused
persons.

Whether Dr. Struik has committed a crime is therefore a matter
to be determined by state or federal action. Massachusetts initiated
proceedings which have terminated — without decision — on juris-

vernment although it has had
5 taken no action. MIT cannot

dictional grounds. The federal gc
ample opportunity to do so ha
anticipate the possible outcome of
a termination of appointment. It
might come into possession of co
Struik had been untruthful. In
thereupon take appropriate action

itual court proceeding by
is conceivable that the Institute

ich a case the Institute would

Let me turn now to the more di Scull question of fitne:
On May 3, 1949, President Killian made public a statement on

freedom of inquiry and opinion within a faculty. I shall repeat it
here, since it lies at the heart of our considerations:

The Institute is unequivocally opposed to Communism; it is also sternly op-
posed to the Communistic method of dictating to scholars the opinions they must
have and the doctrines they must teach. MIT seeks, first, a faculty and staff of
thoroughly competent scholars and teachers of high integrity. Assuming this
competence and integrity, it believes that its faculty, as long as its members abide
by the law, and maintain the dignity and responsibilities of their position, must be
free to inquire, to challenge, and to doubt in their search for what is true and good.
They must be free to examine controversial matters, to reach conclusions of their
own, to criticize and be criticized. Only through such unqualified freedom of
thought and investigation can an educational institution, especially one dealing
with science, perform its function of seeking truth.

The Institute also wishes to make it clear that it believes that the teacher, as a
teacher, must be free of doctrinaire control originating outside of his own mind.
He must be free to be critical and objective in his own way, and above all, he must
work in the clear daylight without hidden allegiances or obligations which require
him to distort his research or teaching in accord with dictates from without. If a
teacher were found to be subject to improper outside control in his teaching, the
Institute would regard him as incompetent.

It is evident that Professor Struik is a confirmed Marxist. He
supports the theory that the State, rather than private persons or
corporations, should own and operate most real property, and parti-

evidence that Professor
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cularly the instruments of production. His views are squarely in
conflict with the private enterprise system of the United States and
are in large measure in accord with the announced principles of
Communism.

At the same time, Professor Struik steadfastly denies that at any
time within the thirty-year period of his residence in the United

he Communist Party, either in the
>r carrying a card, or in the more

States he has been a member of
technical sense of paying dues
significant sense of being subject
he has arrived at each intellect

o its discipline. He maintains that
il position by his own reason and

free will, and that he is obedient to no party line or external doctrine
as such. He vigorously denies also that he has ever sought to bring
about changes in the social or political sjestem other than by consti-
tutional means by his right of free speech and open discussion.
MIT has no clear evidence to the contrary. As a teacher of mathe-
matics he has been outstandingly successful. As I have stated
earlier, we have no reliable evidence of any kind to indicate the
infusion of Marxist ideas into the classroom.

The remaining problem is whether a man holding such views is an
appropriate person to occupy a post on the faculty of MIT. Laying
aside for lack of proof the question of the influence on students of
Professor Struik’s opinions, let us concern ourselves with the whole
intellectual climate of MIT as a university. The university is the
institution in our society dedicated to the generation and exchange of
ideas. To fulfill its proper function the university must presume a
growing maturity on the part of
minds and independent, sturdy
college student a reasonable m
He should be exposed to many i
ing and society, but indoctrinat

the student. We shall build strong
thinkers only as we concede to the
;asure of intellectual responsibility,
leas, many attitudes towards learn-
-3d in none.

This process is not wholly without risk, but to estimate the mag-
nitude of that risk we must consider also the countervailing forces.
I think it unnecessary for me to remind this Commission of the role
that MIT has played in our community for more than ninety years,
of its insistence upon the development of thoroughness and integrity
in professional education, of its contributions to the public welfare.
Indeed, I believe the record of MIT in recent years, in its service to
the Commonwealth and to the federal government, is without a
parallel on the part of any other college. The contributions have
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been possible because of the integrity, the competence and the spirit
of public service that prevail in our faculty at every age and rank.
It is this same faculty that sets the true temper and climate of ideas
at MIT. Our students learn to think and work in the context of
such ideas, and to deepen their sense of public responsibility. There
is no conceivable way in which every student can be protected from
the occasional shallow reasoning of his own mind. Nonetheless, we
can assure the Commonwealth that an undergraduate at MIT dwells
in a sound, free, and healthfully invigorating intellectual environ-
ment.

Finally, we should like the Commission to share our belief that
the freedom of ideas in a university is more important than the parti-
cular fate of the individual involved. This freedom appears to us to
be vital for the very existence of a university, and should be as
jealously safeguarded by the Legislature as by the institution itself.
It can be maintained only at the price of retaining in our midst an
occasional member whose opinions may be unpopular and at tin
distasteful. We believe that the harm they mav do in a healthy

society so long as they act within the law is vastly less than
the damage that results from suppression or removal. Attempts at
compulsion of thought in one domain will lead to intolerance in
another. Elimination of the more radical thinkers from a faculty

will imperceptibly alter the character of the whole body. Without
freedom of expression, fear creeps in. There is no more tragic
example of this slow yielding to political forces than the gradual
surrender of the faculties of German universities to Nazi-ism in the
period from 1928 to 1939. Communism at the moment is a burning

iss, it is well to remember that
past arisen from anti-Semitism,

issue and rightly so. Neverthek
terrible human conflicts have in the
religious bigotry and racial intolerax
may affect us in the future. Acade
tion, elusive to define and often cliff
that our country can best be serv

ce. Other similar controversies
nic freedom is a subtle concep-
cult to justify. Yet we believe
d in times of great stress and
which have most firmly pre-

;erv

national peril by those institution
served their academic liberties and maintained their virility and
freedom of thought.
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OUTLINE OF PROFESSOR STRUIK’S LECTURE COURSE AT SAMUEL
ADAMS SCHOOL.

FOR SOCIAL STUDIESSAMUEL ADAMS SCHOOL

DCIETY IScience of

Fall, 1947. Instructor: Dr. Dirk J. Struik

I. Forms of society: Primitive, oriental, Greek-Roman, feudal, capitalist and
Dcialist societies. Examples of these societies in present

times (except Greek-Roman form which has disappeared)

11. Capitalism: The characteristics of capitalism. Its history from the late
Middle Ages until the twentieth century

111. Imperialism: Imperialism as the most developed form of capitalism. Char-
acteristics and history

IV. Socialism: The early socialist thinkers. The present form of society in
the Soviet Union

V. Democracy: Different forms of democracy: in ancient Athens: Jeffer-
sonian democracy, democracy in the U. S. A., democrat;
in the Soviet Union. Democracy as an historic process

VI. Fascism: Correct and wrong definitions of fascism. How it originates

and what it does to mankind. The fight against fascism
VII. The Working Class: Its position in capitalist society, its organizations, both eco-

nomic and political. The historic role of the working class
VIII. Self-Determination of How the national questions originated. The Lenin-Luxem-

Nations: burg debates. The nationalities in the Soviet Union. The
of the Atlantic Charte

IX. The Colonial Peoples: The characteristics of colonization; semi-colonial peoples, the
revolt of colonial and semi-colonial peoples in Europe
America, Africa and Asia. The common interests of the
working class and the colonial people

X. Present Problems and The world after the second World War. The United Nations.
the Future: Imperialism versus democracy. The great dilemma of our

Jays: a century of fear or a century of abundant

Principles of Social Change

Ist Session. Dialectical Materialism
ientific approach to the study ofsocial relations.The tools of analysis for a

1 Utopian,” secs. 11l and 11.Reading: Engels, J
tic and Historical Materi;Stalin, J. ‘‘l

2nd Session. Historical Materialism
Extension of the prir Df dialectical materialism to the study of society

and its history
Reading: Selsam, H. “What is Philosophy?”, chaps. 11. 111, V

d Session. Features of Capital
Emergence of capitalism, development of social production concepts of

labor-power, surplus value
Reading: Marx, K. ‘‘Value, Price and Profit
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4th Session. Contradictions of Capitalism
Capitalist’s relations of production serve as a fetter on the development of

the productive forces leading to crises and laying the base for imperialism,
war and fascism

Reading: Marx and Engels, “The Communist Manifesto,

sth Session. Characteristics of Imperialism:
Growth of monopoly emergence of financecapital and increasing domination

of the industrial powers in colonizing the world
Reading: Lenin, V. “Imperialism.”

Rochester, A. “Rulers of America.”
6th Session. Imperialism Eve of Proletarian Revolution:

Sharpening of capitalist contradictions, general crisis and the inability to
utilize the productive forces, necessity for establishing new relations of
production

Reading; Lenin, V. “Irr Jis]>eri;

7th Session. Theory of Socialism
i lies in changing the ownership of the means ofEssential base for socialis
a whole, thus overcoming the basic antagonismproduction to society a:

Df capitalism.
Reading: Engels, “Socialism, Utopian and Scientific

Lenin, “State and Revolution
Bth Session. Political and Ethnic Aspects of Socialism

Political and ethnic democracy rest on the firm foundation of economic
security in a classless society

Reading: Webb, S. &B. “Soviet Communism, a New Civilization
Stalin, J., “Marxism and the National Question

9th Session. Socialism its Foreign Policy

Examination of Soviet foreign policy in light of the effect of a socialist
foreign trade, investments, et>

Reading: Molotov, Stalin, Recent Spec

Davies, J. “Mission to Moscow
10th Session. Immediate tasks

Deal with immediate tasks necessary to resist reaction’s drive toward war
and fascist controls and to prepare the people for the transition to social-

Material for Principles of Social Change

Dialectical and Historical Materialism (tw
Notes:

1. Bring in pamphlets for sale at close of first session
Engels, “Socialism, Utopian and Scientific.”
Stalin, “Dialectical and Historical Materialism,

2. Have attached outline on “A Scientific Approach to the Study of Social Relations”
mimeographed and ready for distributionat the beginning of the 2nd session.

.j| 3. Establish the major points necessary for understanding; repeat these rather than
developing a detailed treatment, which cannot be accomplished in the limited time.

Outline:
I. Dialectical Materialisi

A. Materialism as opposed to Idealism as a philosophic system:
1. Notation on general use of terms “idealism” and “ideals” which is

unrelated to this difference.
Philosophic idealism says the Idea is primary, an absolute, a thing in it-

self
a. This approach negates any scientific “principles of social change”
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B. Materialism is the interpretation ofnature, of society, a theory of understanding,
of knowledge.

1. World is material, develops in accordance with laws of movement —no
need of an “absolute idea” or "universal spirit a thing in itself.”
Discuss,
alure, the world, is knowable thus we can have a science of society

an formulate principles of social change. Discuss
3. Matter is primary and ideas are derivative thus to understand society

we first study the material life of any period. From this we can under-
stand its social ideas, institutions, etc. This is opposed to philosophic
idealism. Discuss.

This does not mean that ideas are unimportant on the contrary,
they are a power, when understood. “Theory becomes a material
force as soon as it has gripped the people
station in the fear of Marxian ideas, use of labels to frighten people
away from an examination of ide

C. Dialectics as a method of approach as opposed to metaphys

1. Events, phenomena are not static, they are in motion
ation on habits of static thinking.

2. Events cannot be approach in isolation, but in their inter-relationships.
3. It saves materialism from being mechanistic, mechanical.

A. Scientific Approach to the Study of Social Relations.
(For distribution to students.)

DIALECTICS is a method of approach to nature, a method of study. It does not approach
things in isolation, or as if they were static. The dialectical approach is:

1. Everything is connected , and must be seen as related to other things; an idea is good
in relation to conditions.

2. Everything is in constant motion and change, it is important to judge direction of
change; what is arising, and what is decaying and dying.

3. Changes occur not only slowly by degrees, by evolution but after an accumulation
of pressure, of gradual quantitative change, the development passes to an abrupt
fundamental change, a qualitative change, a revolutionary change.

4. Internal contradictions are inherent in all situations —■ are in fact, the basis of

growth struggle is inescapable.
MATERIALISM is an interpretation of nature, of society; it is a theory of history. The

materialist interpretation is:
1. World is material, develops in accordance with laws of movement. There is no

need of an “absolute idea” or “universal spirit.”
2. Nature, the world, is knowable thus a science of society is possible and principles

of social change can be formulated.
3. Matter is primary and ideas are derivative thus to understand society the ma-

terial life of any period must first be studied. From this, its social ideas, institu-
d to philosophic idealismtions can be understood. This is

ision of these principles to social life to the
ive factor in the material life of man is the way
Drt life; this is called the mode of production,

HISTORICAL MATERIALISM is the exte
study ofsociety and its history. The deci;

in which man prodi ans to su
which includes

A. Productive forces relation of men to the objects and the forces of nature th
use for production, includes
1. The instruments of production.

2. People who operate instruments of production.
3. Production experiences and skills.

B. Relations of production men’srelation to each other in the process of production.
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PRINCIPLES:
1. Mode of production is in constant change and development—and this calls forth

changes in the whole social system.
Changes begin with changes in the productive forces and in the first instance the

instruments of production, which are the most mobile elements in production.
The relation of production must correspond to the productive forces; a contradiction

between the relations of productive forces and productive forces holds back the devel-
opment of the productive forces and sets up a conflict which is expressed through
class struggles.

D. Dialectics thus is a method of study, and when mastered becomes a tool through
which events can be understood.
1. Everything is connected, and must be seen as related to other things; an

good in relation to conditions. Illustrat
Everything is in constant motion and change important to judge directionn constant n

of change; what is arising and what is decaying and dying. Illustrate.
3. Changes occur not only slowly by degrees, by evolution but after an

mnulation of pressure, of gradual, quantitative change, the develop-
merit passes to an abrupt, fundamental change, a ,nge, a

evolutionary change. Illustrate
4. Internal contradictions are inherent in all things, are, in fact, the basis of

growth struggle is in .pable. Illustrat
II irical MaU of these principles to social life to the studynist

and its hi
A. “Conditions of material life of society” this is primary from materialist

approach

1. C important, may accelerate or retard develop-
ment, but

Changes in Europe not dependent on changes in geograph
dvanced techno! Iberia as exampleir

important influence, but not determin-L>. Pi

;iurr

M
support human lifet

md next to production, thP‘

due
This is the basis of social s tl

due
•oduced

how products are exchan. ;d
B What

Mode of production include
1. Productive forces relatic

they use for production,
of men to objects and the forces of nature
dud'

n. The instruments of production
h. People who operate instruments of production
c. Production experience and skill.

2. Relations of production —ir n’s relation to each other in process of
productior

I
1. Mode of production is ir ant change and development and this

changes in the whole social system
2. Changes begin with changes in the productive forces and in the first

instance in the instruments of production, which are the most mobile
element in production.

3. Relations of production must correspond to productive forces, otherwise
the productive forces are held back and a basic contradiction develops.
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4. These contradictions express themselves in class conflict. Thus history
of society becomes essentially the history of production, of the develop-
ment of production and the man of the people, who are the producers:

It becomes the history of peoples.

111. Trace history through this method
A. Communal society:

1. Very primitive instruments of production.
2. Obligated to work in common to combat natun
3. Labor in common leads to common ownership of means of production and

fruits of production: hence no class)

B. Slavery

1. Instruments of production: metal tools, tillage and small handicraft,
Some division of labor: kept slaves instead of killing them: production

panded.
Means of production and slave privately owned

a. Accumulation of wealth
b. Bitter class struggles

C. Feudal Society:
1. Development of iron plow, agriculture, of loom

2. Demanded serf with some stake in production, grew within old slave system
3. And, means of production privately owned.
4. Serfs dependent on feudal overlords for land and protection.
5. Class struggle: held in line through religion, law, force.

D. Capitalis

1. New instruments of production, machine tools.
Demanded workers grouped at factories grow up within old, tore at its

foundations.
3. Ownership of means of production new class in contest of power: de-

veloped forms of struggle with feudal set-up.
4. Wage-earners, from soil to city, joined with capitalists in struggle with the

feudal society.

a. germs of class struggle
Thus in every society the manner in which wealth is distributed and society is divided

into classes is dependent on what is produced, how it is produced and how the
products are exchanged depends on the mode of production.

Seek causes of social change in the economics, not the philosophy of each epoch

Features and Contradictions of Capitalism

(Two sessions.)

Outline:
I. Emergence of Capitalism:

A. Productive forces were held back by relations of production under feudalism.
B. These old relations of production were smashed through class struggle and new

capitalist relations established,
•atterns and ideas Emergence of individualC. This in turn influenced all social

11. Productive forces increased rapidly
A. Instruments of production

1. Grew bigger, more efficient, driven by competition and urge for profit
as long as there was a prof table market which meant a scarcity market.

B. Workers grouped in increasing concentration to man machines
1. Tendency of other classes to move into the ranks of workers

Development of social production
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Relations of productionin
A. Private ownership of means of production meant

1. Private appropriation of finished product, which would be disposed of at
a profit.

2. Accumulation of wealth, based on surplus vah*
B. Wage-earners sold their labor-power, which is

1. Value creatine fore
Part of value created goes to

a. Wages, part into
Df all profitb. Surplus value, source

Note that wayes in relation projit fall constantly:U
a. Nominal wages.
h. Real wages.

Relative wages

Development of contradictionsIV
A. Social production is checked by private appropriate

1. What is socially produced is available to society only when owners can sell
at a profit.

2. This profitable market is constantly restricted, because the accumulation
of surplus value limits the purchasing power in the hands of the workers.

3. Thus productive forces are held back at all times and in times of crisis are
destroyed.

B. Competition between capitalists leads to general planlessness and anarchy in
production.
1. Treat unequal development of capitalism.

C. To hold down wages and thus increase rate of profit, the capitalists do every-
thing possible to divide workers
1. This is the basis of racial tensions in capitalist society.

These contradictionsare expressed in recurrent and growing cri:V
as drain off surplus value, lead to lack of pur-A. Why, because basic contradictic

chasing power
1. Products pile up: the sup ply exceeds the ability of the people to buy,

a profit.goods can not be sold at
B. Productive forces are destroyed

destroyed, production artificially restricted,1. Plants shut down, product

etc
iloyed, forced to live under subsistence levels,Men who produce are u a

et

C. How are crises overcoim

new and increasingly severe crisi1. Through laying the basis fc
Expansion into new market

ad to imperialism,
e old markets.

Colonial policy

Further exploitation of th«
a. Technological advam
h. Breaking labor’s resistance road to fascism.

These measures reduce the possibilities of relieving future crise
VI. The relations of production have bee a fetter on the productive force:

A. Thus social production , the full use of the productive forces demands SocialI appropriation of the products, and social ownership of the means of produc-
tion

B. These new relations of production correspond to the development of the pro-
ductive force
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Monopoly Capital and Imperialism.

(Two sessions.)

Outline:
I. Characteristics of imperialism:

A. The concentration ofproduction ind capital developed to such a high degree that
hich play a decisive role in economic life
scuss.

it has created monopolies, w
1. Illustrate this fully and d:

.lied jree enterprise, and free competitionThis is the antithesis of
B. The merging of bank capital with industrial capital and the creation, on the

basis of this .finance capital, of a .financial oligarch
1. Examples:

a. Japan 3 giant farnilie
b. France’s 200 Families.
c. U. S. —6O families, Morgan, DuPont, et

Use of small savings, insurance, shares, etc.
3. Union with state: use of government funds, crashes, etc

The export of capital, as distinguished from the export of commodities, becomesC

particularly of great import
1. Examples: present role of loans

Role of surplus value, which can not be profitably reinvested in the home
market

if capitalists are formed which divide up theD, Internal'
world

Standard & Royal Dutch Shell.
»rld by the greatest capitalist powers is com-

1. Examples: Cartels: oil
The territorial division of the w

pleted:
E,

1. Examf
if colonial are
it alism, wher

2. Newer methods of control
alism is the highest stage of caII /

( rectively used; thus
acute; and

Productive forces can no lon.
Contradictionsbecoir

in and affect every aspect of capitalistRegression and de
;ty; thus it is,

11. An epoch necessitating fundamental social change, it is the eve of the
proletarian revolution.

Productive forces are no longer effectively used
1. Instruments of production

A

Chronic below production use of means of production
Retarded technical progress:ogre

Invent!
Vtomic energ;

Destruction of fixed capital and commoditie
Crises.
War

Why? Can not function at a profit , except in an economy of scarcity

therefore productive forces are not used to create abundance of
which they are capable.

Explain: when supply exceeds demand desire and ability to buy at
profitable price then productive forces are held back.

2. People who produce
a. Chronic unemployment

Retarded increase in population, insecurity
Destruction of labor powers.

Poverty disease war,
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3. General cris>
a. How solved? New markets now largely taken up.

Colonies tend to industrialization, gain strength and resist exploita
tion.

Farther exploitation of old markets strengthened organization of work-
ing class.

People politically active
ism may be temporary way out for capital:

No solution witness record boom based on repair of world war
crash, and no recovery (1937 slump) despite pumping in of large
funds

War and assured market key to production.
Capitalism is in a general crisis which it cannot solv

B. C xpressed in contending groups, become more acute
1. Contradiction between imperialist powers illustrate in

a. First World War.
Second World War
Britain and U. S.
Resurgence of fascist fc

Contradiction between col
a. China.

•nial lands and imperialist powe

Indi;
Latin Ame

Contradictions between w< •kers capitalists
Wage-profit

Strikes and political ruggle
Emergence of Sociali: iviet Unioi

Regression

1. Monopoly gives rise tc gnatic

Wall 'treet removed from production profession'oupi

df idl
-broadShare of invested capital

4. Decay reflected in all phases of life literature, art and pol:
D. This holding back of the productive forces necessitates new relatic

pattern of social production:
proletarian revolution, the establishment of social-

the patte

Th:

Theouy and Pr lIALISM

Thre
Outline

I. Background summatic
A. Capitalism is torn by fundament il contradiction,

1. Social production makes pc ible constantly increased production, blocked
hich only disposes of what has been producedm producedPT

market, when demand exceeds supply Thiswhen there is a p

I The inability of utilizing productive fo:
archy and planlessne

Crisis and unemployment
B. Era of Imperialism has intensified this contradiction expressing itself in:

1. Drive for markets and heightened imperialist rivalry, making the drive to
itable

2. Revolt of the colonies against further exploitation and intensified measures
of the imperialists to hold on to positions.
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3. The class conflict growing out of the contradiction expressing itself more
strongly in each country, and in an international manner against the
Soviet Union.

C. This holdingback of the productive forces necessitatesnew relations of production
in conformity with the pattern of social production.

How is transition to socialism accomplished?II
A. W orking class by rising to power changesrelations of production to social owner-

ship and appropriation.
1. Why working class?

Relation to production no stake in present relations, nothing to
lose

Social pattern brought together in production, in struggle.
Class which by rising ends all exploitation; lays basis for classless

society

Why not farmers, middle group;

a. Relation to production is one of vacilation
b. More likely to move in conservative, even fascist direction

3. Ruling groups will resist— “use of force”.
B. Example of Russia.

1. Old ruling classes “no longer able to rule
People “in motion”, unwilling to live in the “old way

3. Leadership available, enjoying overwhelming support of people through
Soviets.

4. Taking of power was swift, relatively non-violent
5. Why did this occur in Russia?

a. Weakest link in imperialist chain
Imperialist powers at war unable to intervene effectively
Ruling groups weakened, had lost hold on people.
Revolutionary class fori sent

111. What is the economic essence of socialis
A. Ownership of the means of prodt thus the fundamental contra-tior

dictions of capitalism are ove
There is now the }f the products that have been

produced., resulting in
1. No further exploitation, all are worker

a. “From each according to his ability, to each according to his need
Planning for production on basis of overall needs of society.

Examine latest five-year plan and analysis method of planning "from
bottom to top”.

3. Elimination of unemployment and cris:
4. Complete pattern of social security within a framework of incentives to

constantly develop one’s capacities.

Expandingpolitical democracy rests on firm economic base established under socialism.
A. Analysis of 1936 constitution —as culmination of earlier “dictatorship of the

IV

proletariat” necessary to establishment of socialism
1. Discuss briefly the nature of the State.

B. Examine way in which democracy functions in Soviet Union (Ward’s “Soviet
Spirit” Dean of Canterbury’s “Soviet Strength”).

C. Role of the Communist Party
1. Difference between “One Party” in a classless society, where it serves to

lead and organize for benefit of all, and in class society, where it is
an instrument of dictatorship rule aimed against the excluded classes.

V Ethnic democracy Marxist-Leninism on the National Question.
A. Analysis of the theory, its importance and historic role.
B. Development of national groups within the Soviet family of nations.
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1. The power of “attraction” which this exerts on peoples bordering on the
Soviet Union.

C. Complete absence of racial tensions and equality a national outgrowth of a
Socialist society.

VI. Results of Socialist organization of society and Foreign Policy
A. A socialist world would be a warless world.

1. Why? Discuss and analyse
B. A socialist power can not be imperialist

1. Why? Analyse basis of imperialism, and show how these economic drives,
for investment of surplus capital, etc., are completely lacking under
socialism.

Examine Soviet policy in this light.
C. Workers everywhere have common aims thus Soviet policy is in intereat* of

U. S. workers. Illustrate.
Note. Deal with basic Marxist-Leninist theory relating to Soviet practce nd perspec-

tives for U. S.

Mr. Counsel, will you call the first witness'
Mr. Bresnahan. I call Mr. Philbrick.

Hehbeht A. Philbkick, sworn

The Chairman. Do you agree to a photograph
The Witness. Oh, yes, sir.
Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] What is your name? A. My name is Herbert A.

Philbrick.
Q. And where is your present residence? A. My present residence is in White

Plains, New York.
Q. What is your business? A. lam on the staff of the “New York Herald

Tribune” in New York City
■esident of the Commonwealth of Massa-Q. Now, at some time you were a

chusetts? A. Yes, sir, that is right.
Q. When was that? A. That wa

moved to New York.
for many years. Up until 1951, when I

Q. And when you were in Boston at some time did you communicate with the
FBI as to activities you had observed? A. Yes, I did, sir.

Q. And did you testify before this Commission on January 19, 1950? A. Yes,
that is right.

Q. And as part of the record, Mr. Philbrick’s testimony on that occasion
appears in the Eighth Interim Report of this Commission dated March 26, 1956.
Now, we are particularly interested at this hearing, Mr. Philbrick, in Professor
Dirk Struik of MIT. And did you at some time in your activity meet Professor
Struik? A. Yes, I did, sir, many times.

TESTIMONY IN PUBLIC SESSION OF HERBERT A. PHILBRICK,
DECEMBER 11, 1956.



HOUSE No. 2828. [Mar.50

Q. All right. When was the first occasion on which you personally met Pro-
fessor Struik in connection with your activities? A. I think the first time I met
with Professor Struik in connection with my Communist activities was around
1944 and 1945 in connection with the Samuel Adams School in Boston. I think
the date might have been 1946. At any rate, it was the time when the Samuel
Adams School was first set up and established here in Boston by the Communist
Party.

Q. Now, will you give us a history of what you mean when you say the Samuel
Adams School was set up by the Communist Party? Tell of your experience
with it. A. At that period of time I was working very actively at Communist
Party headquarters as a member of the so-called “Agit-Prop Division.” As such
I was given many tasks by the Communist Party having to do with Communist
propaganda, with leaflets, circulars, with brochures, pamphlets and catalogs and
a vast amount of material which was used, printed material which was used both
inside the CommunistParty and to the public. As such, I sat in on many meetings
at Communist Party headquarters, and I was present at the meetings when we
planned the very first propaganda material to be used in connection with the
Samuel Adams School here in Boston. And these plans were being made at the
headquarters of the Communist Party at that time in the Little Building in
Boston.

Q. Did you meet Prof. Struik at the Samuel Adams School? A. Yes, I not
only met Prof. Struik at the Samuel Adams School, but actually attended one of
the courses which he gave at the Samuel Adams School.

Q. What was that course and when was your attendance? A. Let’s see.
This course which I attended was given in the spring of 1947. The Sam Adams
School had two or three sessions during the year. There was a spring session and
a fall session and sometimes a summe
attended was in the spring of 1947.

ion. This particular course that I

Q. And what was the name of that
Science and Society.”

jurse? A. The name of the course was

Q. What did it deal with? Let me ,sk you this. At that time were there one
or two courses to be given on that subject at the Samuel Adams School? A. At
that time there were two courses to be given on the same subject, Science and
Society, at the Samuel Adams School.

Q. Bjr how many lecturers? A. By two lecturers.
Q. Was Dirk Struik one of the lecturers? A. Yes, he was,

Q. Did something occur before the lectures started? A. Yes. Before the
lectures started, when the courses were first set up at Communist Party head-
quarters, it was suddenly the news suddenly came to us that one of the teachers
would not be able to teach. I don’t recall the reason why he was not able to teach
the particular course, and a substitute fellow by the name of Black, I believe it
was, had been obtained to fill in. Now, already at CommunistParty headquarters
we had enrolled a large number of CommunistParty members to attend the course
entitled “Science and Society.’ And when the switch came about in the teachers,
the Communist Party bosses at party headquarters were greatly concerned be-
cause the new man they said was not a member of the Party and they said this
would be very bad to have Communist Party members studying this Marxist
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subject under one that was not a Communist. In fact, instructions went out that
all members of the Communist Party who had enrolled to be in that particular
course had switched their class to one given by Dirk Struik.

Q. And did you attend the classes given by Dirk Struik? A. Yes, I did. I
attended one of these classes, and, in fact, this meant so many students were en-
rolled that it was necessary for Prof. Struik to teach the two classes; that is, there
were two sessions given on each evening which he taught.

The Chairman. Through you, Counsel, may I ask Mr. Philbrick were you
ordered from Communist Party headquarters to attend the class of Dirk Struik?

The Witness. Yes, sir, I was ordered to. And there were two classes, so many,
it was necessary for him to teach the same subject twice on each evening that he
taught.

Q. One lecture would follow the other on the same night? A. That is right.
Q. Now, you said you attended one of the classes and started to say something

about that when I interrupted you. A. Well, just that the orders were not only
to myself but to all Communist Party members, that they were to take the course
specifically given by Struik for the reason that the other teacher, substitute teacher,
was not a member of the Communist Party.

Q. All right. Now would you tell us what books were used or what the in-
structions that were given at that course were? A. Well, there were a large
number of text books used during the course. At this time I do not recall the
specific titles of all of them, but they were for the most part the standard classics
from what the Communists called the “Little Lenin Library.” The books, in
fact, were furnished to us and were brought up to the classes for the students to
purchase in connection with the course by Frank Collier of the Progressive Book
Shop. I believe not only I but other witnesses have testified that the Progressive
Book Shop was, of course, the official Communist Party source for Communist
and Marxist literature

Q. Can you give us any further testimony on the lectures, anything that
occurred to you? By this time you were a member of the Communist Party?
A. Yes, indeed.

Q. This was in 1947? A. Ye
Q. You originally joined the Communist Party in what year? A. In the

spring of 1944.
Q. And then at one time did you become a member of the Pro Group of the

Communist Party? A. The fall of 1947.
Q. When you attended the Samuel Adams School and Dirk Struik’s lectures

in the spring term of 1947, were you a member of the Pro Group? A. No, I
was not.

The Chairman. Mr Counsel, will you ask what is a Pro Group? What is
the Pro Group?

The Witness. Well, the Pro Group, as I believe I testified to some length in
the January, 1956, hearing, the Pro Group is a very special section of the Com-
munist Party consisting of doctors, lawyers and teachers and professors and
authors and writers and other professional people in the professions.

The Chairman. Are they all screened most carefully?
The Witness. They certainly are, sir,
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The Chaikman. In other words, you have the highest security measures pos-
sible within the Party before any one can be present at a meeting of the Pro Group?

The Witness. That is right.
Q. Then it was in 1947 at the Samuel Adams School that you first came in

association with Prof. Struik since you yourself had become a member of the
Communist Party? A. Yes, that is the first time I began to meet with him per-
sonally ever.

Q. Before you ever became a member of the Communist Party in any organiza-
tion or in any places had you ever met Prof. Struik? A. I had not met him, no,
sir, but I had heard of him.

Q. When was the first association you had with him before you became a
member of the Communist Party? A. Well, the very first incident that had to
do with Dirk Struik occurred at the very beginning of the entire nine years’
experience when I was asked by certain individuals in Cambridge and Boston area
to join a new youth organization at Cambridge, Massachusetts, called the “Cam-
bridge Youth Council.” This was in the spring of 1940. When I was asked to
join the Cambridge Youth Council. I was told that the organization which was, of
course, purported to be a legitimate youth organization, had a number of adult
sponsors, and among the adult sponsors I was told was a man by the name of
Kirtley Mather of Harvard and another of the adult sponsors was this man by
the name of Prof. Dirk Struik. At that time I had never met Dirk Struik. I
didn’t know him, but I was told by the group he was a sponsor of the youth or-
ganization and that he was a professor at Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Q. That was in 1940? A. In the spring of 1940, yes, sir.
Q. Now, did you become associated with any other organizations with which

Dirk Struik was associated before you became a member of the Communist Party?
A, Yes. In fact, I joined or was ordered to join several Communist front organi-
zations during that period of time from 1940 to 1944. In these organizations at
the moment it would be most difficult for me to distinguish those in which Dirk
Struik was also active as a sponsor or participant, and those that were not. One I
recall was a group called American Youth for Democracy which was formed some-
time in 1943. I believe that in the organization called American Youth for De-
mocracy Prof. Dirk Struik was listed as a national sponsor of the organization.
There are a great many Communist front organizations during that period of
time to which I belonged in which the name of Dirk Struik was also mentioned.

Q. For the record, when was the first time you started to report to the Federal
Bureau of Investigation? A. About six months after I joined the Cambridge
Youth Council when I discovered it was not a legitimate youth organization but a
Communist front organization.

Q. That would be in what year? A. 1940, sir.
Q. And you continued to report to the Federal Bureau of Investigation until

after you testified in the trial of the eleven Communists in Foley Square, New
York Citv? A. That is right.

Q. What was the date of that? A. April, 1949,
Q. Now, to get back to the Samuel Adams School and the lectures, just one
re question. What in your opinion as a result of your experience, is a result of
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having members of college faculties appear as sponsors or directors or leaders of
these front organizations? A. Well, sir, again I believe I testified to some length
in the January, 1956, hearing and testified about not only my own experiences in
the Cambridge Youth Council but the rather dismal experience of some three or
four hundred other young people who joined the Cambridge Youth Council at the
same time I did. I thinkperhaps we don’t want to repeat all of that testimony but
simply review that. When we were asked to join the organization, naturally, we
young people were curious. I mean we young people in Cambridge were not Com-
munists and not members of the Communist Party. We were naturally curious
about the organization and had some questions about it. And in response to those
questions and in order to convince us that the organization was 0. K. the Com-
munists, of course, used the names of these adult sponsors including the name of
Prof. Dirk Struik. Now, the point is that the Communist Party was able to vic-
timize not only myself but a large number of young people in Cambridge, Massa-
chusetts because they had the use of the name not simply of Prof. Dirk Struik
but the use of the name of Massachusetts Institute of Technology, for the very
simple reason we young people assumed that we should have no reason to suspect
any organization which had on its list of sponsors a member of the faculty of such a
large and prominent educational institution.

Q. Now, is there anything further, Mr. Philbrick, before we pass on from the
Samuel Adams School that you observed of the conduct of the school or Professor
Struik or the Communist Party as it had to do with the Samuel Adams School?
A. Yes, just one thing. The Samuel Adams School, of course, was a public school,
if we can use that term, in that the classes and the courses were open not only to
members of the Communist Party, but was a
were invited. And the reason the non-Co:
school was that in order that in the courses i

also a school to which non-Communists
immunists were invited to attend the
there given people would be influenced

and educated in directions favorable to the Soviet Union and the Communist
form of government. And, of course, influenced in ways detrimental to the United
States way of government and our government here. However, the Communists
made very sure that in the conduct of the school, and since it was an open public
school, that the teachers teaching would halt, and they did halt, short of the
advocacy of the violent revolution and the overthrow of the government by force
and violence. They taughtMarxism to that point and after that point they ceased.

Q. Was that your observation of the conduct of the classes of Dirk Struik as a
lecturer in the Samuel Adams School? A. Yes, sir, that is right.

Q. Following your attendance at the course in the spring of 1947 you became a
member of the Pro Group of the Communist Party? A. Yes, in the fall of 1947.

Q. And the Chairman has asked you and you have described the secrecy of the
Pro Group and it is a part of our record in the Eighth Interim Report. Is there
anything you care to add to that answer? A. I don’t think there is a great deal
to add to it, but I think certainly the testimony concerning Prof. Struik given in
connection with the context and background of the Pro Group was already testified
to last January. And very briefly that was first of all the Pro Group, as the Chair-
man has already indicated in his question, is a deeply secret organization of the
Communist Party. It was, in fact, so far underground that a great many if not
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most rank and file members of the CommunistParty had no idea that this section
of the Communist apparatus existed. Before becoming a member of the Pro Group
you are very carefully screened by the Communist Party for the simple reason
that the members of the Pro Group are highly important to the Communist ap-
paratus. They try to do everything they can to make sure they will not be expos-
ing or endangering the members of the Pro Group by admitting anyone into the
organization in whom they do not have complete trust and complete confidence.

knowledge of the Pro Group yourself
mmunist Party until ycm were invited
on one or two occasions back when I

Q. Now, as a member had you any
in the years you were a member of the Cc
to be a member? A. Only I ran into it
attended a Communist Party convention ■
Comrade Fanny Hartman, who was the Di

in 1944 I attended on invitation of
itrict Leader at that time I attended

not as a delegate but a guest and observer upon invitation of Fanny Hartman.
When I went into the door at the convention, they had a number of security
people of the Communist Party sitting there at the desk as they always did at the
conventions, and a question came up as to what designation would be made on the
identification card that I carried for admittance to the meeting, and Fanny Hart-
man was called over to the desk by the twc
me the card and on the card was the desk

security people, and she finally handed
jnation “Pro.” At that time the word
all however. That was the first time I
ier time in the course of, I think it was

“Pro” meant absolutely nothing to me at
recalled seeing the word. There was anotl
a Daily Worker subscription drive. I wa
Frank Collier of the Progressive Book Stor
leaflets and propaganda material used b3
that time the word “Pro” appeared, and

subscription drive with
Again I was turning out some of the
he Communist Party, and again at
)f course, I wondered what it meant

but I had no further knowledge of what actually the word or term meant
Q. Now, after you became a member of the Pro group did you meet Prof.

Struik within the Pro group? A. Yes. After joining, shortly after joining the
Pro group, Prof. Struik also became a member of our cell.

Q. Now, when was that? A. This was close to the end of the year 1947, and
he continued to attend meetings of our cell up until the late spring of 1948.

The Chairman. Mr. Counsel, when Prof. Struik first encountered you, and later
on you met him again and again in the cell, was he theresimply as a lecturer or as
a member in discussions with the other members of the cell?

The Witness. He participated very actively in the discussions of the other
members of the cell, sir.

The Chairman. It wasn’t simply a study lecture he gave and everybody else
listened?

The Witness. No. These were active discussions of current Communist Party
problems and tactics and strategy and what the Communist Party line was at that
particular time, what the Communist view was concerning other parts of the world
as well as the United States. And these were discussions in which all members of
the cell participated, including Dirk Struik.

The Chairman. Was it understood by you and most other members at all
these meetings in this cell that Prof. Struik was theresimply as a visiting lecturer
or an integral member of the cell meeting and discussing with the other members?
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The Witness. He was considered to be an integral member of the cell, sir
Q. When donations were made to the Communist Party at these meetings, did

Dirk Struik contribute? A. Yes, he did, sir.
Q. Have you ever heard him admit he did? A. Yes, sir
Q, Outside of the cell? When? A. Yesterday
Rep. Sala. When?
The Witness. Yesterday. I might say in connection with that in the spring of

1948, early spring of 1948, the Communist Party had a fund-raising drive and the
various sections of the party were allocated quotas to raise in this particular fund-
raising drive. And at a meeting held in the spring of 1948, I don’t recall the exact
date, Prof. Struik was not only present but contributed. And this at that time was
a small cell numbered perhaps 10, 11, 12 persons. The chairman of the cell an-
nounced at the end of the evening with great joy that we had collected and con-
tributed within our cell 5390. A good part of this contribution was made by two
individuals, by Dirk Struik and by Harry Winner who was also a member of the
cell at that time.

Q. Now, did Prof. Struik at these meetings ever conduct talks on Communist
books? A. Yes, sir. I believe I have already testified in the trial of the top
eleven Communists in 1949 that when I joined the Pro cell they were discussing
and had already started to study the book, the Communist book entitled “State
and Revolution.” And at my first cell meeting that I attended they had already
gotten through Chapter 1 and they were beginning to study either the first or last
part of Chapter 2of State and Revolution. I explained in the course of that testi-
mony that it was a habit of the cells to break these Communist books down. They
would break them down into chapters and take up a chapter or a half a chapter
at each cell meeting. Finally, at the conclusion of our very diligent study of the

Dirk Struik who was called upon by the
srts in Marxism, Leninism and Stalinism
entire book “State and Revolution” and
1948 or around the beginining of the year

textbook “State and Revolution” it was
Communist Party as one of the top exp
to prepare and deliver a summary of the
this he did sometime in the early part of
1948.

Q. And have you a copy of State and Revolution here? A. Yes, sir.
anything in your book in your hand that
rovernment or the United States govern-

The Chairman. Mr. Counsel, is there
teaches the violent overthrow of another
ment by the use of force and violence?

Mr. Beesnahan. I was going to ask Mr. Philbrick about that.
Q. I have spoken to you before and I refer to page 148 which you called my

attention to, or page 19. For the record, I refer your attention to page 19.
The Chairman. In respect to my question?
Q. In respect to the Chairman’s question on State and Revolution [handing

book to witness]. A. On the bottom of page 19 of State and Revolution we find
this particular paragraph, and I quote:

“We have already said above and shall show more fully later that the
teachings of Marx and Engels regarding the inevitability of a violent revolu-
tion refers to the bourgeoisie state. It cannot . .

.” “it” refers to the hour-
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geoisie state . . . “it cannot be replaced by the proletariat state, the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat, through withering away, but as a general rule only
through a violent revolution.”

Q. Who is the author of the book “State and Revolution”? A. The book
“State and Revolution” is by V. I. Lenin. This particular textbook I might also
point out was printed and published by the International Publishers in New York
City. Again, there is much testimony to show that the International Publishers,
New York City, is the official printing press of the Communist apparatus in the
United States. These books again were sold and were distributed to the Communist
Party members through the Progressive Book Store in Boston, Mass.

The Chairman. Mr. Counsel, through you to the witness. Did Prof. Struik in
his own words ascribe to the theory just enunciated to you in reading that particu-
lar paragraph from the book now in your hand?

The Witness. He not only subscribed to that particular paragraph, but he
subscribed to the entire textbook right down to every period and comma, sir. His
summary of the textbook took, I would say, almost two hours for him to deliver.
And during that entire summary that he gave, I can testify that he did not depart
one single iota from any of the material contained in this particular book. I
might say, incidentally, that particular paragraph is only one of many such para-
graphs included in the entire textbook. Over and over again it is emphasized that
the Communist state can be established only to the complete destruction of the
capitalistic system of government. It was pointed out to us in our communist
classes that the specific reason why the Communists differed from the Socialists
was specifically on this point. They said the Socialists were wrong, because, ac-
cording to the Socialists you can transform the Capitalist society by means of the
ballot box, by legal means, by legislative means. The Communists said this was
absolutely impossible and that the Socialists were wrong. I also discovered, much
to my amazement, in this particular course another interesting fact. I had always
thought of the so-called anarchists, and there is a chapter in here on the anarchists

I had always thought of the anarchists as a rather violent group of individuals.
I discovered, much to my amazement, that the Communist position was that the
anarchist did not go far enough. And this is covered very completely in this
particular textbook. There was no question at all in the entire course on Prof.
Struik’s summary that according to the Communist Party it would be necessary
to use force and violence in order to establish a Communist form of government.

oook on which Prof. Struik lectured and
;lad to have you call themto the Chair’s

Q. If there are any excerpts from that
which he described in his course, I will be
attention.

sk this question. You heard Dirk StruikThe Chairman. At this point might I
yesterday describe himself as an advocate of Marxism. Can you tell us if there is
any differentiationbetween Marxism and Communism?

The Witness. I could never discover any difference, sir, within the Communist
Party. In fact, the Communist Party and Prof. Struik’s teachings had to do not
simply with Marxism, but Marxism, Leninism and Stalinism. And I emphasize
Stalinism. Struik was constantly and continuously giving great praise to Comrade
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Stalin as the world’s leader and the world’s example of the Communist Interna-
tional. It was much more, I would say, than Marxism; it was Marxism Leninism,
Stalinism, which he was teaching and advocating.

The Chairman. I heard him praise Stalin yesterday. That is why I asked the
question.

The Witness. You have asked me to give one or two paragraphs on this text-
book. This is rather difficult to do, not because there is a dearth of material, but
because there is so much here. It is difficult to select any one particular para-
graph which is outstanding, but here is one, for example, on page 68, and I quote:

“\le set ourselves the ultimate aim of destroying the state, every organized
and systematic violence, every use of violence against man in general. Striv-
ing for Socialism, we are convinced it will develop into Communism.”

On page 24 there is a chapter entitled “Results of the Revolution.” On page 39
there is a chapter entitled “The Destruction of Parliamentarianism,” which, of
course, means destroying a parliamentary government which we have in the
United States.

The Chairman. Or in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.
The Witness. That is right, sir. On page 47 there is a chapter entitled, “De-

struction of the Parasite State.” By a parasite state, the Communists mean the
capitalist form of government.

I would suggest, sir, that any one wishing to weigh all of the evidence concerning
these teachings would do very well to read the entire textbook itself because it
makes very plain, very clear that the Communist Party distinguishes itself by
stating specifically that there is one way, and only one way to establish Com-
munism, and that is through violence and through revolution.

Q. Well now, was the violence you were taught in the Communist Party in
the overthrow of government, did that include all subdivisions of the United
States? A. Yes, it did, sir.

Q. Specifically, the government of the several states? A. It included every
part of the state government, including not only the United States Government but,
of course, the Massachusetts state government. And by state government they
meant and described the state government as a state apparatus, which meant not
only the legislature of the state but the State Police and all other parts of what
they described to be a capitalist state organization.

Q. Do you recall or have you a recollection of some lecture given or talk given
by Prof. Struik within the Pro Group having to do with Indonesia? A. Yes, I
do, sir.

Q. Will you give us what that was? A. Well, Prof. Struik discussed one eve-
ning the Indonesian revolt. This again was some time, I would say, in the early
part of 1948. And at that time I have no clear recollection now of just what
was going on over there but apparently there was a revolution or revolt taking
place in Indonesia at that time, and Prof. Struik specifically pointed out to the
members of the cell this was a bona fide proletarian revolution, that it fulfilled all
the terms and the technical requirements of a legitimate Communist proletarian
revolution. He said here was a case wherein a group of, a band of armed workers,
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the working classes, led by the Communist Party were conducting a revolt against
the imperialist capitalist power in Indonesia, which, of course, was his own home
land, that Dutch Government. He spent some time in pointing out that that
fulfilled and was a good example of a bona fide Communist revolution.

The Chairman. May I ask one question at this point? Was Dirk Struik then
a subject of the Netherlands or was he then an American citizen?

The Witness. He was then an American citizen, sir
Q. Now, as to his actual membership in the Pro Group of the Communist

Party, have you knowledge of anyone attending any of your meetings who was not
a member of the Communist Party? A. Never at any time, sir. I explained
previously the Communist Party took enormous pains and precautions to mal
sure that not only was no one admitted to the cell meetings who was not a member
of the party, but he had to be a highly selected member. Our Pro Group section
in Boston, Mass, numbered 70 or 80 members out of 1500 Communist Party mem-
bers. Not only were only a selected number admitted, but even the knowledge ofiei

the group itself was kept secret, and was unknown to rank and file oi man

Communist Party members. In the cell meetings themselves the Communists
used great precautions to try to prevent any evidence of the meetings being held.
For example, none of us carried Communist Party cards. We were forbidden to
carry Communist Party cards. There were no written notices of the meet
We were forbidden to have any telephone conversations to discuss the meetings or
meeting places or times or dates. We had to get this information by word of moutl
We varied the meeting places so the same group never met twice in succession at
the same apartment so the neighbors or others around wouldn’t notice a ce
group was getting together. In fact, on the particular evening that Struik dis-
cussed the Indonesian revolt, I can remember it quite well, the meeting was held
in Cambridge, Mass., on Foster Street, I believe it was. It was the home of Peg
Gilbert. I remember the meeting place quite well. It was in a house set back
from the street, and though it was set back from the street, we walked into the
house I remember on a board walk. And though set back from the street, there
a cluster of homes back there the homes are rather close together. On that e\

ning it was rather warm, and despite the fact it was quite stuffy inside, the
if pulling down the shade so the natives
room but even went so far as to shut the

munists not only took the precaution of
were not able to observe who was in the i
window tightly in spite of the oppressive
outside the room so they could be heard
Struik not only attended but participated

air, so even the voices could not carry
This was at a meeting at which Prof.

1 in the discussion
Q. Do you recall a meeting in which Prof. Struik inquired as to what cell he

was assigned to lecture at? A. Yes, I do.
Q. Could you tell us when and where the occasion of that was? A. That also

occurred on the very same evening at Comrade Peg Gilbert’s home. At the end
of the evening Prof. Struik asked if anyone there or if the chairman there knew
where his next assignment was to be. Then this was where his next Communist
Party assignment was to be and no one there knew where it was to be, and he
asked for the telephone number of Otis Hood. Otis Hood at that time I guess
still today was Massachusetts State Chairman of the Communist apparatus.
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And he went over to the corner of the room where the telephone was sitting on a
desk, sitting there, and he telephoned this number to reach Otis Hood to ask Otis
Hood where he was to give his next Communist discussion

Q. Now, do you recall was there a time when the Pro Groups were broken down
from ten to fifteen members into cells of five or less? A. Yes. In the spring of

nrade Pete and I have already again1948 we had received instructions from C
the previous testimony a Communistdescribed Comrade Pete at some length i
We received instructions for securityParty courier from Party headquarters

reasons the Pro Group was being ordere i by Party orders into smaller units for
security reasons. These small units were to number not more than three to five
individuals. Therefore it was necessary for us to break up our cell into smaller
units. This meeting was the last time I met with Prof. Struik in a secret cell
meeting, because my cell was formed in the living room of Peg Gilbert’s apartment

and the other parts of the cell went over into the dining room, which w
the hallway in Peg Gilbert’s house, and there set up and held a very first meeting
as the newly organized cell. I suppose they did as we did in our cell then, decided
where their next meeting was to be held That was the last meeting. That wa

the last time I met with Prof. Struiksometime in perhaps May or June, 1948,
directly in a Pro Group cell.

a member of the Pro Group cell untilQ. Following that you continued to bi
in New York? A. Which was almostthe time you exposed yourself at the tria

a year later, yes, sir.
iken down into five? A. Yes, sirQ. During that time your group was I

Q. And at that time Professor Struik was not included in your small group'
A. That is right

our small group under order the otherQ. As I get it, at the dissolution of
I from that time on from within the Propart of your group met and organiz

4 Dirk Struik? A. That is right.Group of the Communist Party v
very strict instructions that weAnd the reason for that is that we w

3re to have no business at all with any of the individuals outsidewere

If we did happen to have any Communist assignments that had to do with an-
other member, we specifically were given the order and instructions to meet with
that individual. Other than that, without these specific instructions, we were
forbidden to meet together as Communists. We had to restrain our Communist
activities to those within our

Q. Now, Mr. Philbrick, you are aware of the fact that Dirk Struik was sus-
pended from the faculty of MIT with pay in 1951 and that he was reinstated in
September of this year? A. Yes, that is right.

Q. I want to refer you to that.
Mr. Bresnahan. I wonder if we could have a short reoe
The Chairman. Five minute recess.

[Short recess.]

Q. And now, Mr. Philbrick, I am going to show you some pamphlets and ex-
hibits which have come to our attention and ask you to comment. I call your
attention to one “United Araerican-Spanish Aid Committee, December 2, 1941,”
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signed by Dirk J. Struik [handing paper to witness]. Would you tell us if anything
strikes you on that relative to what you learned as a result of your connections
with the Communist Party? A. Well, sir, this particular letter which is a mime-
ographed letter on the letterhead of the United American-Spanish Aid Committee
I recognize as one of the many jobs which I did for the Communist Party. My
assignment was, in fact, to type the stencil and to mimeograph the particular
letters. And I did type the stencil on my own typewriter. This was December 2,
1941, as indicated by the date on the letter. This was an appeal for money made
by the Spanish Aid Committee allegedly to rescue victims of anti-Fascism from
Europe and to get themto Mexico. The sums asked for were $550 apiece per man.
Now, the thing that struck me at the time back in 1941 when I typed the letter
for the Communist Party was that the letter was not only signed by Dirk J.
Struik, but that on the letter it said, “Please send your contributions to me at my

office in MIT, Room 2-265.” This meant that money raised by the Communist
Party and for the Communist Party was being sent to Massachusetts Institute of
Technology. Now, again, I imagine and I suppose that a great many well-mean-
ing people and innocent individuals contributed to the United American-Spanish
Aid Committee for completely worthwhile and patriotic, perhaps, reasons. And I
am sure they should not have suspected there was anything wrong with an appeal
for money made especially when the money was to be sent to a great educational
institution such as MIT is supposed to be

Q. The address sent was one of the Professors at Tech, not directly to Tech?
A. “Please send your contribution to my office in MIT, Room 2-265,” signed,

3urs, D. J. Struik
Mr. Bresnahan. lam going to ask that be marked as an exhibit

[Letter on letterhead of United American-Spanish Aid Committee, dated
12/2/41, signed by Dirk J. Struik, marked “Exhibit I.”]

Q. Now I call your attention to a letter dated February 5, 1952, concerning the
release of Earl Browder, one of the signatories being Dirk J. Struik. And tell us
your observation of that as having been a member of the Communist Party and
informant of the FBI. A. I recognize this particular document for this reason,
that I was assigned and asked to work by the Communist Party in what they
called the “Free Earl Browder Campa
is why I remember it so well. I had
streets of Cambridge ringing doorbells
order to get signatures. These were I
get Earl Browder, who was the head o

ign.” And this was a miserable job, which
the job of going all over the place on the
and asking people to sign the petitions in
letitions to President Roosevelt in order to

? the Communist Party at that time, out of
jail. And we were armed not only with the petitions, but armed with this particular
invitation to people, because it again had this list of sponsors and names of sponsors.
And on the list of the names of sponsors was a person such as Wendell Furry and
Harrison Harley and Dirk J. Struik, whose name appears at the bottom of the
appeal.

Mr. Bresnahan. lam going to ask this be marked as an exhibit.

[Letter dated 2/5/52, concerning release of Earl Browder marked “Ex-
hibit 2.”]
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Q. I show you a souvenir program of the Youth for Victory Rally, Sunday,
October 11, at the Hotel Bradford, Boston, and ask you to comment on that as a

member of the Communist Party and informant of the FBI. A. Yes. I recall
this program quite well. It was a huge rally that was sponsored by the Communist
Party and held at the Hotel Bradford in Boston on Sunday, October 11, 1942.
The reason for this rally was to enroll all young people behind the war effort.
This was, of course, in complete contradiction to the previous position of the Com-
munist Party which, up until the time that Russia had been and before up until
the time before Russia had been attacked by Germany had been doing everything
to keep the United States out of the war, and, of course, to prevent the young
people from giving any aid to the war. This was part of the new program which
the Communist Party launched immediately after the Soviet Union was attacked
by Hitler Germany, and, of course, continued right on through up until the armi-
stice of 1945. In connection with this program, the printed program, we solicited
money in order to finance the printing of it. The money was obtained through
advertisements carried in the magazines and also in the form of one dollar con-
tributions, let us say in order to have your name listed as one of those boosting
Youth for Victory. One of the names which appears in the list is Prof. Dirk J.
Struil

Mr. Beesnahan. lam going to ask tl at be marked

[Program of Youth for Victory I .v, Sunday, October 11, at the Hotel
Bradford, Boston, Massaohusett marked “Exhibit

r on the stationery of the MassachusettsQ. Now I call your attention to ale
Council for American-Soviet Friendshi dated October 12, 1944, and signed by

that, having in mind your same positionDirk J. Struik, and ask you to comment
A. Yes. This particular letter is printe in the letterhead of the Massachusetts
Council of American-Soviet Friendship iven at 20 Newbury Street, Boston 16,
Mass. I remember this particular ;00, because, again, I was at that

nist League and had been assigned withtime still a member of the Young (

ley for the American Soviet Friendshipother members to go out and raise me
out in pairs usually, stood at the streetorganization, and we did so. We wen
' theatres at the time the audiences were
I believe, in fact I have already testified

corners of Cambridge, Mass., in front
coming out, and the restaurants. Anc

the Communists had in raising moneyat some length at the tremend'
for the Soviet Friendship organization. It would be my guess that it was probably

the most successful money-raising atte
But then, the Communists used and to

npt ever made by the Communist Party

very good advantage, the name of Dirk J.
gner of this particular letter but wsStruik who was not only

carried on the printed letterhead as a member of the executive board and as the
secretary-treasurer of American-Soviet Friendship.

Q. In connection with this, you say you were assigned by the Communist
Party to do this work of collecting money in Cambridge? A. That is right.

Q. When you collected the money where did you turn it over to? A. Oh,
yes, I forgot to mention, this was a most important part of the story, and that is
when we collected the money, after we collected, we did not bring the money in to
20 Newbury Street, Boston, Massachusetts. We brought the money around to
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the Communist Party branch headquarters or the Young Communist League
branch headquarters which at that time was on Magazine Street, Cambridge.
This is where the money that the good people contributed was going. I might say
this too. We were armed when we went out to collect the money not only with
Dirk Struik’s name but also another name, and that was the name of Bishop G
Bromley Oxnam who was carried on the letterhead as the chairman of the Massa-
chusetts Council and as a member of the executive board. This again was a name
used to tremendous advantage by the Communists in appealing for money for the
very simple reason that a great many of very decent people in the state of Mas:

isetts were victimized by the Communist Party because they had no reason to
i anything wrong with an organization
of the Methodist Church. I might say
ny given by Bishop Oxnam when he

believe, to suspect, there should have be
which had listed as its chairman a bishoj:
this. There was very interesting testin
testified in Washington, D. C., and I ref
that Bishop Oxnam would want to comm
the committee chairman asked about hi
Friendship and specifically asked how (
And the bishop said, “It is very simple,
an individual in Massachusetts to take th
And he said, “Why, it was a professor, a

jr the committee perhaps it would be
;nt on it personally, but in the testimony

? connections with the American-Soviet
ome his name was listed as chairman.
I was asked and received a request from
at job.” And they said, “Who was it?”
man by the name of Prof. Dirk Struik.”

Then the committee said, “Bishop, did you know anything about Prof. Dirk
Struik?” and the bishop said, “No, I did not know the man.” They said, “Didn’t

du check up on it?” And the Bishop said, “Yes, I checked. I called Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology, and when I called,” I forget the exact words,
but he left a very clear indication that MIT had given the man a clean bill of
health. “Therefore,” he said, “I agreed to serve as the chairman of the American-
Soviet Friendship.” I cite this, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Counsel, for this reason.

the Communist Party was able to utilize
icause the name of Dirk Struik in itself
y were able to utilize the name and pres-

iere again is an exam

the name of Dirk Struik, 1:
would not mean very much, but how th
tige of Massachusetts Institute of Tec mology in order to accomplish its sub-

ends.
•ked.Mr. Bbesnahan. I will have that m

,etter on letterhead of Massachusetts Council for American-Soviet Friend-
ship, dated 10/12/44 signed by Dirk Struik, marked “Exhibit 4.”]

Q. I now show you a program of Youth on Parade Dinner given at the Hotel
Vendome, and included among the patrons is Prof. Struik. And I would ask you
to comment upon that, your observations and knowledge of it. A. I recall this
particular event, the Youth on Parade Dinner, because it was sponsored by Ameri-
can Youth for Democracy, New England Division. And at that time I was the
Treasurer of American Youth for Democracy. And again we used this particular
affair as a money-raising event. Again I believe I have already testified about this
in previous testimony. You will find that I have testified that we found ourselves
in serious financial straits in AYD. We had run into debt and had to clean up
back bills and needed a lot of money. So, in order to clean up our debts and raise
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the necessary amount of money we tossed this thing, which was called the Youth
on Parade Dinner. And again it was quite an affair held at the Hotel Vendome.
And I can report the CommunistParty was successful in obtaining the money we
needed. Again the name of Prof. Dirk Struik was used by the Communist Party
on the program, and its appeal for funds as one of the they call it here not
sponsors but one of the patrons of the Youth on Parade Dinner.

Mr. Beesnahan. I ask that program be marked as an exhibit.

[Program of Youth,on Parade Dinner given at Hotel Vendome, marked
“Exhibit 5.”]

Q. I now call your attention to a pamphlet advertising “Evening Rally at the
Hotel Bradford” in which one of the speakers on War in Indonesia was Dirk
Struik, and ask what familiarity you had with that pamphlet. A. This partic

event took place the Progressive Party nd rally took place in Janu-
ary of 1949, and again I recall this event because I was one of the many Com-
munists assigned by the Communist Party to infiltrate and t within the
Progressive Party organization in the state of Massachusetts. As a matte
fact, several members of my cell also were given the same assignment. One
them I believe I have already testified to, a member of my cell at that time was
Richard Edsel. Another the members of my cell was Teddie Goldstein.

r ent at the evening rally Dirk Struik did speak on War in
Indonesia. I would point out that this r articular affair of course was one that wa

attended by non-Commur well as Communists. And, of course, this event
took place after I had ceased meet

Mr. Beesnahan. I ask that also 1

[Pamphlet advertis
hibit 6.”]

Ex-ly at the Hotel Brmg r m

Q. Now, Mr. Philbrick, lam going to ask this question. Do you remember in
the Communist Party was there occasionally a change in the party line from time
to time? A. Yes, indeed. The party line changed rather frequently, I would say.

Q. Now, did you ever notice during your association with Prof. Struik in any
of the meetings which you attended or any of the lectures which you heard that
he ever differed in any way with the change in the Communist Party line? A.
Well, sir, as the arguments and as the testimony and the other material here show
I constantly ran into the name of and worked in the same Communist front with
Prof. Dirk Struik all the way from 1940 right up through 1949 for the entireperiod
of nine years, both in cell meetings and outside of cell meetings. And over that
period of time the Communist Party line changed many times. For example, in
the Cambridge Youth Council this was supposedly a pacifist youth organization,
and the Communist Party line at that time was, “We will stay out of the war,
because of the fact Hitler and Stalin had a non-aggression pact. Immediately
upon the attack on Russia by Germany the Cambridge Youth Council folded up.
A new organization was formed immediately. The line changed and Prof. Struik
was right there with these new organizations calling for a program to open the

At this part
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second front. Over the period of the entire nine years to my knowledge at no time
did I ever find Prof. Struik differing with the official Communist Party line as laid
down by the Cominform in Moscow.

The Chairman. His line changed as quick as their line did?
The Witness. It certainly did. Sometimes that was very fast
Q. Now, Mr. Philbrick, I started to ask you before the recess and now come

back to it. You are aware of the fact that Mr. Struik was suspended with full pay
by the Massachusetts Institute of Technology in 1951 and was reinstated in Sep-
tember or the fall of 1956, and that this followed the quashing of the indictment by
the Middlesex County as a result of the Nelson decision. And you told me you are
familiar with the statement issued by Tech by the Committee on Academic Re-
sponsibility, findings and recommendations in the case of Prof. Dirk J. Struik and
also a statement of the executive committee regarding the case of Prof. Struik.
And in both of those statements it refers to the fact of the investigation made by
MIT to Prof. Struik’s conduct? A. That is right. I have read both of those
documents.

Q. You have read both of them? A. Yes, sir
Q. I am going to ask you. You testified before Congressional Committees,

regarding Dr. Struik in 1951 and at other times? A. The first time the testimony
was given was in the trial of the top eleven before Harold Medina in 1949. Addi-
tional testimony has been given before both the House Committee on UnAmerican
Activities, the Senate Internal Security Committee, and, of course, last year or
early this year before this Committee. And in each case the name of Prof. Dirk
Struik came up at one time or another during the course of the testimony.

Q. And you are also familiar with the fact as far as any public testimony is
concerned of Mr. Struik up until this time he had availed himself of his Constitu-
tional privileges and refused to answer questions? A. Yes, sir.

Q. lam going to ask you at any time since you first used Prof. Struik’s name
in 1949 and up until the time he was reinstated in the fall of 1956 has any repre-
sentative of MIT, the faculty committee or otherwise, asked you personally for
any evidence which you may have concerning Mr. Struik? A. No, I have never
been approached by any member of the faculty or the officials of MIT. No inquiry
of any kind has been made to me by the organization concerning any of my knowl-
edge about Prof. Struik.

The Chairman. Mr. Counsel, through you I would like to ask, do you have
any knowledge as to whether or not the officials of HIT have gone to the FBI to
get any kind of a report or reports you made to the FBI in which Dr. Struik or
Mr. Struik was mentioned?

The Witness. I have no knowledge, sir, of any such requests ever being made.
Q. You said you were familiar with the statements of the investigation by the

academic committee of the executive committee, and do you care to comment?
A. Well, yes. There are two or three things, sir, that I may —in the course of
reading the statements both by the executive committee at MIT and also by the
committee on so-called academic responsibility. The thing that struck me in read-
ing the testimony of the statement by the Committee on Academic Responsibility
was that the statement apparently deals only with the responsibility of Prof.
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Struik to MIT. And I find no place, seven pages herein before me, any mention
of the responsibilites of Prof. Struik or MIT to the people of Massachusetts. It
seems to me that the people of Massachusetts were the ones who were victimized
by the Communist Party over and over again over the entire period of my nine
years spent in the party, because of the fact that the Communist Party had the
use of the name not only of Prof. Struik but that of MIT. And it does seem very
strange to me that at no time in the report given is there does there seem to be
any thought given to the responsibility of the college and of the professors to the
public and the people of this state. The other thing that struck me was that it is
stated on page 1 of this same report that Prof. Struik has “become a symbol of
dissent and unorthodoxy.”

Well, it seems to me this is quite a contradiction because I have never known
Prof. Struik, as I have already testified, to dissent or to take any unorthodox
position in connection with the Communist Party line. He has not been a non-
conformist. He has conformed precisely to that which the Communist Party has
laid down in advance. To my knowledge there has been no occasion when he has
not conformed to the Communist Party line. So it seems to me this statement
which alleges a dissentist and nonconformist is completely false. I was struck by
the statement made in the statement of the executive committee wherein they say
several times that the charges or the indictment against Dirk Struik by the State
of Massachusetts was dropped. And this would indicate that the authorities, the
legal authorities, the District Attorney, had dropped the case. And, of course,
this again is false. This was not dropped by the District Attorney or by the law
enforcement officials. It was a court ruling and the rulings of the court because of
the Nelson case, the State of Massachusetts would not be legally entitled to go
ahead and prosecute Dirk Struik as the State wished to do. The final thing that,
of course, struck me was the MIT Corporation praised and I quote, “expresses
its appreciation to the faculty committeefor the thorough and judicial manner in
which it has dealt.” Well, it doesn’t seem to me that this is quite accurate for them
to have used the word “thorough,” when, as I have already stated, at no time has
it ever taken the time and trouble to contact me to ask what information, if any, I
had concerning Dirk Struik and his activity in the Communist Party.

Mr. Beesnahan. Thank you, Mr. Philbrick. I have no further questions of
Mr. Philbrick.

Sen. Powers. I would like to ask just one question, Mr. Philbrick. You say
all during this time never once were you contacted either by members of the
faculty or by the President or by anybody to discuss the matter in the Struik case?

The Witness. That is right, sir. At no time.
Sen. Powers. Nobody representing the
The Witness. No, sir.

institution at all

The Chairman. Any other questions b.
Have you any further questions?

members of the Commission

Mr. Beesnahan. I have no further questions,
The Witness. I might add this, that way back in the very beginning, soon after

the testimony given in the trial of the top eleven, through a personal friend who
was a member of a business firm I worked for who had some affiliations with mem-
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bers of MIT, at that time through my friend I asked him if he would tell the people
at MIT I would be very glad to sit down with them and to tell them what I knew
about Prof. Struik. And my intent at that time was if I could so do that it was
my feeling that might save the MIT Corporation from possibly some later embar-
rassment. However, there was never any response to that offer.

Sen. Powers. That was verbal rather you did not communicate with them?
The Witness. That was verbal, because I did not know any of the people over

at MIT and told this fellow to let his friend know I would be very glad.
Sen. Powers. Did you have any way of ascertaining whether this message

got through?
The Witness. Yes, my friend told me he had delivered the message. I don’t

know who he talked to, however.
The Chairman. I would like to ask this question. Of course we all recognize

the very great contribution that Massachusetts Institute of Technology has given
to this Commonwealth and the nation, to the various war efforts in different wars.
We all recognize its contributions in the area of atomic research and research on
various matters. Isn’t it wouldn’t it be possible to assume through their se-
curity measures which the Federal Government is interested in guarding their
plant and their effort, that on occasion they must have contact with the FBI?
And if that is true, wouldn’t it be a natural thing for Technology in a case of this
nature to make inquiry of the FBI concerning reports that you had submitted
during your seven years as undercover informer for the FBI? And if they had,
wouldn’t it be possible that the FBI might have notified you such an inquiry was
being made as to your reports? It is rather a lengthy question, but my mind is
leaning in that direction.

The Witness. I understand you, sir. That would be a normal and a natural
procedure, but it seems to me this has happened at various times. Various in-
dividuals or groups have contacted me because of the fact that some portion of my
testimony might touch upon some field of interest, their interest, or their organiza-
tion. And many times various individuals and organizations have, in fact, con-
tacted me through the FBI, and I have always been very glad to cooperate, and
we have worked together with many organizations on a very fine basis.

The Chairman. In the past when an individual or group contacts the FBI in
relation to your work for the FBI, on those occasions did the FBI then contact
you so you could follow up the lead?

The Witness. Yes, sir,

The Chairman. They did?
The Witness. Yes, sir.
The Chairman. But on this particular occasion you have received no word

from the FBI that such an inquiry was or is now in the making?
The Witness. None at all.
Sen. Powers. Aside from the case we have now before us in the matter of the

Dirk Struik case, if you can divorce yourself from your thinking in that case for
just a moment so that I might ask you whether or not in your opinion that legis-
lative investigations such as this on a state level should be continued? Is it more
imminent now than it was before?
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The Witness. Yes. And indeed it is, sir, because of the very reason that the
Communist Party has just changed its line and already become a matter as you
know, in the press, the fact that it is now dissolving its Communist fronts and
spreading out and infiltrating into other groups. It seems to me very important
that the public and people be informed of the documentary evidence concerning
Communist activity be made available to the people. There are really not many
ways for the ordinary American citizen to find out about the Communist Party
except through such investigatory commissions such as here. This has proven to
be one of the major ways of the people to obtain factual information about the
activities of the Communist Party. In this time especially, in the time of great
world crisis when the chips, as it were, are down, when Kruschev made it very plain
in the public statements that it is the intent of the Communist International to
“bury us.” At that time when thousands of Hungarian people have been slaugh-
tered and continued to be slaughtered by the Communists, at the time when this
great world struggle is, as I believe, reaching a crisis, certainly such as this time we
need committees such as this to continually provide facts and information upon
which to base their very best judgment as to how to wage the struggle against the
Communists.

Sen. Powers. Do you want to go on and say the times warrant it because it is
very critical that this continue? They are more critical than they were three or
four years ago?

The Witness. Yes, indeed. I think that is confirmed by every expert in the
field. I think very quickly by talking to any member of the State Department in
Washington, that would be confirmed. Right now is a time far more critical than
three years ago.

Sen. Powers. Those of us who have been on the Committee I speak, of
course, after three and a half years, we wonder sometimes whether or not we are
performing any useful purpose. And sometimes we too can get discouraged. I
know I can and have. I wonder whether or not in our report to the Legislature,
whether or not times demand we ask for an extension of this type of activity, and I
think probably in the minds of my colleagues here the same thought has occurred
to them. I think probably Mr. Bresnahan would like to get back to the practice of
law. I suspect sometimes he probably would.

The Chairman. Mr. Philbrick you are undoubtedly aware, being in touch with
these matters, that the Communist Party, this coming February, 1957, is going to
have a United States Convention in New York. Will that be public or will it be a
secret convention? Evidently they are coming out from under the rocks in view of
the aggressive nature of what is happening in Europe. Can you tell us something
about that if you have advanced knowledge?

The Witness. Yes. In fact, we knew of this way along early last summer. At
that time the Communist Party in this country had received orders by the Com-
munist International to come above ground. This was reported in the New York
Herald-Tribune in my feature column carried in that paper. We furthermore re-
vealed at that time the Communist Party had been ordered not only to come out
in the open to try to re-establish itself as a “legitimate political party,” but also
to hold its so-called open convention. This will not be a secret convention. It
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will be a public convention but not open to those not members of the Communist
Party. In other words, those who will attend the convention will be just those who
are accredited delegates from the various Communist sections across the United
States, including delegates from the New England area.

The Chairman. Is it anticipated they will be ordered to follow the new line,
that is, discredit Stalin and take on the Bulganin-Kruschev line?

The Witness. Yes, sir. They have already received those instructions. Fur-
thermore, there is occasion now in view of the latest crisis and the Hungarian up-

ng and the fact the Communists have been discredited in this country and in
the world, it may very well be they will change the name of the Communist Party
at the coming convention and call it by some other name in order to get rid of the

irse of the term “Communism.” Whether this will happen as yet we don’t know,
but we do know this matter is being discussed by Communist Party bosses in this
country right

The Chairman. Is this new aggressive development on the part of the Com-
munist Party in the United States a followup of the decision of the Supreme Court
of the United States in re the Nelson case?

The Witness. Partly sir. And the reason for that is that Communists are on
the aggressive right now. They are imbued with the idea that the Socialist victory
and, again, this is their own term, is inevitable. They believe the capitalist
system is inevitably doomed to destruction and it is simply a matter of time before
the Communists will succeed and finally establish socialism on a world wide scale.
Largely because of this reason and because of the fact w'e have not hampered the
Communists to any great extent here in the United States. The Smith Act has
slowed them down a little bit but not done very much damage. They have now
decided to come in the open and take the aggressive and step up rather thancurtail
their campaign for the eventual destruction of Capitalism wherever it exists.

The Chairman. Have you contact without divulging your sources, of course
that might tip over an applecart but
the Communist Party that keep you inf

ave you still contact with people within
•med on these events?,rty that keep you infi

The Witness. Yes, sir, I h
rman. You have. And th information you have given us is from

That is right.The Wit
Mr. Cashman. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask this question. Mr. Phil-

brick, it has been stated before this Commission by at least one witness, if not
more, that there was a tremendous distinction in approach between pure Marxism
on the one hand and Communism on the other. Now, without attempting to get
into the distinctions, if any, there exist between the two, as a practical matter is
there a distinction on the part of so-called pure Marxist as against the Communist
in his approach with reference to world domination by violent revolution?

The Witness. As a practical matter, no, sir. In fact, wr e were taught in the
Communist Party that the Communist package consisted of Marxism, Leninism
and Stalinism, and Marx has laid the basis and the ground-work and planted the
seed and it had been Lenin and Stalin that brought the seed to flower. They
showed how to apply the principles of Marxism and put it into practice. Their
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definition, therefore, was Communism was simply Marxism put into practice. And
they claimed and still claim today they are the only ones that know how to put
Marxism into practice. All the other splinter groups they say are wrong. They
disagree with Trotsky, Plechanby and Norman Thomas Socialists and all kinds of
people who call themselves Marxists and say, “We Communists are the only
Marxists who carry out the teachings of Marx in the way they should be carried
out, according to the rules of Lenin, Stalin and Engels.” That is what we were
taught. That is not my view.

Mr. Cashman. At the risk of repeating a question which may have been asked
prior to my coming in, I would like to know whether or not in the various classes
you attended during the period referred to as your undercover period, whether
there was any distinction made in the teachings or thoughts expressed by lecturers
before you between Marxism and Communism, and whether it was or was not
advanced that one was purely an evolutionary situation as opposed to the revolu-
tionary situation of the latter?

The Witness. No
Mr. Cashman. So that categorically you would say so far as any of the meetings

you attended were concerned, they were both dealt with without any line of de-
marcation or distinction being made between them?

The Witness. Yes, that is right. Furthermore, the Communists were ex-
tremely specific and very strict about these things. To have varied from this
line was to be guilty of that they called deviationism. They had both, according
to their description, right deviationism and left deviationism. You couldn’t swing
off this straight or narrow path or line either to the left or right. You had to be
right smack on what the Communists themselves said was the true Marxist line.
This was a very serious crime.

Mr. Cashman. Just one more question. You are familiar with the significance
of the Nelson decision and you may or may not know 7 that the position of this
Commission along with various other commissions throughout the country was to
advance the thought that the Smith Act ought to be amended so that concurrent
jurisdiction was given to the States and to the Federal Government alike?

The Witness. Yes
Mr. Cashman. And whether or not a you feel that in the light of everything

that has developed and in the light of all you know about the internal workings
of the Communist Party, in your judgment without attempting to get you in-
volved in the significance of the Supreme Court decision, whether you think this is

ond part of the question is whether or
missions similar to this as much as the
of the Kremlin has thrown confusion

the better course of wdsdom. And the se
not it is or is not true that the work of Co
change of the policy or the alleged polio'
into the ranks of the Communists more or less equall

The Witness. The answer to the first
completely with the position taken by this

part of the question is Yes, sir, I agree
Committee that the State certainly not

only has the right but I believe the duty and responsibility to serve the people of
this state by providing information about local Communist Party activity in which
perhaps the Federal Government as such would not be necessarily interested, you
see. Secondly, yes, because of the great confusion both inside as’Vell as outside
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of the ranks of the Communist Party itself today. That is another reason why I
believe it is even more necessary and more valuable for committees such as this
to constantly provide the most accurate information it can about the Communist
movement.

My feeling is that if a democracy is to work at all it must succeed only because
of the good judgment of the American people. They are the ones that must make
the decision, and their decisions can be no better than the information which they
have, the facts which they have at hand. Hence, if they do not have sufficient
information or sufficient facts about this very important subject, their decision will
certainly be wrong or will not be adequate to the situation.

Mr. Cashman. I would like to ask one more question, Mr. Chairman. That is
namely this. My own personal reaction, for whatever it is worth, has been that if
the function that we are concerned with was dealt with exclusively by the Federal
Government, then there would be a necessity to advance additional funds to the
FBI in order to take up the slack, as it were, in terms of what the states have been
attempting to do in this field. My own theory has been if that were to take place,
the very individuals who, or many of the very individuals who have wanted the
states to get out of the so-called business of investigating procedures would prob-
ably be the first to set up a hue and cry and a holler against the giving of those
funds on the theory that they would then advance that we would be creating in
effect a police state. And without reservations on your part, I would like your
comment on that thought.

The Witness. Well, rather thancomment upon it or give my personal opinion,
I would simply point to a Communist publication such as the Daily AYorker, and I
will show you you will find in the Daily Worker confirmation of exactly what you
have expressed, that that is the same names, the same people appear on petitions
or appeals or organizations or various other movements designed, No. 1, to get the
states’ rights for investigation taken away, and, secondly, also to destroy the power
of the Federal Government investigating or to prosecute the Communists. You
will find this confirmed by the Communist document.

Mr. Cashman. Just one further comment, and this time I will really quit.
This position is really playing both ends against the middle. Get out of the investi-
gative business and leave it to the Federal Government. Then when left to the
Federal Government, don’t give them the funds with which to carry on their work.

The Chairman. Senator Powers,

Sen. Powers. Mr. Philbrick, in view of all the discussions we have had here
both in the earlier part of the year and also discussions you heard yesterday in
executive session, and because of the fact you have been exposed to this thing
called Communism for a long time, what is your opinion or have you an opinion as
to what type of protection the Legislature should give to these people wherein it is
found that those who are now openly professing that at one time they were disloyal,
members of the party, and we find them now as members of the faculty of our
colleges, what is the recommendation you have that we could recommend to the
Legislature?

The Witness. It seems the case is one of freedom v. totalitarianism. We have
in this country that good and wonderful Constitution which furnishes us freedom of
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speech, freedom of press and freedom of assembly and it seems to me that our
legislatures should enact legislation which would forbid and make illegal and un-
lawful a conspiracy to form any kind of a totalitarian, one-party Socialist system of
government in this country, because that is a complete denial of everything for
which this government stands.

Sen. Powers. lam talking on a state level. We have banned the Party a,
you know.

The Witness. This is more than banning the Communist Party. It is banning
any conspiracy to form by any means any totalitarian form of government. Let’s
forget the name “Communist, Fascist, Nazi,” or whatever. The issue is one of
freedom v. totalitarianism. A free way of life against a form of dictatorship. I
think our Legislature should call not only for the banning of the Communist Party
but making it illegal to form or conspire to any kind of dictatorship. This should
apply to all professions, the teaching profession or hod carriers.

The Chairman. The Commission will suspend.
Mr. Bresnahan. Should I ask before you go the next witness we are going

to have here is James Glatis. Did you at some time meet James Glatis within the
Communist Party, and tell us where.

The Witness. Yes, I met Jim Glatis as a fellow member of the Communist
Party in a special course of study in the late spring of 1949, and, in fact, I was
attending that course of study with Jim Glatis in the apartment, the duplex apart-
ment of Otis Hood on Fayston Street, Roxbury at the very time I was called out
and subpoenaed to give testimony in the trial of the top eleven. When I left the
class, Jim Glatis was still a member of it.

The Chairman. We will suspend until 2:15 and meet again in the same room.
And I would like to ask Mr. Philbrick if possible he come back also this afternoon
because after Mr. Glatis testifies, we may have one or two more questions which
might come up we might ask you, sir.

The Witness. Yes.
Noon recess.]

Herbert A. Philbhick, resumed

Q. [By Mr. Cashman.] I have two or three questions. I would like to address
the same questions to you that I addressed to Mr. Glatis, bearing in mind the
hierarchy, so called, and its formation as to numbers and as to significance within
the Party group. And how many different varieties of those composite or com-
ponents of the hierarchy do you of your own knowledge know Prof. Struik at-
tended?

The Witness. My own relationship with Prof. Struik was, first of all, in con-
nection with the Communist-front group as differentiated specifically from the
Communist groups.

Mr. Cashman. How many of those front movements did you to the best of
your present recollection have contact with Prof. Struik?

The Witness. Golly, it would be impossible to say right now, because there
were so many of them. In fact, we covered in this morning’s testimony only a
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small part of the actual numbers of contact and the number of organizations. It
would take a great deal of research and
isolate the fronts in which both Stmik
take several days of testimony to include
period of nine years. In fact, I believ
Struik has a national record of affiliatio

study to go back through the records and
and I belonged. And it would probably
all of them. It was tremendous over the
the record will undoubtedly show Prof.
with Communist fronts that is matched

by very few other individuals in the country. Now, secondly, any other affiliation
I had with Prof. Struik was specifically in the Pro Group level. lat no time met
him at a Communist Party convention or any other Communist Party cell with the
one exception of the Pro Group unit

Mr. Cashman. Now, with reference to the position in so far as it can be cate-
gorized, of the Pro Group within the Communist hierarchy, just where would it
stand on that ladder

The Witness. The Pro Group was alleged to have been by the Party as the
leading section of the Communist apparatus. These people were the people who
determined the tactics and strategy of the Communist Party in this country. It
was reserved, and I think it has been confirmed by Dr. Struik himself, that this
group was limited to the so-called intellectuals, although I even hesitate to place
myself in that class. But these were the people who were the real leaders and con-
sidered themselves to be the brains of the Communist apparatus. I might explain
it further by this way. We were told and taught that although the Communist
apparatus in the country operated as part of the Communist International, and
although we knew we operated under the direction and received orders from the
Communist International, what a Communist Party would do in any particular
country depended upon a very careful analysis of the time, conditions and place.
Therefore, it was the duty and responsibility of these Pro Group members to de-
termine specifically what the Communist Party in the United States would
as, let us say, differentiated from what the Communist Party in China might do
and in France in order to advance the Soviet movement to the greatest extent in
this country as part of a world movement. We were told that would mean, for
example, in the United States wr e might operate largely underground because of
existing conditions here. It meant in Italy you would have an enormous above
ground Communist Party movement with one or two million members. It would
mean in other areas, in Korea it would call for open-armed aggression. It was
specifically the job of this particular unit, again, as I said, a well-trained, colie
educated group of individuals to determine specifically the course of action in the
United States in order to advance the cause of Soviet Socialism to the utmost.
And it was in that context and in that realm of activity in which I met with Prof.
Struik in the Pro Group units. In other words, his teaching and his lectures and
his instructions with us were at all times designed not to aid the United States,
not to help the United States and certainly not to further the capitalist form of
government. It was to at all times further the system of Soviet Socialism.

Mr. Cashman. Thank you very much.
The Chairman. I would like to ask one or two brief questions. In your opinion

in your proximity to Prof. Dirk Struik within the Pro Group did he act as a dedi-
cated Communist?
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The Witness. Yes, indeed, sir. As a matter of fact, his dedication was such
that as closely as I could observe, he contributed not only extensively of his money,
which he did, but he contributed tremendously of his time. He gave innumerable
hours day in an day out, week in and week out, to all sorts of Communist activity
and causes and front groups. How much time this must have taken, it would be
very difficult to say, but it would be difficult to match it, for anyone to match the
dedication which Prof. Struik showed to the Communist movement.

The Chairman. He was a very busy beaver in that category?
The Witness. Indeed so
Mr. Cashman. One more question if I may. Let us assume for the moment

that Prof. Struik was not ever a Communist. But bearing in mind the significance
of the individuals who were present, granted a modicum of intelligence, would it
have been possible for him not to have known the significance of the interests of
those with whom he came in contact irrespective of his own allegiance or non-
allegiance to the Party?

The Witness. No. This would not have been possible, sir, because Dr. Struik
is not an unintelligent individual. He
dividual, and I would certainly not und<
tainly knows his subject of Marxism, L
use the Communist Party made of that j
stand up and lecture on the subject of
hour but two hours at a stretch. And thi
what he was talking about. Certainly he

is, in fact, a very highly intelligent in-
irestimate Dr. Struik at all. And he cer-
minism and Stalinism, as verified by the
;reat talent. As testified earlier, he would
Marxism and Leninism not for just one
re was no question about the fact he knew

aew who the people were he was meeting
with, and, obviouslv, he also was aware of the fact the aim of the Communist
International was and always has been and still is the ultimate control of the
world. Now, these things it would not have been possible at all for as learned a
person and as highly intellectual a person as Dr. Struik not to have realized these
things.

1 were present were any of these doc-
control through unlawful revolutionary
3 when he was present so he could not
those who were present was?

Mr. Cashman. In his presence while yc
trines with respect to world domination and
processes, were these expounded at any tin
have been misled as to what the purpose ol

The Witness. That is right, sir.
Mr. Cashman. And on how many occa;asions and with this I will leave off

mr recollection were the general idea of
■y means commented upon by others in

on how many occasions to the best of y
world domination by violent revolutiona
his presence?

The Witness. I would say three or four cell meetings during which the specific
subject of violence and necessity of violence, the inevitability of violence in the
khange of society from the lower Capitalist class to a higher Socialist class I
would say three or four times when that particular subject was discussed. Of
course, at the other meetings we discussed the Communist tactics in general with-
out violence specifically.

Rep. Sala. You must have known Mr. Struik very well, Mr. Philbrick?
The Witness. Yes, indeed.
Rep. Sala. Let me call to your mind yesterday when you stood up and he turned
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around and looked at you, I think he said he didn’t quite remember you. In
going back to 1948, he thought it was quite a while back. At these special meetings
were you in another room while he was there?

The Witness. No, we were in the same room together.
Rep. Sara. From what he said, I figure you must have been in another room.
Mr. Bresnahan. I thought he said he remembered and recognized him. And

if he said he was there and said these things and that nothing that appeared that
he had read of that Mr. Philbrick had said was not truthful.

Mr. Cashman. May I specifically request any statement made at executive
session prior to a public hearing not be again mentioned at this meeting?

The Chairman. Mr. Philbrick, knowing myself something about Prof. Struik’s
background, for instance, his attendance at Leyden University and Gottingen
University in Germany, and his career as a mathematician, and aware of countless
periodicals, books and treatises, would you say it goes without question that he is
from a very highly intellectual world in the general scale of mankind?

The Witness. I would. That would be my very strong opinion, yes, sir.
The Chairman. A man of that intellectual capacity in your opinion, then,

couldn’t very well sit in a small Pro cell and not know what was going on?
The Witness. No, sir.
The Chairman. That is all I have.
Mr. Bresnahan. I move this meeting be adjourned
The Chairman. The witness is excused, and the meeting is adjourned.

[Hearing adjourned, to be resumed at 11 a.m., Monday, December 17, 1956.]

TESTIMONY IN PUBLIC SESSION OF JAMES W. GLATIS,
DECEMBER 11, 1956,

Afternoon Session.

The Chairman. The meeting will come to order. Mr. Counsel, call your witness,
Mr. Bresnahan. Mr. Glatis.

James W. Glatis, Sworn.

Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] What is your name? A. James W. Glatis.
Q. And where do you live, Mr. Glatis? A. 31 Northborne Road, Jamaica

Plain
Q. What is your business? A. Presently in the insurance field.
Q. And have you appeared before this Commission before in executive session?

A. Yes, sir, I have.
Q. And at some time did you become a member of the Communist Party?

A. Yes, sir. I did.
Q. And did you make reports of your activity in the Communist Party to the

Federal Bureau of Investigation? A. Yes, sir, I did.
Q. Had you communicated with the Federal Bureau of Investigation before

or after you originally joined the party? A. Before, sir.
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Q. Following your communication with them, you became an active party
member? A. Yes, sir.

Q. When? A. Approximately 1949 when I actually became a member of the
party. Prior to that time in the latter part of 1948 I was directed, requested and
directed by the Federal Bureau of Investigation to pursue and penetrate the Civil
Rights Congress.

Q. And did you pursue that? A. Yes, I did
Q. And at some time did your activity, following your communication with the

Federal Bureau of Investigation, cause you to meet Dirk Struik? A. Yes, sir.
Q. And when did you first meet Dirk Struik, and would you describe to the

Commission the circumstances leading up to that meeting? A. Actually the
first time I had seen, so to speak, Dirk Struik was at a rather large rally held at the
Bradford Hotel sometime in January, 1949, at which Dirk Struik was one of the
principal speakers and addressed the group on the question of war in Indonesia.

Q. Under what auspices was that held? A. I believe at that time it was the
Progressive Party.

Q. Was that the same meeting Mr. Philbrick referred to this morning? A. Ye
sir, it was.

Q. And then my last question to Mr. Philbrick concerning you, lam going to
ask when and where you met Mr. Philbrick? A. I met Mr. Herbert A. Philbrick
at a class being held by the chairman of the Communist Party, Otis Hood, that is,
the chairman in Massachusetts, in Otis Hood’s apartment in Fayston Street.
This constituted the first time I met Herb Philbrick conducting the same classes
in Marxism, Leninism.

Q. How long before Mr. Philbrick testified in the trial of the eleven Communists
and exposed himself as an undercover man? A. I would say approximately
roughly about three months.

Q. Did you know that Mr. Philbrick was communicating with the FBI when
you were attending these classes and he was? A. No, sir. Iso identified him in
my reports as a member of the Communist Party.

Q. You have told us the first time you saw Dirk Struik was in January, 1949.
Were you then a member of the CommunistParty when you attended this meeting
at the Hotel Bradford at which time Prof. Struik was a lecturer? A. No, sir,
not at that particular moment.

Q. When subsequently did you meet with Prof. Struik? A. The next occa-
sion was the National I believe it was called the National Conference or National
Congress held by the National Council of American-Soviet Friendship in New
York City in December, approximately December 4th, sth and 6th, New York
City. I had attended this particular congress as a delegate.

Q. That was in what year? A. December of 1949,
Q. December of 1949. Now, that was the National Council of American-

Soviet Friendship, and were you a member of the National Council of American-
Soviet Friendship? A. Yes, sir, I was.

Q. What were the circumstances under which you became a member of the
National Council of American-Soviet Friendship? A. The FBI had requested I
if possible seek to become a member of the Massachusetts Council of the American-
Soviet Friendship which was an adjunct of the National Council. And upon
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hearing that the National Council was going to hold a conference in New York
City, I made it known to certain individuals that I ostensibly would be in New
York at that time and possibly I could attend this particular Congress or Confer-
ence at the same time as taking care of my own personal business. As a result of
making this fact known, I was told to get in touch with Elizabeth Moos. For pur-
poses of identification, I learned later this Elizabeth Moos was a national officer
of this National Council and also was for purposes of identification, the mother-
in-law of William Remington, who is, of course, now deceased. Upon meeting with
Elizabeth Moos in her apartment at 1 Prentice Avenue in Boston, I mentioned my
intention of going as a delegate to this particular convention. She readily accepted
this offer on my part and told me she would meet with me at this particular con-
ference in New York. And subsequently, after attending this particular Congress,
I was asked to become a member. While attending this Congress I was directed
by her to meet with her at the conclusion of this Congress back here in Boston.

Q. And that was this Congress in December of 1949? A. Yes, sir.
Q. How long before that had you become a member of the Massachusetts

Council of American-Soviet Friendship, or were you a member? A. I wasn’t a
nember up until that particular moment, sir

Q. Until you spoke with her? A. That is right, sir
Q. How long was that before December of 1949? A. Well, actually, that

all took place at the same time. I had been requested by the Bureau, as I pointed
out, to penetrate this organization and seek membership in it because they were
vitally interested in what was going on inside the organization itself.in

Q. Was Mr. Struik in attendance at the National Council in New York in
1949? A. My best recollection is he did attend and was one of the speakers

become associated in Massachusetts
m-Soviet Friendship? A. Yes, sir.

Q. Now then, did you come bi
with the Massachusetts Council of Ame
That took place, well, in the latter part of December when I returned to Boston I
made contact with, I believe it is, Mrs. Elizabeth Moos and I told her I wouldbe ex-
pecting a copy of the resolutions passed by the National Council at its Convention.
I asked her to direct me to what my further activities would be, and she told me
to be present at a meeting to be held the latter part of January in the Community
Church in Boston, which is located on Boylston Street.

Q. Would that be January, 1950? A. Yes, sir.
Q. This meeting at the Community Church was a meeting of what organiza-

tion? A. The annual meeting of the. American-Soviet Friendship,
Q. Did you attend that meeting? A. Yes, sir, I did.
Q. Will you tell the Commission what was done and what you learned about

the Massachusetts Council of American-Soviet Friendship, its purpose and its
function? A. Well, when I attended this particular meeting first, there was a
general business conducted, that is, the general meeting held, and at the conclu-
sion of the meeting the chairman of this particular affair which, in this case hap-
pened to be Prof. Dirk Struik, asked all non-members of the organization to leave
the room because elections were going to be held to name those to the executive
board of the Massachusetts Council of American-Soviet Friendship. During the
elections my name was put in nomination by and I was elected
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to the Board of Directors of the National Council. Subsequent to that meeting
we had several meetings between that time and approximately about May of 1950,
May or June, 1950. During that period these meetings were held at the home of
Elizabeth Moos, that is, at her apartment at 1 Prentice Avenue. During that
same time I had the responsibility of attending my own particular cell meetings,
that is, the Communist Party cell meetings which were being held occasionally on
Myrtle Street, which is adjacent to Prentice. My own cell meetings were led by
Ann Burlak. During that time I informed Ann Burlak I was on the executive
committee of the American-Soviet Friendship, and asked her for instructions.
She told me to serve on the board and occasoinally I would attend my own cell
meeting and would be excused to attend the meetings at this particular apart-
ment. During the time we held these meetings, I want to make it perfectly clear
to the Commission that Prof. Dirk Struik was not sitting as a guest lecturer or
invited speaker.

Q. What are you referring to? A. The executive committee meetings of the
American-Soviet Friendship. Dirk Struik actually was more or less the controlling
factor in these meetings in so far as organizational activities are concerned. There
were several other party members whom I knew to be party members who also
served with me on this particular board. Amongst them is one that was previously
mentioned this morning in Mr. Philbrick’s testimony, Theodora Goldstein, promi-
nently known in our circles at that time as Teddy Goldstein. During that time also,
as I pointed out, these meetings primarily dealt with the question of organizational

Council of American-Soviet Friendship,
time that they did have a semi-official
issachusetts Council. That was closed

activity on the part of the Massachusetts <
I might point out to the committee at that
headquarters over here in Boston of the M:
in the early part of 1950. Then the heat uarters were located at 93 Staniford
Street, at the Hub Club, also known as the Russian Club. During one of these
meetings which was the Hub Club or the headquarters, the Massachusetts Council
was discussed. Teddy Goldstein, whom I personally considered to be more or
less the security watchdog within our group stated to the executive committee of
our group that we should conduct the security survey of that particular office,
weed out what the Council needed at the present time for its own affairs, take some
of the literature and books, auction them off for money or turn them over to the
American-Russian Institute in New York City. And for purposes of identification
there, as I understand it, the American-Russian Institute is listed on the Attorney-
General’s list of subversive activities as a Communist-front organization or sub-
versive.

In addition Teddy Goldstein instructed us we should comb our files completely
for our own personal benefit would be
ted at the time, we didn’t want these
What she meant by the wrong hands I

and what we didn’t require from the files
returned for security reasons. As she st
particular files to fall in the wrong hands,
leave up to the Commission to decide.

Q. Was Dirk Struik present at these meetings? A. Yes, definite!
Q. What part did Dirk Struik plan in these meetings of the executive council

of the American-Soviet Friendship? A. As I stated, primarily his purpose was
more or less guiding the group, constantly making recommendations as to what
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activity the group should take. And based on his recommendations we would
discuss the organizational activity, outside activity of the Massachusetts Council,
what part we should play in conjunction with the National Council of American-
Soviet Friendship, what program we should develop in this area, what type of
literature we should mail out to the mailing list which I think at that time numbered
about 300. As I said before, his purpose was not as a lecturer or guest speaker but
primarily chairman of the group in itself.

The Chairman. Mr. Counsel, I would like to ask Mr. Glatis a question. While
Mr. Struik was serving on the executive committee of this council you speak about,
was he known to you as a member of the Communist Party engaged in work for
the party within the council?

The Witness. Not directly. I cannot say unequivocally that I knew Dirk
Struik as a party member per se, because Struik or none of the others would come
to me and say, “Glatis, I happen to be a member of the party.” Nor would Igo
to any others in this respect. This was verboten in party circles to publicly admit
membership in the party, especially at this time we had a trial in New York City
and security had tightened within this area. As a matter of fact, on one particular
occasion I was instructed by Ann Berlak at no time should I, in some instances,
give my last name to anybody and if anybody asked me, I should report immedi-
ately to Ann Burlak.

The Chairman. Were you called by a code name or nickname within the
council?

Jim, periodThe Witness. No. By the name of
The Chairman. Jim, period.

.e that you were associated when you were
r that you were in any organizations with

Q. Mr. Glatis, what was the last tin
still a member of the Communist Part;
Dirk Struik? A. That covers actually a multitude of sins a long time and a long
period of time, as you might say. I can give you a chronological situation, the
circumstances in chronological sequence. In the late part of 1950 the Massa-
chusetts council suspended operations for a while, and I contacted one of the
executive committee members and requested to know the reason why. And it was
at that time because of pressure it was put to me because of pressure, outside
pressure, it was felt, some of the members of this particular group of ours felt it
necessary not to attend any meetings for security reasons, as it was put to me. This
was in late 1950. In early 1951 I did receive notice, just a straight notice, that a
meeting wouldbe held at Elizabeth Moos’ apartment. I communicated this to Ann
Burlak at the time, because I was more or less responsible to Ann Burlak, that I
had been instructed to attend this particular meeting and Ann Burlak instructed
me in the light of my own position and by position she meant my own position
within the General Electric Company at the time wherein I was working in re-
stricted areas, and for security purposes she first asked whether this particular
meeting was going to be a public meeting. I told her no, a private meeting at
Elizabeth Moos’ apartment. Ann Burlak instructed me on this basis, saying this
particular meeting was under surveillance and for security reasons requested
not requested, told me not to attend this particular meeting, which I didn’t do.

In the fall of 1951 I contacted another member of the executive committee, a
gentlemanby the name ofArthur Sokol, I believe it is spelled S-o-k-o-1 or S-o-o-k-o-1,
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either one of the two. I again requested information as to the activity of the
group itself. He instructed me that because of the tremendous amount of pressure
that existed within the state at that time I believe there was some legislation
pending or legislation already passed outlawing the Communist Party here in
Massachusetts he told me at that time many members felt it necessary not to
communicate with each other at any particular group, any group meetings, that
only two officers remained active within the Massachusetts council. One was
Arthur Sokol and the other Dirk Struik. And that they principally met in his own
home, that is, Arthur Sokol’s home, and all literature being disseminated and dis-
tributed in the area was emanating from his own home. During that same period
of time, I would say, there was somewhat of a cessation of activity of this particular
group. On many occasions functions were held by some of the front organizations
in this particular area, Dirk Struik was present. For example, the Progressive
Party, several instances the Civil Rights Congress, several meetings were held in
the Community Church on Boylston Street. For example, we had one Progressive
Party meeting here on Joy Street at some hall in back here. At that time Dirk
Struik attended and several of the party functionaries from this area attended and,
again, as possibly a note of information I noticed, I particularly would notice, of
course, that Dirk Struik spent a great deal of his time conversing in one corner of
the hall with Ann Burlak for most of the evening, where most of the rest of us
were having a good time. It was more or less a testimonial dinner to, I believe,
Walter O’Brien and Ann Lock, who was then the secretary of the Progressive
Party in Massachusetts.

Subsequent to that particular time, that meeting of the Progressive Party, again
on several occasions I saw Dirk Struik attending affairs at the Community Church
on Boylston Street. On one specific occasion it was the subject matter involved,
as they described it, McCarthyism. And actually, in a sense, it was to listen to
several individuals who had been summonsed to appear before McCarthy and
relate their experiences before Sen. McCarthy when they appeared before his
committee when they held hearings in Boston. All during that time I was still
receiving the material occasionally from the Massachusetts Council and the
National Council of American-Soviet Friendship. I believe quite honestly it
would serve the Commission’s interest to understand a little about the council in
itself. The National Council of American-Soviet Friendship in itself is one of the
oldest and powerful Commie-front organizations in the United States. Actually
in a sense it is a merging. The National Council is a result of the merging between
the Friends of the Soviet Union and the Council of Soviet Relationship. This
took place around 1943. Prior to that time the line, of course, was as so described
by Mr. Philbrick earlier this morning. I can corroborate the line prior to that time
from what evidence I have personally seen prior to 1940 and ’4l. The line was we
were Fascists in this country and was made to deter any of our activity within,
that is, activity aiding Great Britain during the war. lam perhaps more familiar
with later day activity of the National Council, and for that reason I have with
me and would like if possible to illustrate the position of the National Council of
American Soviet Friendship, and these are documents [indicating].

Q. Professor Struik was a director of the National Council? A. Yes. He
served as a director in 1951, 1953, and if lam not mistaken, 1954. This is a letter
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I received on May 14, 1954, on the National Council of American Friendship.
This was approximately about ten days before I was called to expose my own
activity to testify before the Subversive Activities Control Board with relation
to this particular organization. This letter in essence calls for money, requested
donations to assist the National Council of American-Soviet Friendship in fighting
the case of its case before the Subversive Activities Control Board, and listed
on the board of directors is Prof. Dirk Struik’s name. I say this is as of 1954.
Now, with relation to the purpose and function of the Massachusetts Council of
American-Soviet Friendship and the National Council, I pointed out earlier that
the Massachusetts Council was an adjunct or chapter of the National Council for
American-Soviet Friendship. The National Council primarily is a propaganda
agency ostensibly supposed to serve the purpose of promoting peace propaganda
in the United States. However, it took on other responsibilities as far as the
propaganda line is concerned. If I may illustrate, these were bulletins and state-
ments made by the National officers of the National Council of American-Soviet
Friendship. For example, this one here is dated November 16, 1950, during the
time I served with the Massachusetts Council and the National Council. In this

primarily the 'withdrawal of American
,ed China into the United Nations, the

1 hurt the National Council of American-

instance we were pushing definite lines,
troops from Korea, the acceptance of I
defeat of certain bills that were felt wouk
Soviet Friendship and other Communis
Again 'may I quote, “The people can am

Party or Communist Party affiliates,
must stop the drive toward war and its

ing repressions at home.” They pushed for a peaceful settlement with
the Soviet Union and China and then to the armed conflict in Korea and to the
admission of the Chinese People’s Republic into the United Nations. Again in no
sense did I find the Massachusetts Council or the National Council of which it
was an adjunct at any time deviated one iota from the Communist Party line. In
other words, if the line switched in the C
the National Council and the Massachus
area was to bring speakers from the Nat

mmunist Party, the line switched within
tts Council. Our prime purpose in this
rnal Council of American-Soviet Friend-
lorify the Soviet Union and present the
at all times, even to the point of showing
se cartoons in one instance, if I recall,
T rich and showed him to be the big bad

ship to introduce programs designed to £

United States in rather a bad, seedy light
cartoons, primarily to children, and the
dealt with the king who was ostensibly ve
wolf and the little girl and her father who was supposed to be the heroes of the
working class.

We brought various speakers into this area, such as Howard Fast, Richard
Morford, the director of this particular organization. On one particular occasion
we had as a speaker at a meeting Karl Manzani. If I remember, he was tried for
perjury later. Our program was completely designed for the purposes of propa-
ganda. I can cite many, many instances, I mean from the record in itself, of our
own record of what the purpose of this organization was. Important, as I said
before, was the fact we did not deviate from the party line. Our discussions cen-
tered around the line in itself, the line presented, handed down from the National
Council of American-SovietFriendship.

Q. Now, during your entire time of your association with either the Massa-
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chusetts Council or the National Council of American-Soviet Friendship, was Dirk
Struik at all times connected with it? A. Yes, he was.

Q. As a leader? A. Yes, sir.
Q. And was it in connection with this American-Soviet Friendship that you

came to know Dirk Struik? A. Yes, sir, it was.
Q. No other organization that you were affiliated with was he affiliated with?

A. When you say no other organization in itself, I must make this clear. Pri-
marily most party members will travel in a vicious circle in that nine times out of
ten you will see the same faces such as in the New England Citizens Concerned for
Peace, the Progressive Party, the Civil Rights Congress. It is not necessary to
be a member of the organization, but as a result of my own experience, I was con-
stantly instructed by the party functionaries to travel in the same general area,
that is, most of our party organizations in this area.

Q. The meetings you attended were the American Citizens Concerned for
Peace and these other organizations you have spoken of. Did you find as a rule
Dirk Struik was also in attendance at those different organization meetings?
A. Rather than as a rule, I can honestly say that Dirk Struik was present at
many of theseparticular affairs.

Q. And have you told us now what associations you have had with Dirk Struik?
A. In a sense, yes. As I stated, my actions resulted from my being instructed
after I had more or less forced my own way into the organization and finally re-
ceiving instructions from the Communii
organization. My relationship with Di

it Party to maintain my status with this
■k Struik remained constant as long as I

was affiliated with this particular organization
Q. Were you affiliated with this particular organization up to the time you dis-

closed yourself as an informant with the FBI? A. Yes, sir. As I pointed out, my
disclosure came out as a result of the FBI asking me to join this organization

Q. You testified in Washington? A. Yes, sir.
Q. Before the Subversive Activities Control Board? A. Yes, sir.
Q. On matters concerning Americ let Friendship? A.

the Subversive Activities Control Board?
record, I think it can be documented. I

Q. And there was a finding made b
A. I may point out for purposes of tl
know the purpose of National Counc
the interest of the Communist Party,
you will find Dirk Struik’s name listed

.nitely Communistic. It served
And on the last page if I am not mistaken
as a director in 1951, 1953 and in addition

also identifying him as or stating for the record these individuals which included
Prof. Dirk Struik were formerly members of the Communist Party.

Q. Those findings were written by a Massachusetts man, Mr. Corday, a mem-
ber of the Subversive Activities Control Board? A. Yes, sir.

Mr. Beesnahan. Have the Commission any questions to ask
The Chairman. I have a question in this sense. Did you see or talk with Prof.

Struik in any Communist cell meeting?
The Witness. That is a technical question in this respect. When you refer to

a Communist cell meeting, sir, again I must point out those whom I knew to be
Communist members in other activities were present. As I stated before, Prof.
Struik never actually admitted to me that he was a party member, and this was
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not a CommunistParty meeting. This poses a definite technical point in that all
the aspects of a party meeting were assumed at this particular meeting with se-
curity, the common information that existed between my own party which in-
cluded Ann Burlak as its head, the common information that existed between
myself and Ann Burlak, this same information existed between our group and the
American-Soviet Friendship, the Massachusetts council.

The Chairman. Did you have any conversation with Prof. Struik at any of
these meetings?

The Witness. Yes, sir.
The Chairman. Direct conversations?
The Witness. Yes, sir.
The Chairman. Did you receive any information or facts during those con-

versations which would lead you to believe that the Professor was a Communist?
The Witness. I would definitely say so, sir, because, as I pointed out, the in-

formation that was common between Ann Burlak and myself was common be-
tween myself and Dirk Struik in that our instructions on these occasions primarily
centered around the explanation or significance that existed between this country
and the Soviet Union. This country’s position in the question of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization in which we were propagandizing and agitating at
that particular time for its defeat, that is, bringing about its defeat by these agita-
tionand propaganda means. The question of Korea in its withdrawal of American
troops from Korea and the question of Red China, the Chinese People’s Republic,
in which we discussed, as he put it, the necessity of bringing Red China into the
United Nations, the necessity of establishing east-west trade, and things of that
nature. Nearly any time I had a discussion it never deviated one iota from those
things I discussed with Ann Burlak and others, never deviated from the party line.

The Chairman. The instructions from Ann Burlak which were received by
you from her, did she indicate she gave like instructions to him?

The Witness. No, sir, she didn’t. And it wasn’t my position to question her
at any time.

The Chairman. In other words, you could not of your own volition in accord-
ance with certain rules of conduct among the Communists inquire about other
Communists?

The Witness. Exactly, sir, definitely. In the party there is such a thing known
as democratic centralism. And I am quite sure that Prof. Struik faced with the
same question could come up with a long dissertation. You had this system of
discipline maintained from the top all the way down. There is not any deviation
on any party member’s part now to perform what is designated by the higher level.
For me to actually request information from any other individual within the
party as to his attitude not attitude but actual membership of any person would,
of course, raise suspicion on my part on the part of the individual I was dealing
with. As I pointed out, Ann Burlak instructed me not to use last names.

The Chairman. Are you acquainted in any way with what happens to a party
member when he or she fails to carry out a mission in which he or she is ordered to
exact a certain performance?

The Witness. Yes, I am. On one occasion I was called up before the Review
Commission of the Communist Party. The Review Commission is the highest
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disciplinary group existing within the party. This particular commission will con-
duct its interrogation, security surveys and such, and I was called before this
commission and questioned for a number of hours, actually between seven in the
evening and about one o’clock in the morning.

The Chairman. Where did they meet?
The Witness. The Review Commission in this case was composed of two in

Jividuals.
The Chairman. Two.
The Witness. Yes, sir, Ann Burlak and her husband. I was subjected to ques-

tioning by both in regard to my entire background, party education, how I would
apply the Marxist line of thinking to tough problems, my family’s position with

own personal life.
iy were a review commission? Did they

regard to Communism, every facet of m
The Chairman. How do vou know t

tell you

The Witness. Yes, sir, definitely
The Chairman. How were you instructed to report before them
The Witness. I simply received a telephone call asking me to appear before

the Commission itself.
The Chairman. When a review commission summons you to appear before

them, does that indicate to you you were negligent in carrying out something
they assigned to you to do, or does it indicate that they might have been suspicious
of conduct on your part?

The Witness. Well, let me put it to you this way. It could mean several of
many things, several things actually. It could mean they are conducting a se-
curity examination of you prior to giving you a higher assignment. In this in-
stance I did have an assignment after testifying before or appearing before this
Commission. In this instance it was being assigned to the Army Base and secur-
ing certain papers out of the files.

The Chairman. Would you repeat t at again? You were to go to the Army
Base and secure information from the fil

The Witness. Yes, sir.
ou had any access to the filei
Army Reserve at the time.

The Chairman. How did they know
The Witness. I was a member of the
The Chairman. You were an officer?
The Witness. No, a Master Sergeant or a Sergeant at the time.
The Chairman. You were a Sergeant, and they knew that?
The Witness. They knew. Ann Burlak’s husband knew I was a member of the

Reserve, and, of course, other areas. But Ann Burlak’s husband knew what po-
sition I held in the Army Reserve, what unit I was attached to, and occasionally I
was questioned about my unit, what type of indoctrination we received, what was
the attitude of the troops concerning the Korean situation, and so forth. In this
instance they were primarily interested, as I said, they were interested in the type
of political indoctrination the Reserves were receiving.

The Chairman. Was any of that any counter-propaganda among American
troops? Did that become the subject of instructions to you to carry into the
Council of the American-Soviet Friendship League, so called?

The Witness. No, sir. This was, as I said, a separate party assignment. I
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was to obtain documents or samples of the type of indoctrination the troops were
receiving. And in addition a list of courses and subject matter involving political
indoctrination given by the Staff School at the Army Base at Fort Leavenworth,
Kansas.

The Chairman. Did you know where the files were located'
The Witness. They said since I was assigned to the Information and Education

Section at the Army Base it was easily accessible. I must point out that Art
Timpson had at one time served in the Armed Service himself and was veiy fa-
miliar with the Army Tables of Organization, and so forth.

The Chairman. Did you carry out the assignment
The Witness. I did. Prior to that I contacted the Bureau immediately and

they in turn contacted the First Army Intelligence. They provided me with the
necessary documents.

The Chairman. You gave them a bum ste
ily, sir.The Witness. As much as I could p<

The Chairman. That is all I have.
Mr. Cashman. Were you ever pre ,t any meeting at which Prof. Struikit

addressed the group that was present?
The Witness. Well, when you say Jdressed,” do you mean was he brought

in as a speaker or as a lecturer, either?
Mr. Cashman. Either as a speaker or I
The Witness. He would on occasion nc

lecturer or from the floor.
irily discuss organizational matters,
itself or the line that the NationalPie would necessarily go into the party lir

Council or our council had taken.
Mr. Cashman. You refer to his goini ; into questions dealing with the party

record to indicate exactly what it was
party line as the same was disclosed to
.ight have taken hi order to receive that

line. Would you be good enough for th
that he said that was consistent with the
you at any school of indoctrination you r
information

ratters that was discussed on occasions
the Chinese People’s Republic as it was

The Witness. Well, first, one of the
was, of course, the question of Red China
referred to as.

nough to ask this question? Did he go
■ hundred million agrarian reformers in

Mr. Cashman. May I interrupt lon,
along with the idea that there were fc a:
China?

with that idea because he stated that toThe Witness. I think he went alon;
the best of my recollection. I cannot give you word for word, but the essence of
the entire situation was that the Chinese People’s Republic at the present time,
that present government was the true representative of the Chinese people rather
than the government that was on Formosa. And on the question of Formosa he
thought there was intervention on the part of the United States in the internal
matter of the nation. In other words, we were interfering in the internal matters
of a nation as he described also in the question of Korea. In other words, we had
necessarily interfered in the internal matters in Korea by going in in 1950,

Mr. Cashman. This was in a sense usurping the function of the State Depart-
ment, was it not?

The Witness. Completely so, sir, and if you care, I would leave documents here.
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Mr. Cashman. I don’t protest against his voicing of an opinion that was not
consistent with that of the State Department irrespective of what party may be
in office. I merely ask whether or not this was an attempt to formulate a policy
that ran contra to what the State Department was at that time indicating should
be the policy by its deeds and actions.

The Witness. That also applies also to the question of our North Atlantic
Alliance at the time we were establishing NATO.

Mr. Cashman. Do you remember specifically what comments, if any, on that
subject Prof. Struik did from time to time make?

The Witness. Well, one specific occasion The question of the North Atlantic
Alliance arose as a result of a bulletin we had received from the National Council,
and the opinion was expressed by Dirk Struik mind you, as I say, he was the
guiding force in all of these meetings that in this instance the North Atlantic
Alliance probably would fail, probably would fail primarily because of the Western
European nations not wanting anything to do with any aggressive action or war,
would necessarily fail, and also fail in this country also. And it was our duty to
point out that the millions and billions being spent for this North Atlantic Alliance
would necessarily ruin our economy. It was an economic question we were dis-
cussing and also treatment of the peoples of Eastern Europe. It was opposed to
our foreign policy at the time in this country.

Mr. Cashman. What with respect to intervention in Korea did he ever com
ment on at any meeting that you were present at and heard him comment on?

The Witness. I wouldn’t say offhand. At this particular moment I don’t
recall that I heard any specific statement by Dirk Struik with regard to our in-
tervention or our actions in Korea. But I might say it is my own personal —if I
may offer a personal opinion that Prof. Struik in his capacity as a member of
the Board of Directors of the National Council of American-Soviet Friendship
subscribed entirely to the directives sent out by this particular organization in
which we were to some extent branded as aggressors or interfering with the internal
situation in Korea which was supposedly and ostensibly to be handled by Korea
itself.

Mr. Cashman. It has been indicated here on a prior occasion that and ir-
respective of the source that Prof. Struik was what might be termed a pure
Marxist. Now, I wonder whether or not you can comment from anything that you
heard from his lips that would distinguish him as being a pure Marxist as against
a revolutionary Communist, if indeed any distinction exists at all?

The Witness. First let me say there is no distinction between the two. Secondly,
with regard to the question of Marxism in itself I am quite sure you will find in
the teachings of Marx in which Marx actually said, of course, I am quoting Lenin,
if I am quoting Lenin exactly, stating Marxism should not be considered a dogma
per se but a guide to action. Necessarily Marxism in its pure form, from what I
can gather possibly from my own readings, in its pure form Marxism at the present
time in the last thirty years, as far as I am personally concerned, was not actually
put into practice but taken by Lenin and Stalin and changed to conform with the
existing times. So that a person who says at the present time lam a pure Marxist
and then subscribes and supports and promulgates the party line would be neces-
sarily consistent with Lenin’s interpretation of Marx.
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For example, if we are dealing with the question of reforms wherein Lenin stated
that reform is used for the purposes of revolution to combine legal with illegal work,
the legal portion would be to form a peace propaganda campaign. Here we have
the legal portion. The illegal portion is to create dissention and agitation which
is complete conformity with Lenin’s interpretation of Marx. One calls himself a
pure Marxist. I would consider him a pure Marxist if he never deviated from the
Communist Party line, supported and subscribed to the party line. If he con-
sidered Stalin necessarily, who has been classified as the continuer of Marxism, of
Communism —in other words, Marx being the originator, Lenin the developer
and Stalin the continuer and if he describes Stalin as one of the leading figures
of our century and eulogizes him, I don’t consider him a pure Marxist entirely.
It is not consistent.

Mr. Cashman. Doesn't the general thread and theme of forcible overthrow of
;overnments everywhere in the world, isn’t that the central theme of Marxism as

explained to you in the indoctrination courses which you took
The Witness. Yes, sir
Mr. Cashman. As an undercover member of the FBI within the party?
The Witness. In that instance we were taught not necessarily in a world revo-

lution. I mean not a spontaneous action on the part of every nation in the world
taking place, but a succession of independent revolutions within various countries
would take place and that since the mob or masses of people are not necessarily
familiar with what they are faced with, we as a Communist Party should acquaint
them with these things. We should act as the vanguard, as it was described, act
as the vanguard of the working class. In other words, the purpose is to create that
position, that kind of atmosphere in a nation whereby and wherein conditions can
produce internal revolution. In other words, we are not talking about revolution
all of a sudden attacking both coasts and borders. This is going to be an internal
situation and a long-range proposition. The Communist Party has a long time to
create the necessary internal conditions in which the particular revolution takes
place.

Mr. Cashman. Was there any talk by Prof. Struik in any of these meetings on
the general subject matter of peaceful coexistence?

The Witness. On one occasion there was a discussion as to the question of
peaceful coexistence with the Soviet Union. There again in this instance it was a
party line, a party line rather than an actual fact. When I say a party line, we can
preach coexistence out of the side of our mouths, but that is not necessarily being
inconsistent with Marxism, Leninism and so forth.

Mr. Cashman. In other words, an ever-changing, never-changing policy?
The Witness. Exactly so,
Mr. Cashman. I think we can agree there are all kinds of individuals both
lod and bad that at one time or another adopted the idea of peaceful coexistence?
The Witness. That is right.
Mr. Cashman. Many individuals w'ho in their very nature are pacific and

against war and hoping that the elimination of war would bring about peace might
well have felt the same way, but I was curious about what his particular position
with reference to the doctrine which it has come to be recognized was part of a
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party line irrespective of the fact that other people not connected with the party
may well have honestly hoped for this possibility.

The Witness. It is the easiest thing in the world to dupe the uninformed, the
uneducated. It is the easiest thing in the world to dupe. On too many occasions
when I participated in propaganda in this area among youth and given areas
within this particular state of ours, it was the easiest thing in the world for me or
the party to dupe numbers of people primarily because the people were not aware
of the purpose and design behind the movement itself. There again as I say

Mr. Cashman. And not aware of the price they might have to pay for the
adoption of that policy?

The Witness. Exactly.
Mr. Cashman. Was there ever any comment made by him at any of the meet-

ings you attended and at which you were present with reference to a change in
policy of the Communist Party wherein the change would be from internationalism
to nationalism as, for example, under Tito in Yugoslavia, whether or not he at
any time had any comment to make with reference to this position?

The Witness. With reference to that particular point, I can only say that I
personally have not heard during the period of 1948 to 1954, when connected in
any capacity with this organization and these organizations concerning a change
in scope, a change in position until lately. I say until lately with regard to the
Communist Party convention held in 1957 in February. Like Herb Philbrick, I
maintain definite sources of information, and I think there is a possibility not only
of changing the name of the organization but necessarily trying to create the im-
pression that they are establishing a Titoist position in this country. They are
an independent Socialist group. They will strive for Socialism in this country
independent of the praesidium of the Cominform in the Soviet Union. In this
instance I say it would be necessary even if this thing were not to take place but
more necessary if it did take place for a commission of this sort to continue to
exist, primarily because of the new established position of the Communist Party it
would become even more difficult as it has become in the last two or three years
to establish what is party and non-party. On occasions they have even adopted
liberal programs that might probably be adopted by an honest to goodness true
liberal. There again this will create confusion and in some instances it is organized
confusion, organized primarily by the Communist Party.

The Chairman. I would like to ask this question. You have told us you were
a member of a Communist cell until you exposed yourself by appearance before a
Congressional committee. What was the name of that cell?

The Witness. At that time we referred to ourselves as the East Boston branch
of the Communist Party.

The Chairman. The East Boston branch of the Communist Party?
The Witness. There was never any organization as such within the Communist

Party, and it was necessary to exploit certain conditions that existed in the East
Boston area. Since there was never any real basic party activity in the East
Boston area, a branch was established by Ann Burlak called the East Boston
branch. I was living at that time in Orient Heights and as such assigned to work
in this branch with five or six other non-residents of East Boston.
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The Chairman. In your meetings within the cell with your own cell comrades,
did you receive instructions or by agreement agree to infiltrate into the American-
Soviet Friendship Council and carry out within that council certain instructions?

The Witness. I never received orders to infiltrate. I received orders to work
with the organization. As I pointed out, there is a vast amount of evidence that
will support my own contention, the fact I personally believe this organization was
Communist-created and controlled.

The Chairman. You received instructions then to work within their organiza-
tion?

The Witness. Yes, sir.
The Chairman. Were those instructions definite as to the type of propaganda

line that was to emanate from you
The Witness. Not necessarily. Not to that extent. My instructions did not

include the propaganda line I personally would assign. In other words, as soon as
I started working with this organization, I would participate in its activities, and
since the activity of the National Council or the Massachusetts Council and the
line that was adopted never deviated one iota from the Communist line, there was
never any need to, say, get into a policy-making position

The Chairman. Being a member of both the Communist cell and director or
member of the executive committee of the other organization, you would say you

were in a pretty good position to define the continuity of effort and the likeness of
the ideas of both organizations, the similarity

The Witness. Yes, sir, definitely.
The Chairman. Now, in your experience within the latter organization, the

American-Soviet Friendship Council, did Prof. Struik in his actions, his words, and
so forth, within the council, deviate at all in any instance from thncommon work-
ings of the cell you were a member of and your work within the council?

The Witness. Generally speaking when I say generally speaking, he did
not deviate. When I use the word generally, I mean there are certain phases of
activity I worked in East Boston and other activity which the Massachusetts
Council did not participate in

The Chairman. Was he a higher official than you within the Council
The Witness. Definitely. He was the chairman and director.
The Chairman. He was the Chairman of the Board of Directors?
The Witness. Yes, sir
The Chairman. When they called a
The Witness. Definitely.

neeting, he would preside, would he not?

The Chairman. In his presiding ovei
in effect give orders or did he follow the

a board of directors of the council, did he
trend of general discussion and carry out

the orders of the directors? From whence came the authority, from the directors
or from him?

The Witness. Our purpose, if I recall correctly, was more or less to follow suit.
A thought would be thrown out. We would discuss it generally. We would discuss
it generally but I don’t recall that we ever deviated in any way from the party line.

The Chairman. When you discussed, say, doing a certain thing like agreeing
with another organization or conducting certain propaganda campaign or raising
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money for a'cause which you knew to
Prof. Dirk Stmik disagree with the thoi

be Communist-inspired or connected, did
ghts of the directors on that matter?

The Witness. Not one iota, sir.
The Chairman. Not one iot
The Witness. No, sir
The Chairman. All right
Mr. Cashman. How long were you con rected with the Communist Party from

gone into it, that you had slipped intothe time you notified the FBI that you hac
it, over what period of time?

The Witness. I have forgotten at this
cumstances very briefly and quickly, I wi
individuals and during the process got to
intolerance. This last particularly I was i

late. Actually owing to the entire oir-
s attending a wedding and I met two

i discussing politics, racial prejudice and
interested in.
If the names of neither of these individ-
aise them now. You might check with

Mr. Cashman. Excuse me a moment,
uals has been raised before, please don’t
counsel to determine.

The Witness. I would prefer not to mention these names. As a result of this
conversation I had, they invited me to come down to an affair being held by the
Civil Rights Congress. In this instance it was holding its founding affair in Dor-

Hester at Morton’s Plaza. The name Civil Rights Congress with me struck a
bell, so to speak. I didn’t reply immediately as to whether I should attend this
affair with them. I told them I would let them know later in the week. The
following morning I called the FBI and asked to confirm my suspicions if it was a
subversive organization. They said it was and wr ould I mind coming to the office
and discussing it. I complied with their request. One of the agents instructed me
to go ahead and keep my eyes and ears open if I could manage to and possibly to
take photographs at this affair, make a complete report to the Bureau of the ac-
tivities that took place, if they asked me to join, to go ahead and do so. I made a

nplete report and took several pictures down at this affair. Tivo or three days
later I was approached by the FBI. I had a session with the FBI at their office
which was then located at 10 Post Office Square. They told me at that time an

nted itself since I had been approached rather than ap-tur

ited itself where I could possibly pene-
ngress and I could perhaps be affiliated
immunist Party. They instructed and
:eive no pay for this activity, no such
into any sort of difficulties, they could

hing them, an opportunity had prese:
trate this organization, this Civil Rights Ci
and eventually become a member of the C
stipulated that in so doing this I could re
thing as a salary, and if I happened to get
not promise me assistance. With this understanding I undertook the job of

;ing myself completely from outsidepenetrating the Civil Rights Congress, div
activities and concentrating on penetratin
organizations, eventually becoming a party
contacted the Bureau about attending this

I and working with Communist front
member. Six months later after I first
particular affair

Mr. Cashman. That took place in what
The Witness. 1948, December.

year?

■tions with the FBI in 1953Mr. Cashman. You exposed your connc
The Witness. 1954, sir.
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Mr. Cashman. So you had five full years of working within the party on one
level or another?

The Witness. Yes, sir,
Mr. Cashman. Now, based on everything that you determined through your

own experience and in connection with this affiliation, whether or not it is or is
not true that a person comes to a meeting of comparatively upper strata evaluation
through happenstance, or is it in your judgment predicated upon your experience
something that took place by design or is purposeful?

The Witness. In any instance where there is a closed party meeting of any
description, whether it be a meeting of officials of a Communist Party group or a
meeting within the Communist Party in its cell, branch, higher level, special sec-
tions, any type of activity, it is strictly by word of mouth or by relaying this in-
formation or instructions through another person. For example, when I was
working at the General Electric Company I was assigned to work with three men
in a cell within the G. E. itself. In this instance my phone number was taken,
passed to a second party, and in turn to a third who contacted me, designated a
place to meet, described the clothes he would be wearing and I described what I
was wearing. We met. I was instructed henceforth during my activity within
the General Electric plant if I had an opportunity to meet this individual or the
third member of this particular cell whom I met at a later date, at any date I
met these individuals there would be no signs of recognition or any words pass
between me. On any occasion I attended any closed meetings or within the
Communist Party circles themselves, it was strictly by word of mouth with no
advertising or open discussion about it. You were just told to be at a certain time
at a certain place, and that was it.

Mr. Cashman. Starting at the lower rungs of the ladder in terms of the number
of individuals who might be contained within a particular category of the Com-
munist hierarchy, if you will, the cell is on the lowest level, is it not?

The Witness. Well, in one instance it can be on the lowest level and in another
instance it can constitute a larger group. In one instance it can be the lowest
level or rung of the ladder. In another instance it can constitute a much higher
degree within the party structure. In other words, sure, it is a low level situation,
but in other cases like, for example, my own, a three-man cell, this is a highly
secret situation. Only three members know each other. If there were any other
cell groups within the G. E., he wouldn’t be made aware of them, so if there were
any compromise, only three individuals would be compromised.

Mr. Cashman. What I am getting at is this. At any one of these stages in
terms of numbers or in terms of significance, in how many instances in each of
those instances was Prof. Struik present when you were present, to the best of your
recollection?

The Witness, Offhand I would roughly say anywhere between six and eight.
Mr. Cashman. Six and eight times covering what period of time?
The Witness. Over a period of seven months.
Mr. Cashman. Now what, so far as you knew, bearing in mind that there were

instances in which not even you may have been aware of the full significance of
the significance of that group, what was the highest level within the Communist
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Party hierarchy of any of these groups at which Prof. Struik may at any time have
been present?

The Witness. That would be outside of my own knowledge, sir. As far as his
attendance at other meetings within the party, if he attended any other party
meetings per se, I wouldn’t have knowledge of it. I wouldn’t be allowed to have
knowledge.

Mr. Cashman. What was the highest level of the Communist hierarchy you
yourself ever penetrated?

The Witness. To the entire functionary group within the party itself in the
entire area. Ann Burlak, David Rosenberg, who was then the secretary-treasurer,
Emanuel Blum, at that time New England district organizer of the party, Daniel
Boone Schirmer, who was the legislative agent of the party. On several occasions
I sat in with and discussed •

Mr. Cashman. Otis Archer Hood
The Witness. Yes, sir
Mr. Cashman. Any others that have achieved any degree of dubious promi-

nence in this area that were present 0

The Witness. There are a number of persons, actually
Mr. Cashman. Whose names have already been disclosed and made public?
The Witness. I believe so, sir.
Mr. Cashman. At any rate, in that coterie were there occasions, and if so, how

many, on which Prof. Struik also found himself in attendance?
The Witness. In the instance where I met with party leadership, at no time

was Struik present. It is necessary to make the point that in the instances where
I was, well, participating in activity with these functionaries, they were involved
in specific areas of activities such as veterans organizations, unions, labor activity.
Whether Prof. Struik would necessarily fall into a category in which he would
become involved in that type of activity is beyond my province of knowledge. I
wouldn’t have any idea. In the instances I sat down with party leaders and dis-
cussed various things, in these instances Dirk Struik was not present.

Mr. Cashman. What was the general category of the meeting at which, if my
memory serves me correctly, you indicated Professor Struik spent a considerable
part of the evening over in a corner discussing whatever it was with Ann Burlak?

The Witness. This was a Progressive Party affair, Progressive Party of Massa-
chusetts affair. This was an open meeting. I must stipulate it was an open meeting.
At that time I hadn’t seen Ann Burlak participate in open meetings activity for
some time, and I was a little bit surprised that evening when she showed up. And
as I pointed out, at that particular evening she spent a considerable part of the
evening off to one side with Prof. Struik.

Mr. Cashman. Were there to your knowledge many individuals who were not
connected with the CommunistParty, as far as you know, who were present at that
particular meeting?

The Witness. I would say the great number of individuals who were connected
with the Communist Partv were present at that affair.

Mr. Cashman. Can you give us, purely for the purpose of getting an inkling as
to the significance of those people who were present, can you give us the names of
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any individuals by the way, individuals whose names have already appeared in
public —of those people who were present that evening? lam not trying to reason
backwards that because so-and-so was present, this-and-this is the result. I am
merely trying to find out what company you were keeping at'that time.

The Witness. Well, I might say this. That a large number of people were
there, and for me to possibly identify all of these people as party members would
be difficult.

Mr. Cashman. Let’s get the luminaries
The Witness. Those people that were there amongst others were, of course,

Ann Burlak, several of the Party youth that I used to work with occasionally,
Julius Newman, Ann Garfield, the wife of Edwin Garfield. It is rather difficult at
this time.

Mr. Cashman. What about Mr. Hood? Was he present
The Witness. At the moment I couldn’t possibly recall if he wai

Mr. Bresnahan. You know Walter O’Brien. Was he present?
The Witness. Walter O’Brien was there, of course. I cannot say I knew him

to be a member of the Communist Party. I knew him to be the President of the
Progressive Party, Ann Locke of the Progressive Party. And there were several
members whom I can recall at the moment, whose names have never appeared on
public record, and I would refrain actually at this time from discussing them.

part in any public address at this parMr. Cashman. Did Prof. Struik take
ticular meeting?

He was merely presentThe Witness. Not that I recall, sir
Mr. Cashman. That is all I have

question. In any cell meeting lamThe Chairman. 1 would like to ask tl
interested in the secret cell meetings in any cell meeting, whether East Boston
or the cell in the General Electric Company or any other cell meeting you have
been at, was Prof. Struik present at any such meeting?

The Witness. Not in any instance, no, sir
The Chairman. Not in your presenc
The Witness. No, sir
The Chairman. In this matter of the Pro cell that you were present this morn-

ing and heard Mr. Philbrick testify to, in your connection with the Communist
Party had you heard anything about a Pro cell?

The Witness. Not necessarily, sir. There again, I must point out it isn’t a

practice in the Communist Party to enlighten other members as to what other
activity is taking place.

The Chairman. Mr. Philbrick did tell us it was super secret
The Witness. The same would apply in this case. No other party members

were familiar with the fact I was there, was in this particular cell I was involved
in down at the General Electric.

The Chairman. What was its purpose and how many members were there
The Witness. Just three members.
The Chairman. What were you supposed to do?
The Witness. Primarily agitational and propaganda work within the party
The Chairman. You weren’t supposed to steal anything there?
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The Witness. No, sir. With regard to industrial espionage and sabotage,
there are all forms. It doesn’t necessarily mean one would become involved in
dumping sand in machines or stealing blueprints. If, for example, there were a
sufficient amount of rumbling in a specific area then this was carried back to Party
leadership and on the basis of the gripes and rumblings the Party turned around
and exploited this situation.

The Chairman. You were to pour gasoline on the fire?
The Witness. Exactly to the point. Propagandizing or agitating. Of course,

if it resulted in a strike, all the better. There is another type known as industrial
sabotage. That is, a plant which isn’t necessarily close by to the plant we are
working. For example, I may be working in General Electric where they are
manufacturing jet engines. If there is a particular phase of this production of the
jet engines which requires a highly technical piece of equipment that is manufac-
tured by a subcontractor in a plant a thousand miles away, if this particular plant
suddenly goes on strike, it necessarily affects production, slows it, impedes it or
even stops. That is a manner in which industrial propaganda can necessarily
affect production.

The Chairman. As a member of that cell you were necessarily working within
the plant?

The Witness. Yes, sir.
The Chairman. And you were reporting to the FBI from time to time'
The Witness. Yes, sir
The Chairman. Therefore the security officers must have known of your

presence there?
The Witness. I have no idea. I wasn’t aware if they were or not
The Chairman. It was all handled most carefully
The Witness. Yes, sir.
The Chairman. In other words, were y

thing could happen?
u in any select department where any-

man, which necessitated covering the
research laboratories and production

The Witness. I was a project planning
entire plant and it brought me into the
facilities set aside for the production of jet engines. In other words, I had acce
to all the plant.

The Chairman. Then you went back into your cell meeting with the others to
discuss what you noticed around the plant with each other?

The Witness. Not necessarily with the other two cell members, but I was
questioned at length by Ann Burlak as to whether a person can be hired from the
outside to carry on the same kind of work I was doing, as to how many people in
the office were doing the same type of work.

The Chairman. I suppose they wanted all the names and facts you could gather
The Witness. I gave her quite a bit of information, but not information I had

not been previously briefed on on the occasion this situation might arise, so what
I might say and might not say would necessarily not compromise the security.

The Chairman. Did Prof. Struik at any time attend these meetings? You say
you didn’t meet him in the cell. At any other meetings did he ever ask you where
you were working or what you did and so forth?

The Witness. No, sir.
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The Chairman. He did not. But he did hold extensive conversations with Ann
Burlak to whom you did report. That is all I have.

Mr. Bresnahan. I have no further questions. I move the witness be excused
from the summons.

The Chairman. The witness is accordingly excused, and thank you for your
cooperation.

Mr. Bresnahan. Do you wish again to ask any questions of Mr. Philbrick?

Dirk J. 'ruik, Stvorn.

Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] What is your name? A. Sir, may I first be in-
troduced. I have heard Mr. Randall and Mr. Bowker.

The Chairman. This is Mr. Cashman and Mr. Sala. And this is Mr. Bres-
nahan.

Q. What is your name? A. Dirk Jan Struik.
Q. Where do you live? A. 52 Glendale Road, Belmont,
Q. What is your occupation? A. Professor of mathematics, Massachusett

Institute of Technology.
Q. Where were you born? A. Rotterdam, Netherlandi
Q. Where did you receive your education? A. I received my education in

the public schools of Rotterdam and at the University of Leyden in the Nether-
lands.

Q. And after that where? A. I had some fellowships and so on.
Q. Will you tell us for the record where they were and what your educational

background has been? A. Well, after my promotion at the University of Leyden
in 1922 I received a fellowship and with Mrs. Struik we travelled to Rome, Italy,
and Gottingen, Germany, and stayed there a couple of years. After that I came to
the United States. That is my educational background in the strictest sense of
the word.

Q. And what was the first time you were employed at the Massachusetts In-
stitute of Technology? A. This is exactly 30 years ago by a curious coincidence.
I came to this country on December 6, 1926. I came to Boston on December 7,
1926, and gave my first lecture at MIT on December Bth or around that time of
1926.

Q. For how long have you been a full professor? A. 1940.
Q. At some time, Dr. Struik, did you join the Communist Party? A. You

mean in this country?

Q. Any place. A. I joined the Communist Party of the United States never,
sir.

Q. Never? A. I was never I never considered myself a member of the
CommunistParty.

Q. Now, you qualified that by saying the Communist Party of the United

TESTIMONY IN EXECUTIVE SESSION OF DIRK J. STRUIK,
DECEMBER 10, 1956.
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States. Were you ever a member of any Communist Party? A. If you are in
terested in my background in Holland, sir.

Q. Yes, I am. A. I was let me see. I was a member of the Socialist-
Democratic Party in Plolland when it became a Communist Party in Holland. I
soon afterwards had my fellowship and since that time I have not been affiliated.

Q. Well, at some time were you a member of the CommunistParty in Holland?
A. When it changed its name from Socialist-Democratic to Communist, I was a
member. Shortly afterward I dropped out.

Q. Did you resign from the Communist Party? A. No, I just dropped out.
Q. And when was it you first joined the Socialist-Democratic Party? A. On

August 4, 1914. That was because of the war, the First World War.
Q. When did the Socialist-Democratic Party change to the Communist Party

in Holland? A. That I couldn’t tell you exactly, but in the early twenties, I
believe.

Q. When did you drop out of the Communist Party in Plolland? A. In the
early twenties.

Q. At any time since you have been a resident of the United States have you
ever been a member of the Communist Party? A. As I said before, although I
know there are certain appearances, I have never been a member of the Communist
Party. Or let me say I have never considered myself a member.

Q. What do you mean by that? A. I know there are sworn statements that
place me at the Communist Party, and I believe that is based on some misunder-
standing of my position.

Q. To what sworn testimony do you refer? A. lam aware of the testimony
of Mr. Philbrick and of my colleagues, Mr. Martin and Mr. Amdur.

Q. Now, let’s first turn our attention to the testimony of Mr. Philbrick. Are
you acquainted with Mr. Philbrick? A. What do you mean by acquainted? I
have seen his picture in the paper so often I feel I am acquainted with him, and I
may have met him many years ago.

Q. The Commission has asked Mr. Philbrick to be here. Would you stand up,
Mr. Philbrick. Do you know Mr. Herbert A. Philbrick [indicating Mr. Philbrick]?
A. Oh, yes. I recognize him. However I recognize him.

Q. Where did you meet Mr. Philbrick? A. You see, here is trouble, because
I have already from 1949 on been told not only once, but repeatedly in the press,
and I can also say from combinations of press reports and others and the indict-
ments to which I was submitted, that I met him in a meeting in Cambridge on and
around, the indictment said, May, 1947 or May, 1948. It is very possible we met
there. And when Mr. Philbrick says we met there, I have no doubt he is right.
But that is so long ago. I put it to you, gentlemen, do you remember who you met
at a casual meeting seven or eight years ago? So, it is very possible.

Q. Will you describe the meetings at which you met Mr. Philbrick in Cam'
bridge? A. Pardon me?

Q. Would you tell us where to the best of your recollection, at what meetings
you met Mr. Philbrick? A. Well, as I say, I repeat here what was brought home
to me at the time, I think, of the Foley Square trial in April 1949 when I was
forcibly reminded of that meeting which was a casual meeting of a small number of
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people in a house in Cambridge. I had occasion at that time to remember; it was
not so long ago. And the fact that I can say some particulars about this now is

rply due to the fact that I was reminded of that meeting at a time not too long
after it happened. According to this story we met in a house in Cambridge where

1 gave a book review, and Mr. Philbrick was present at that meeting. I suppose
since it was a small group that I was introduced to him, but I was introduced to
others. And, as I say, simply because of this, I gather that we must have met

Now, you say at a house. At whose house did you meet when you gave a
book view? A. Here sir, I like to say this. lam perfectly willing to talk about
affiliations of myself and of hers and give you all the information and also infor-
mationabout Marxism that is in my power. But I stop at names, names of living
persons, connections with whom might lead to being at some time or another a
witness against myself. Also if you will allow me to tell you in the first place . . .

Q. lam going to ask you to give us the name of the person in whose house you
met when you gave the book review at which Mr. Philbrick was present. A. Yes.
The reason that I stop here is this

Q. lam going to ask the witness be ordered to give the name of the person at
whose house he was present and gave a book review in the presence of Mr. Herbert
Philbrick. A. lam perfectly willing to talk about the book review.

The Chairman. You are so ordered by the Commission to give the name of
that per

The Witness. At this point I must invoke Article Twelve. Let me explain
hy. It has not been stubbornness. I have been subjected to criminal prosecu-

tion in so far as indictment
The Chairman. Do I understand you do invoke Article Twelve?
The Witness. There are also moral reasons, because I risk the danger of be-
ming an informer, sir. And I put it up to you. Some of you are Irish and some

Jewish. What do the Irish or Jews think of informers? I must ask you, sir, not
to ask me names of living persons. I cannot allow to let a trail be built up that will
lead to another prosecution. I hope you understand my position.

Q,. So therecord may be clear, I understand the witness refuses to give the name
of the person in whose house he gave a lecture or book review at which Mr. Phil-
brick was present, and he invokes the Twelfth Article. A. That is right, sir.

Q. Of the Constitution. Were you a member of the Pro group of the Commu-
mist Party of the United States? A. You explain what Pro group is. Wait a

minute, Pro group of the Communist Party? No, I would say I never considered
myself a member of the Communist Party

Q. Did you attend closed meetings of the Pro group of the Communist Party
in Massachusetts? A. lam not aware of the meaning of the word “Pro group,

Could vou explain that to me?
Q. What is your explanation of it? A. Pro group?
Q. Yes. A. I met that word for the first time, I believe —of course, lam

not quite sure but in the testimony of Mr. Philbrick
Q. And what did you understand it to be? A. What I read is in this testimony
Q. The meaning of it. A. It is a group of intellectual members of the Com-
unist Partv who met at certain times and discussed different things. That was

at any rate according to his book which I have read.
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Q. I don’t want to misunderstand you. On the record you understand the Pro
group to mean intellectuals who were members of the Communist Party and who
met as a group? A. At any rate, that is what I gathered from Mr. Philbrick’s

Q. Did you ever attend meetings of
Communist Party at their meetings? A.

intellectuals who were members of the
Oh, yes, I did.

Q. And did you lecture to membe
I did.

if the Communist Party? A. Oh, yes,

.Q- And when you lectured to them did you know that you were lecturing to
intellectuals who were members of the Communist Party? A. Since this was be-
fore 1951 when the Communist Party in the Commonwealth was prohibited, I did
not see any reason why among all the different lecture assignments that I had, I
should forego an opportunity of addressing members of a Communist group.

Q. And did you address members of a Communist group knowing that it was a
closed meeting of members of the Communist group whenever asked? A. I was
aware, I think, occasionally, that there were Communist groups. That they
were closed, I never inquired, and I don’t think they were, but I may be mistaken.

Q. Were you ever a member of the Pro Council of the Communist Party in
Massachusetts? A. I tell, you, sir, that lam not aware exactly of the meaning
of that word “Pro Council” except from what I have read in Mr. Philbrick’s
book. That word was not used in the
if it was used, lam not aware of it. Th
certain circles, and I may hear it or may
the meaning of that word “Pro group, P
of course.

‘ in which I moved or, at any rate,
a, certain terminology that is used in
But I am not particularly aware ofn<

Council,” though I may have heard it,

Q. Did you ever tell any member of t iculty of MIT that you had addressed
Not only did I tell it, but some weremeetings of Communist Party groups? A

present, as they 1
ulty of Tech when you addressed a group
asking for names, sir?
by Article Twelve.

Q. And who were present of th
of the Communist Party? A. Are you

Q. Yes. A. Consider that covered I
Q. All right. Were you one of the fc mnders of the Samuel Adams School or a

member of the faculty or an officer of th Adams School? A. You asked
me three questions. Will you ask the Will you repeat them one after
the other

Q. Did you have some connection v Samuel Ad f Boston?it

A. Certainl
Q. Will you tell us what that w A. I was a teacher on the staff for a

the Board of Trustees in the very last
I think, was founded in 1944 and though

number of years, and I was a membe j{

year or years. The Samuel Adams Sch
I was interested in its activity, I don’t I 3lieve that I can recall the founder of the

I immediately if I wanted to teach, andSamuel Adams School. But I was aske
I was willing to teach. Later when a p tion on the Board of Trustees was open,

is included among the trui

Q. Were you connected with the Jefferson School in New York? A. Yes
For some years I was on the Board of Trustee

I was asked to join, and I joined. So on the later catalogs you will find my name

book
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Q. On what book did you lecture
Commonwealth of Massachusetts? A
ing, because you ask about members o
many groups in the course of my life

to groups of the Communist Party in theHere I must be a little careful in answer-
the Communist Party. I have lectured tc

me were Communist groups. Othersvv ei e perhaps groups which included some Communists. Others were group*which had no connection whatever with the Communist Party, as, for instancestudent groups, even faculty groups. And sometimes, since I had built up someioputation as a man who has read the Marxist classics and the Socialist classics ingeneral, I was asked to address. If you ask me what books I addressed thatlaiger groups, because I cannot make the distinction between when I addressedthe Communist and other groups, I will be glad to give you some titles.I ould you give us the titles? A. I understand you mean books that havesome bearing on the Communist theory
classics, for instance, the main writim
Lenin, some of the writings of Stalin,
which is a direct classic. And with
works of Kulski, Plechanov and others,

isn’t it? Well, I can go to the more direct
of Karl Marx, some of the writings of

ime of the writings of Frederick Engels
n occasional opportunity to refer to the
As far back as Plato’s Republic, becausefw „ u c -4. i, •

x n J-vepuuuc, oecausethat has a definite bearing on some of the ideas of modern socialism, you see. Ithink that is sufficient, or shall I give some more names?Q Did you address any groups at which Mr. Philbrick was present on the bookState and Revolution”? A. That is that same meeting at which he claims hewas present, and I have no reason to disbelieve that there I gave a book review ofthe book State and Revolution.” I repeat I still remember it because of thatfact it was brought to my attention closely afterward and we had that five years ofindictment, and I was led constantly to keep that in mind.
Q. When you were called as a witness

Activities of the House of Representatives
that you had lectured to groups or a gr
tendance? A. The whole question of rec

before the Committee on Un-American
on July 24, 1951, did you then recollect
)up at which Mr. Philbrick was in at-
rllection was not brought up.Q. lam now asking you. A. Yes And lam answering you. That whole
ecause I used the Fifth Amendment to

question of recollection didn’t come up, Ithe Constitution practically throughout
Q. And did you then remember, even when you took the Fifth, availed yourself

"f
.

th®

,

t le Fifth Amendment - that y°u lectured to a group at
* *f S" WaS Pl'eSent? A - That depends whether it was before oralter the loley Square trial. It was after the Foley Square trial, wasn’t it’Mr. Allen. Yes.
A. The Foley Square trial was April, 1949, right? The meeting of the Commit-tee on un-American Activities was when, sir?
Q. It was in October of 1951. A. No, I was not present. October, 1951?iNo, it was in the summer, I believe you said it yourself.

,
~Q
;

..

Ju.ly
i
24th - A ’ 14 was after the Foley Square trial. At the Foley Squarenal the testimony of Mr. Philbrick had compelled me to bring that meeting into?rTL?T ln - After aU ’

jt Was not more than a year past. So lam sure that inJuly, 1951, I was still aware of that meeting.
Q- You were still aware? A. I must conclude, of course, that it would beunlikely that I wouldn’t think of it.
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Q. Did you when you were lecturing or talking on book reviews at the time
that Mr. Philbrick was present, did you then disapprove of the present form, the
then form of the American government and the present form of the American
society? A. I think that is not a fair way of stating it, sir. To say I disapprove
of the United States Government is certainly wrong. I disapprove of certain aspects
of American life, as I believe you also and several of you do. I disapprove, for
instance, of things that happen at the present in the South where the Supreme
Court decision is flaunted by the White Citizens Councils. lam sincerely convinced
that a larger per cent of the population, workers, farmers, are entitled to a larger
share of the national income. That that means that Ido not approve of the United
States government is by no means so. I think it is a very good type of government
and if you would live up to it, and, gentlemen, if you would live up to it, I think
we would be a pretty good society. I think a society in which the United States

nment would be entirely enforced wouldgovernment and the Massachusetts gove
be a very, very health}- form of society. Subject to evolution, of course.

Q. Were you —A. By the way, do< that answer your question?
Q. Yes. Would you answer this qi

were giving book reviews and lectures
present through your discussions to pers

estion: Were you attempting when you
at meetings at which Communists were
nade the American people to change this
that would be essentially Communist?
iking a question, sir, and I do not know if

government in favor of a government
A. That is a very complicated way of a;

a simple answer is possible. You know when you give a lecture when Ido I
give a lecture on a subject connected with the socialist doctrine, I leave no doubt
in the minds of people that I consider the socialist system of government in the
long run a superior system as compared with the capitalist system of government
under which we live. But that simply means I think a great number of benefits
which now our people don’t get will be realized under the socialist form of govern-
merit. If you like to interpret my words in such a way that that means I like to
exhort people, convince people they should work for the improvement of our
society, the answer to your question is Yes. If it means

Q. Let me ask you this. Do you mean by that improvement to change this
government in favor of one that would be essentially Communist? A. Oh, no.

Q. Have you ever said that? A. No.
Q. Did you ever say that? A. Excuse me?
Q. Have you ever said to any official of the Massachusetts Institute of Tech-

nology that you propose to exercise every legal means in your power through
writings and discussion to persuade the American people to change this govern-
ment in favor of one that would be essentially Communist? Is that the statement
that you have made, or not? A. I have no recollection of such a statement. And,
moreover, such a statement does not express my state of mind now or at another
time. I would like, however, to make

Let me ask you another one. Have you
res of citizens under the Constitution of

Q. You have answered the question. I
ever made this statement: If the privilegi
the United States were suppressed by Faso
self bound by any obligation to refrain from
Say that again.

ists, you would no longer consider your-
encouragingviolentrevolt? A. What?

Q. I would be very happy to repeat it Did you ever make this statement
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That if the privileges of citizens under the Constitution m the United States were
suppressed by Fascists, that you would no longer consider yourself bound by any
obligation to refrain from encouraging violent revolt? A. I must say, sir, I have
no recollection of saying anything like that, because such a statement does not
represent my present state of mind and I have no recollection that it ever repre-
sented my state of mind

uch that you felt that if the privileges ofQ. In 1951 was your state of mind
nited States were suppressed by Fascistsider the Constitution of the I
bound by any obligation to refrain from■onsider yourself

ipeated it again:nt revolt? A. You
date of mind in 1951? A. I must say IO. lam asking vou, was that yourvc

in 1951. I have no recollection of it. Itif my state of rr
,nd to the best of my knowledge it doesn’tlesn’t represent my state of mind nc

1949, up to 1912 when I began torepresent the state of my mind in 19.
rwever, I think, sir, that this statement isthink first of questions of socialism. H

words, half listening and interpolating;sed on some misunderstanding ot n
y interpolating the ideas of the man whc

He thought I would say that, or some
:deas that if this reallv has been said

said it into mine, perhaps in good faith
te of mind which I ever had to the bestthing like that, but it certainly is nc

of my recollect
Committee or Commission before which
“pure Fascist”? A. I have no recollec-

0. Did you feel that the Legislat
id to testify w

id is that occasionally there are certaintion of that, because I think what I h
and that there are definite elements be-Fascists tendencies in this communit

lied perhaps anti-Communist. But Ihind this committee which might 1
don’t ind

that the Legislative Commission orO. Do vou say you never t
to testify was a “pure Fascist groupCommittee before which you we

A. Here agair
American civil liberties”? A. NowQ. That “such groups were suf

•essing civil liberties, sir. The motionwe come to something, that you arc
Ido believe that. But of the remainingmy counsel has brought before you sh

part of this, I certainly really, gentl
Fascist. I don’t believe you are. I

ren, I don’t think I have ever called you

mk we have serious differences of opinion
lightly. I know what Fascism means inbut I am not using that word “Fascist

dv the Fascists and friends of mine. AndEurope. My own brothers were kille
in camp in Dachau and Belsen. And lam
iless he is a miscreant of the worst type.

I know of the horrors in the concentrat
not going to call anybody a Fascist unle
And I think there is very little of that Fa; ism in the United States. So, if some

leen misunderstanding of what I saidthis of me, it again must hav
at all, believe me. I have never calledGentlemen, you are not Fascists. Not
ieen raised that I would have called youdu that way. If ever the impression h

Fascists, I apologize here for it.
The Chairman. Mr. Counsel —A.
The Chairman. I don’t think it apf

Where did you get that kind of stuf
ies to us.

Mr. Bhesnahan. To a Legislative Committee in Washington
The Chairman. In Washington?
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The Witness. It may be that the newspaper men picked it up, but certainly
at this time to the best of my recollection I did not say it. If I said it, it certainly
didn’t represent my impression. I must have said it perhaps in a moment of
extreme emotion or something like that. Certainly it doesn’t represent my judg-
ment

Q. Were you associated with the Ameri an-Soviet Friendship group? A. With
what

Q. The National Council of the Air
member of the Board.

ican-Soviet Friendship. A. I am a

Q. You are still a member? A. Lan aember of the Board, ye

Q. How long have you been ame he Board? A. A couple of ye

Q. And were you a member of the I ard of Directors in 1951 and in 1953?
A. I could not answer that truthfully, but I think in 1953 I was a member of the
Board. Ido not know exactly when I wai asked to join.

Q. When you were a member of the Board in 1953 were you a member of the
Communist Party? A. As I said, sir

Q. lam now asking you specificall in that day. A. I said after 1951 when
the Communist Party was prohibited in this state I did n lecture to Com-
munist groups. I separated myself from the Communist Party organizationally

I want you to understand I addressed groups. I had noin the sense
itact with the Communist Party any more. And these sporadic contacts over

the years I have had with Communist groups have been b: So that answers
your question, because you asked for 1956

i 1953 when you were a member of the Board of Di-Q. I asked specific
Friendship, you say you wererectors of the National Council of American

A! Nonot a member of the Communist Party?
Q. In 1951 when you were a member the Board of Directors of the National

let Friendship w iu a member of the CommunistCouncil of Ar
Party? A. I think I have answered th. ,t

ar attention to the year 1951. A. 1951,Q. lam now specifically directing yc
w which we have been talking about,as I said, after the Legislature adopted tl

unist Party. I never considered myselfI separated myself entirely from the (

re. After 1951 I did not visit these grmember, but I visited grou

A. You know what my answer will 1Q, Do you know Harry Wir
lestions concerning names I refuse toQ. The record does not. A. All th

Massachusetts Constitution. And I hopeanswer because of Article Twelve of the
r ou understand it, gentlemen. It is a very serious question for me, more serious

Fifth Amendmentthan it was in 1951 when I invoked tl
to the Communist Party at meetings atQ. Did you ever contribute mone

which you attended when Mr. Philbri as present and at which you gave book
reviews or were in attendance at those meetings? A. This seems to be some ques-
tion about meetings that happened a long time ago. I couldn’t tell you at these
particular meetings I contributed money. I simply don’t know. I have made
donations to the Communist Party occasionally. Specifically, I have subscribed
to the Daily Worker

Q. Did you make contributions in money at meetings of the Communist Party
at which Mr. Philbrick was present? A. I certainly could not tell you, because
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as far as I know he was only present at one meeting. He may have been at others,
and if I contributed money at that time maybe they passed a hat and said they
wanted some money, and I may have dropped some money in the hat. I don’t
know.

Q. Were you ever present at some meeting at which there was a discussion
that the Pro Group cell of the Communist Party was to be broken down from larger
numbers so that each unit would thereafter consist of only three or four members?
A. Since I have not at this stage the recollection of what the Pro Group is, and
since the Pro Group was in the Communist Party, it is supposed I was present
there, I suppose, as a lecturer. I have no recollection of having attended at such
a discussion, but I may have been at such a discussion. These things have happened
many years ago. When was that? 1947 or something like that? That is now about
nine years ago. It is very well possible, but I have no recollection.

Q. Were you present at a meeting in June of 1948 where there was a discussion
of instructions from state headquarters of the Communist Party that the cells of
the party were to be broken down into groups of five or less members per cell?
A. I believe that is the same kind of question. June, 1948?

Q. In June of 1948 were you present— A. Ye
Q. —at a meeting at which Mr. Herbert Philbrick was present when there was

a discussion of instructions from state headquarters of the Communist Party that
Communist groups were to be broken down into five or less members per cell?
A. I must say it may be, but I have not the slightest recollection of that. If
that had been asked me in 1949, I suppose I might have given an answer. Don’t
forget, sir, as I said before, between 1936 and 1950, even to the present time I
addressed groups and gave so many lectures. And if you asked me something about
what happened when I lectured for some group in 1953, I may have some difficulty
in remembering. When vou ask me something about 1948, I couldn’t tell vou.

Q. See if I can refresh your recollection. A. Surely
Q. Were you present at a meeting in Cambridge when not only that discussion

which I have referred to took place but at which your group broke up into smaller
roups, and you went into another room with several members and organized the
mailer group? A. I haven’t the slightest recollection of this.
Q. Would you say you did not? A. I can only say no, I cannot say that,

because it is so long ago. As I say, even if it was three years ago I wouldn’t be
sure. I have no recollection of it, I say.

Q. Were some of the groups at which you lectured at Foster Street in Cam-
idge? A. I think that may lead again to a trail where I might mention namei

[Witness confers with counsel.]

A.. I think will you repeat the question

The question is read

A. I believe that this is the meeting we discussed already, and I believe that was
in Foster Street. I think that meeting we were discussing where I gave that book
review was at Foster Street.

Q. And following the book review was there a discussion that the large group
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had been ordered to organize into smaller groups? A. I can tell you that meeting
was a meeting where I gave a lecture, and that was brought home to me a short
time afterwards by the testimony of Mr. Philbrick. But what happened afterwards
at that meeting I have no recollection. I know I gave a book review.

Q. What did Mr. Philbrick ever say about you that was a lie? A. What?
That I couldn’t tell you. I have not read everything that Mr. Philbrick has said.

Q. About yourself? A. Not that I know. I don’t know where he speaks.
Q. You certainly read the Congressional Reports? A. Oh, the Congressional

Reports, yes.
Q. Let us find out what he said here then that was not true. A. Ye
Q. When Mr. Philbrick testified that in the latter part of 1947 and beginning

1948 in his Pro Group where they had been studying one of these revolutionary
books this is his direct testimony:

“ I believe at that time it was State and Revolution. By the time we had
finished the course we had a new member join our group. He had apparently
been informed as to the nature of our studies so he

At that moment I interrupted him and asked him this question: Let me
interrupt you there. Do you mean joined your professional cell?

Mr. Philbrick replied Yes.
Mr. Tavennek. The same cell that we have been talking about?
Mr. Philbrick. Yes, my particular cell. And so this new member was

brought in. He was a new member to our own little cell, not a new member
of the party. He was called in to conduct a summary of the entire book,
State and Revolution. This member, it turned out, was Comrade Dirk Struik,

if the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and of the Sam Adams School.”

Then you were asked
“Is there any statement contained in Mr. Philbrick’s testimony which I

have read to vou that is untrue? ”

I now ask you, is there any statement in that testimony of Mr. Philbrick that is
untrue? A. I think that there is some misunderstanding of my position in it
but I can very well imagine that Mr. Philbrick saying that was in good faith. The
misapprehension is that I did not consider myself a member of this group but was
introduced as a lecturer.

Q. Did you know you were lecturing to a closed group of the Communist
Party when you joined the group at which he was in attendance and at which you
lectured on State and Revolution? A. To the best of my recollection I was asked
by telephone if I would address a meeting, that a house group had been discussing
Marxist classics, and I believe there was even mentioned State and Revolution,
and if I would like to give a talk on that. And I said Yes. I did not inquire into
the composition of the group. So if Mr. Philbrick says it was a Communist group,
he may be perfectly right. But I was not interested at that time whether it was a
Communist group or a group composed perhaps of Communist members and other
people.

Q. Well, do you now say —I am 'going to ask you this question that was asked
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you in July of 1951 when you were a wi .ness before the Un-American Activities
Pro Group of the Communist Party inCommittee. Did you join a cell of t

the latter part of 1947 or the beginning 1948? And what is your present answer
that I sometimes went to groupsto that question? A. My present ans

the Communist Party as amongst oth And when I went, I usually

me there to give some lecture, usu
Q. Then the next question you wei

The Chairman. Counsel, that isn’t an answer. Your question was, “Did you
in a cell of the Communist Party at which you gave lectures?”
The Witness. If by joining means did I become a card-carrying membei
The Chairman. Did you become a member?
The Witness. As I have already answered, I have never considered myself a

member of the Communist Party, although I have occasionally visited groups that
were certainly Communist groups. And let me tell you why. I would like to put
it this waj

The Chairman. Let me go one step further. Did you continually go back to
this same group, this same cell and participate in their meeting

The Witness. In the course of the years these groups to the best of my knowl-
edge were re-formed. And if I gave a series of lectures, for instance, I remember
having given an Engels book, the “Development of Socialism from Utopia to
Science.” Then, of course, that group was usually for a couple of weeks the same,
because I gave that lecture, but in the course of the ye

Allow me to say one thing here that is pertinent to your question, and that is
this. The reason I was always careful to mention to those who asked me about
it what my relation was to the Communist Party was that I am aware of a preju-
dice I think it is a prejudice that a Communist Party member is not a free
agent, that he obeys orders or is part of a conspiracy. I consider that all wror
My experience tells me, my reading and all that I have seen, that that is not true
that Communist Party members are just as much as you and I able to make up
their own minds. But prejudice exists, and I would like to emphasize I have always
been a free agent. When I take a certain position, philosophical or political, I
use my own judgment

The Chairman. Are you trying to tell us that members of the Communist
Party do not take orders from an authority within that part

The Witness. Oh, there are orders within the party. I think as in every party
there is a certain amount of discipline, and the discipline is stronger in the Com-
munist Party than, let us say, in the Democratic Party. But what I say is this
There is a prejudice that holds also, and I have yielded to the prejudice. I thought
it was better to be a sympathetic outstander than a member, because that might
involve the idea lam not a free agent. I pride myself, gentlemen, that lam mak
ing up my own mind. I hope you belie

Rep. Randall. Is that the reason y
The Witness. That is the reason I

e

i never joined the Communist Party?
ways found it better not to be considered
iite the fact that with many of its tenets Iiber of the Communist Party de:

iin sympathy. But there is a prejudice.
Rep. Randall. If it weren’t for the prejudice against the party, and if it

book rev
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weren’t for the prejudice that would indicate that you would take orders or were
taking orders

The Witness. Yes.
Rep. Randall. you would have become a member
The Witness. I would certainly reconsider my position
Rep. Randall. Does that hold true today
Ihe Witness. No. At present it doesn’t hold, because at present there is an

additional complication of the Anti-Communist Control Act and the Massachusetts
statute which has not yet been subjected to the Court. If there were absolute free
exchange of ideas in these things, if the Communist Party had the same legal
standing as all other parties, I might reconsider.

Rep. Randall. I think you have answered my next question. In other words,
if we didn’t have this statute in Massachusetts, you might well and if you didn’t
have this thought of maybe somebody controlling you, you would today be a
member?

The Witness. No. I said I might reconsider but I might also come to another
conclusion, that as of 1956 another course would be better. But I have not given
the thing a serious thought, because the thing doesn’t occur. But I might very
well come to another conclusion.

The Chairman. You say you are still in sympathy with certain of the tenets
of the Communist Party?

The Witness. Oh, yes. And I think many of you would be it the principles
were explained to you.

The Chairman. Despite the present slaughter in Hungary?
The Witness. No, I don’t like that, just as little as you dc
The Chairman. You wouldn’t like that to happen here, would you?
The Witness. No, absolutely not. Of course not
Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] Let me ask you this, referring to the testimony of

Mr. Philbriok. A. Y
Q. In July of 1951 before the House I n-American Activities Committee, Mr.

Tavernier, the counsel, sa

“Is there any other individual by
Institute of Technology?

re name of Struik at the Massachusettst

lowledge, no.

Mr. Tavenner [continuing with the testimony of Mr. Philbrick of the
previous day]. How frequently did Mr. Struik attend the meetings of your
group

[At this point the question refers to the cell of the Professional Group of
the Communist Party of which Mr. Philbrick was a member and it was re-
ferred to by him as a highly secret group

[Continuing reading]:’

Then he read this from the transcript

“Mr. Philbrick. He attended meetings every other week, as that was
the custom of our group, to meet every other week. He attended our meet-

Dr. Struik. To the best of mv 1
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ings from that period right up through, I believe, the latter part of May or
first part of June.

Mr. Tavenner. Then you have been in many, many Communist Party
meetings with him?

Mr. Philbeick. Yes, sir
Mr. Tavenner. Were those meetings closed meetings, that is, secret

Communist Party meetings?

Mr. Philbeick. They were very secret Communist Party meetings and it
was impossible, absolutely impossible, for any person or any individual to
ever get into these meetings unless he was not only a bona fide party member,
but one who was very well trusted and who had been passed upon by some one
in the higher ranks as a party member of sufficient trustworthiness to be per-
mitted to belong to the Pro cell.

After reading that portion of the testimony of Mr. Philbrick to you, will
you state to the Committee whether or not you attended such a closed meeting
as that described by Mr. Philbrick? ”

Now I ask you what is there that is untruthful in Mr. Philbrick’s statement?
A. I have really no particular recollection of these meetings. I think that Mr.
Philbrick thought these groups were very tight. And when he says he saw me
there often, I have to take his word for it. But I cannot remember having been
every fortnight at such groups. That is 1948, isn’t it?

Q. 1947 and 1948. A. You see, I had not much time to go to meetings at
that time. At that time I was writing two different books which required a con-
siderable amount of research. I wrote several articles. I had my full schedule at
MIT. Occasionally I went to a meeting, but I have no recollection that I went so
often to such meetings and of such character.

Q. Would you say that Mr. Philbrick was telling an untruth when he said that
you attended meetings every other week, as that was the custom of the group, and
that you attended these meetings from that period right up through the latter part
of May or the first of June of 1948? That was inclusive of the years 1947 and 1948?
A. When he says so, I suppose he saw me there. But I have really no recollection.
Let me tell you one thing

Q. Wait a minute, now. A. Oh, ye;
Q. Have you no recollection at all of whether or not you attended meetings

every other week of a group of people whom you knew were Communists in the
year 1947 and up through May or June of 1948? Have you no recollection at all
of that? A. I have, sir, namely

Q. All right. Then do you have a recollection that you attended meetings
where Mr. Philbrick was present every other week in 1947 and up through May or
June of 1948 of Communists? A. I have, sir. But that was an entirely different
group. That was the Tech group where I occasionally went especially to lecture.
That I went to another meeting at the same time, I have grave doubts, if that
happened. But if Mr. Philbrick saw me, he must be right. It might be this blur
to my memory. I have only a recollection of that particular Tech group.

Q. Did you meet with this Tech group every other week over a long period?
A. Not over a long period.
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Q. What period? A. But through the years I went occasionally. I was
invited.

Q. And throughout how many years? A. I don’t know how long it existed
but I suppose off and on throughout the years, perhaps four years.

Q. Was that group a group at which Mr. Martin, Mr. Levinson and Mr.
Amdur were present? A. Article Twelve, sir. This is the Tech group.

Q. When you say a Tech group, was it a Tech group of Communists? A. The
Tech group which has been identified as a group of the CommunistParty, yes, sir,

Q. Then over a period of four years you attended a group periodically of mem-
bers of the faculty of Technology which has been identified as a Communist group?
A. Not periodically but from time to time.

Q. Well, how often? A. That I couldn’t tell.
Q. Well, the time included three or four years? A. I think so. I may be

mistaken. It may have been two years. Ido not know.
Q. It might have been as small as two and might have been as long as four

years? A. May be.
Q. But it was in that period of time in which you have a recollection? A. Yes
Mr. Bbesnahan. I wonder if we should suspend now?
Rep. Randall. I would like to ask

did you have to do to become a member
Dr. Struik a question. Up to 1951 what
if the Communist Party?

The Witness. Pardon me?
Rep. Randall. Up to 1951 what dh

the Communist Party?
you have to do to become a member of

The Witness. I don’t know.
Rep. Randall. You don’t know?
The Witness. I can imagine, of course, but
Rep. Randall. Did you have to sign an application?
The Witness. I suppose like all other organizations, yes.
Rep. Randall. And were you ever asked to sign an application
The Witness. I have been thinking about that. I think I have been occasion-

ally approached, yes.
Rep. Randall. And you never signed
The Witness. Not to my recollection, no, because I always liked to be a little

bit free.
Rep. Randall. But you gave money to them from time to time
The Witness. Oh, yes.
Rep. Randall. You lectured to them freely?
The Witness. Freely? You mean without charge, yes. Not freely only.
Rep. Randall. From time to time?
The Witness. From time to time, yes.

Rep. Randall. You went to various meetings they had
The Witness. Occasionally, through the years.
Rep. Randall. Occasionally through the years, but you never actually con

sidered yourself a member?
The Witness. No. I kept myself
Rep. Randall. And the reason you didn’t consider yourself a member was be-

cause you never signed an application or a card, or something of that sort?
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c

The Witness. The reason was my feeling that I should not. A certain amount
if yielding to what I believe, after all, is a prejudice, to stay a free agent.

Rep. Randall. Now, were you requested to give these lectures by some per
son or persons?

The Witness. Oh, yes. lam often asked even now to give occasional lecture
in mathematical subjects or historical subjects.

Rep. Randall. These lectures you gave at the Samuel Adams School, you were
asked by somebod

The Witness. Not somebody. A regu ,r part of the schedule
before these various groups, some-Rep. Randall. These book review

body asked you to do that; is that right?
The Witness. Correct. If you want t know if I offered myself, no. As far

dy asked muallyas I know, when I gave a lecture, it was u
■es whenever you were asked'Rep. Randall. Did you give these lect

time and whenever I felt competent asThe Witness. No, whenever I had the
to the subject

,t more could you haveRep. Randall. Let me ask you anot ier question
the Communist Party if you had been a member of it?

The Witness. Oh, I might have been more regularly active, I suppose, given
ley, taken several assignments, which, of course, I didn’t take. There31lt

are other organizations of which I am not a member but sympathetic, about which
you could ask the same things. When you become a member, you take certain
obligations you don’t take otherw

Q. (By Mr. Bresnahan.l Did you take assignments from Otis Hood? A. I
nment in the sense of orders or-lynever took any assignment from anybi

whatever vou call it
Hood? A. By the way, I consider thisQ. Did you communicate with Ot
Article and ask it be expunged from theAst statement covered by the Twelft

record. If you ask me if I ever took ai

Q. Did you know in 1947 or 1948
assignment, I will say Nc

who the members of the State Education
:re? A. I don’t know it now and I don’tCommittee of the Communist Part

know that I ever knew it
ire you knew there were Communists andQ. Did you ever ask at a meeting v

to whom you were lecturing in the pr mce of Mr. Philbrick whether or not he
knew where your next

It is so lone ago. I don’t know at whichA. How can I answer such a question
as I don’t know of meetings where Mr. Xmeetings Mr, Philbrick was present, just

or Mr. Y was present. It is so long ago I really cannot answer that question
honestly

Mr. Cashman. Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. Yes, Mr. Cashman
Mr. Cashman. I would like to put a hypothetical question to you. I think it

was touched upon by Rep. Randall. My question is this: Supposing there were a
group of individuals that drove these so-called hot rod cars. You may be familiar
with the cars so referred to?

The Witness. Yes, hot rods, sure
Mr. Cashman. I just wanted to make sure. And lam not being flippant, be-

Communist Party group?
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lieve me that your educational background was such as caused you to divorce
yourself from current vernacular. And supposing that this hot rod club met at a
certain spot, and you were the proud possessor of a hot rod; that you didn’t want
to join the organization as an organization. You wanted to participate but didn’t
want to join. And you actually did participate. Every time that these hot rod-
ders had a race, you joined with them. About the only thing you didn’t do was to
take a card or pay dues as such. Now, purely from an academic point of view
and giving you full rein to answer the question, what is there under those circum-
stances that you wouldbe doing or not doing other than as I have limited it that
the others were doing or not doing. An sn’t there some sort of a parallel here?

permitted whenever you were asked.You went out and spoke whenever tir Ie

You made contributions if they passed t
The Witness. Sure.

You contributed?

Mr. Cashman. You were a subscriber
The Witness. Yes.

the Daily Worker?t

Mr. Bbesnahan. He said Yes.
Mr. Cashman. And, specifically
Mr. Allen. Just a minute.
Mr. Bresnahan. If he answered, I w ant it in the record.

aahan. I’m not sure. You may or mayMr. Allen.’ Just a minute, Mr. Bres
not be properly interpreting him. I w not watching. All I heard was a sound.
You say he said Yes

It is a hypothetical thing of a criminalThe Witness. I didn’t say anythin

amzati

Mr. Cashman. Counsel will advis'
Mr. Allen. Was his answer as M
Mr. Bresnahan. Was it?

but believe me -

nahan said, “Ye
u

Ire

The Witness. No. I didn’t say anything. I was listening,
Mr. Cashman. As he was following me, he was saying Yetfollowing me, he was saying Yes, not as an answer

but folic
The Witness. Yes, I follow your argument

a parallel to be drawn, and if there is orMr. Cashman. Is there an analogy
there isn’t, I wonder if you would respc I to what I referred t

ompare Communist groups with criminal
I. Now, you compare with it a perfectly

The Witness. Yes. I suppose you

organizations. Hot rod, I think, is illeg
legal group. We are talking about 1951
do the best they can according to their

a perfectly legal group of citizens which
conscience, adherents, or trying to be ad-

herents, of a lofty philosophy and who have never broken any law; as a matter of
fact, who organize in order to improve conditions in this country, make better laws.
You compare this with an organization which is if not illegal, with certainly a
curious illegal odor.

Mr. Cashman. When you indicated you specifically didn’t want to become a
member of the Communist Party or a card-carrying member.

The Witness. Ye
Mr. Cashman. You stressed, if my memory serves me correctly, you wanted to

maintain what in substance was your own independence?
The Witness. That is right.
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Mr. Cashman. Now, was there then impressed upon your mind a certain degree
of consciousness that within the Communist Party you might be losing your inde-
pendence or was it at that time that you felt that the public feeling directed against
the Communist Party might possibly prejudice in the public mind your independent
status?

The Witness. The last is right, sir.
iblem become so acute at that time that
the thought that in the public mind you
did join?

Mr. Cashman. Well, but had this pr
there was developed in your consciousness
would be losing your independence if you

30 years I have been in this country, but
;ly so. And I think one of the reasons you

The Witness. It was always so the
especially after 1945 it became increasing
people are here is you like to probe that
people around here that have not that in
prejudiced, but it exists.

condition. You have a feeling there are
lependence of mind. I think that you are

Mr. Cashman. We are all the victirr of our own prejudices, aren’t we? You
enunciate a mathematical formula thatare the victim of a prejudice when yoi

hasn’t been enunciated.
The Witness. Correct

potheses and by reasoning backwards 5
mu originally adduced. Isn’t that true'

Mr. Cashman. You make certain hy
attempt to substantiate the hypothesis 3

The Witness. Correct
Mr. Cashman. When >

rou say we n
assume the word can be generic sufficien

lay be the victim of our own prejudice I
tly to include vou?

The Witness. Absolutely
Mr. Cashman. And purely from the

to state it for the record, and I have nc
called prejudiced feeling, using it in the

point of view of giving you an opportunity
personal interest in it, do you feel this so-
generic sense, do you think in the view of

what has happened over the period of the last several years, this is completely
warranted?

The Witness. I think that it is highly exaggerated, as far as I can see from an
experience with the progressive movement in general all over the world, it has no
more tendency to sacrifice personal opinion to preconceived opinions amongst the
Communists than there is in other parties, especially at present with the tragic
events in Eastern Europe, it is particularly clear; because there are almost as many
opinions as to what happened in Hungary among the Communists as among other
people. .

Mr. Cashman. Let me ask you this, bearing that in mind. How does it happen
that certain individuals, which phrase may include you, always resolve it on the
side of so-called optimism? What makes you feel, for example, if that is the fact,
that these opinions held by Americans, for example, as a result of what is in the
press are necessarily wrong and not only wrongbut wrong all of the time?

The Witness. This question is so general that I cannot answer it. Ido not
say that the opinions of Americans are always wrong.

Mr. Cashman. No. Vis-a-vis the strides that have been made with Communism
vis-a-vis the question of curtailing civil liberties, for example, you did, did you not,
say that and I think I am quoting 3mu correctly that there is as much oppor-



HOUSE —No. 2828.1957.] 111

tunity for self-expression within the Communist Party without losing personal
identity at this time as there is, for example, I think you said, in the Democratic
Party?

The Witness. That is my impression, sir.
Mr. Cashman. Well, is that borne out by everything we have read either in

history books or let’s take geography books which we might read and watch ex-
panding boundaries. And what about the agrarian reformers in China? Is that a
figment of our imaginations? And believe me, sir, I am affording you an oppor-
tunity of answering. lam not putting any sarcasm in my tone to indicate I don’t
think you don’t believe in it or that you do. What is your reaction to these things?
Do you feel this country may perhaps have had reason for warranted alarm?

The Witness. I think that the alarm in this country against what we call the
Communist danger has been highly exaggerated.

Mr. Cashman. Was it exaggerated in Czechoslovak!
The Witness. At what time?
Mr. Cashman. Well, at the time of what we refer to as the rape of Czeoho

Slovakia. Was it exaggerated then?
The Witness. Well, Ido not know. What is the time you call the rape? I

suppose you mean the time that Hitler invaded Czechoslovakia in 1938?
Mr. Cashman. Let’s get into the postwar effort. At the time that the Czecho-

ilovakian government became a puppet government of Russia.
The Witness. I am not quite sure if it is a puppet government now but there

has been in the last three or four years a definite tendency to becoming closer in
union with Soviet Russia wherein before under the Warsaw Pact

Mr. Cashman. Do you think it is a gradual evolutionary process or is it a
possibility this closer rapprochement is a very strong power vis-a-vis weaker power?

The Witness. The Warsaw Pact is based on the fact a very powerful nation,
namely, the Soviet Union and a number of smaller nations require protection. It
is a little like NATO. In fact, the Warsaw Pact is an answer to NATO where you
have the powerful United States and a number of nations that are weaker.

Mr. Cashman. Do you feel that whatever Russia did with reference to Czecho-
Slovakia is something that as a general proposition was welcomed by the Czecho-
slovakian people?

The Witness. I think all interference of Russia in other nations has been re-
sented by many people in those nations. And there are quite a number of people
that would like to establish a relation of entire quality there. Also among Com-
munists.

Mr. Cashman. Hasn’t the Communist encroachment taken on pandemic pro-
portions that would warrant a country that would be reasonably concerned about
its own national security to at least look into the inroads that have been made on a
worldwide basis and be concerned about the possible inroads within the territorial
limits of its own country?

The Witness. That is exactly what is happening in the last years in those
countries, yes.

Mr. Cashman. Isn’t it true when you were lending yourself on whatever basis
it may have been to the Communist organizations or Communist meetings that
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in a sense you were aiding and abetting a situation which eventually has brought
the world to its current position vis-a-vis Russia?

The Witness. Let’s take the time element. We were just talking about con-
ditions, the Warsaw Pact and NATO and others which all have happened in
recent times where I had no connection with the Communist Party except perhaps
that I know a few Communists and read their literature. Before that time, don’t
forget, there was a period from 1941 to 1945 when we were together with the Soviet
Union in our war against the Axis. At that time our position to the Communists
all over the world was different from that before that time and different from after
that time.

Mr. Cashman. Have you espoused the cause yourself of conquest by world
revolution as advanced by Marxists and Stalinists for some considerable period
of time?

The Witness. That question consists of two parts. The first is, do I approve
of or have I advanced the ideal of conquest of the world, the advance of world
revolution by conquest. And the answer is never, because I don’t believe in it. I

ition in this world out of a feudal system,
communities, but as a result of forces

believe in the gradual and inevitable tram
feudal capitalistic system into Socialist
working within these count

as is proposed by th munists, or something like that. The(

Communists. In the hundred years thatanswer is it has not been proposed by th
we have had Marxist literature there ha been all kinds of opinions. The persor

who is most outstandingly identified wi revolution by conquest was Trotsky, and
Trotsky was repudiated in the Soviet

Mr. Bbesnahan. Bv Stalin.
mor

ness. Bv Stalir
The Chairman. He was the one who murdered?
The Witness. In Mex
Mr. Bresnahan. Was Stalin for w Id conquest?
The Witness. If vou see the written literature, you see they often make state-

nation itself, that revolution cannot be
yy Stalin to that effect.

ments that revolution is the task of th
exported. There are several statements

The Chairman. Rep. Randall has a <
Rep. Randall. Let’s go back to 191

tion
I. Do you remember the Stalin-Hitler

The Witness. Certainly

Rep. Randall. And you, I assume, supported the Communist side at that time
The Witness. No, I did not support the Communist side. I think my general

position was that of the United States Government, namely, stay out of the war.
Rep. Randall. In other words, you wanted the United States to stay out of

the war?
The Witness. Up until 1941
Rep. Randall. And in 1941 when Hitler attacked Russif
The Witness. Not only I, but the -whole United States. You remember how

it became. The whole Roosevelt administration changed in those days.
Rep. Randall. From the time of the attack of Hitler versus Stalin in the summer

of 1941 you changed your mind?

pact
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The Witness. Not only mine. Roosevelt changed his
Rep. Randall. Never mindabout Roosevelt. You changed your mind
The Witness. I did.
Rep. Randall. Pearl Harbor was six months late
The Witness. Right.
Rep. Randall. That is when most of us changed our min'
The Witness. No. If you remember, the attack on the Soviet Union by Hitler

occurred in June, 1941. Almost, I think the day after that attack Churchill made a
great statement in which he said, “Now we are going to change our whole policy.
The fate of Great Britain and the Soviet Union is now united.” And I think the
Roosevelt administration concurred in it. It was not only I. I changed my mind
yes, and not because of the government. lam a free agent. Because I thought
the position of the United States Government changing was a rational one. And
after Pearl Harbor between June and December we had a sympathetic attitude

o the fight against Hitler waged by Britain and the Soviet Union and so many
there. But we were still at peace. Then came Pearl Harbor and the World War

started. And from the
althoughI hate war.

ig I found tl Ie position of the United States justified,

Rep. Randall. Let’s get b:
pretty high opinion of Stalin?

ling else. Along about 1951 you hadlet

The Witness.- I I him one if the leadin f the century

Rep. Randall. How about y
The Witness. I think he is

hr today

Ie of the leading men of our century, although
I about him I don’t like.quite a number of things have been revealei I don’t

Rep. Randall. In other words, the (

ind?
list Party has kind of changed its

The Witness. Pardon me? I don’t it that, but I suppose so. Thekr

20th Congress of the Communist Part he Soviet Union has published a state-
ad and which would at any rate have a

I

ment about Stalin which you and I h
tendency to change my opinion of Stal

The Chairman. Mr. Struik, your c
iod deala

pinion in reference to Stalin hasn’t
been motivated by what non-Communist
lin itself has said. Is that true?

have said but rather by what the Krem-

The Witness. My opinion of Stalin 1 been the result of reading and talking
occasionally everything I could find ut Stalin both from the left and right.
Then with the 20th Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union came

additional information which added up to the information I already had, made me
change my position on Stalin to a certain extent

The Chairman, Are you aware of any discussions within the Communist Party

in the United States in reference to the Stalin attiti
The Witness. Are you talking about 1939 or at the present tin
The Chairman. Right now.
The Witness. Oh, yes, in the Daily Worker.
The Chairman. Are you aware of discussions?
The Witness. The Daily Worker is full of it. I read it
The Chairman. Have you attended any Communist cells and participated in

such discussions?
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The Witness. Since 1951 I have had no relations with the Communist Party,
even that type I have described before. I don’tknow what is going on in the Com-
munist Party at all except what I read in the papers.

The Chairman. Have you attended meetings, let us say, not a Communist cell
but people in which you might have recognized some of them to be Communists in
which discussions over the present ideas on Stalin have been taken up?

The Witness. That is difficult. I have been at some public meetings, I sup-
pose, yes. And I know I remember that Stalin had been mentioned. Nobody
present could talk about politics without mentioning the word “Stalin.” So I
think I have to answer Yes.

The Chairman. You have taken part in discussions?
The Witness. Not in public discussions or groups. lam not quite sure what

you call a group. Certainly not Communist Party discussions.
The Chairman. Well, discussions with people who might have advanced the

idea they were going to carry these discussions further into perhaps a congress or
convention of the Communist Party to be held a little later this month.

The Witness. I have not been at any

The Chairman. Well, next year, February, 1957.
The Witness. No. I say I have not been at any Communist Party meetings

public or private, for many, many years.

Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] Might I ask you this. Did you attend meetings of
the Massachusetts Committeeof the Bill of Rights, headed by Mr. Nathaniel Mills
in 1953? A. Oh, that hurts. They were opposed to your committee. I don’t
think I have ever been at one of their meetings.

Q. Were you at a meeting they held at the Hotel Gardner? A. Not at the
private meetings but I have been at a public meeting they held, yes, one or two.
Because I remember somewhere at Boston I was at a public meeting.

Q. In 1953 at the Hotel Gardner? A. That may be.
Mr. Cashman. I would like to ask this. Your specific subject at MIT is the

field of mathematics; is that right?

The Witness. Yes.
Mr. Cashman. What specific branch?
The Witness. I teach at present general courses, but my specialty is geometry.

And I also taught occasionally and feel myself rather competent in the history of
science, especially the history of mathematics.

Mr. Cashman. Is that one of your actual subject
The Witness. Not at present. I have taught it. I have taught the history of

mathematics, and the history of science many, many years ago. I feel myself an
expert, if I may use that term, in the field of certain branches of geometry and cer-
tain branches of history of science.

Mr. Cashman. Now then, in the various classes you have had at MIT have
you engaged in discussions that were not specifically related to the field of mathe-
matics in courses that were specifically in the field of mathematics?

The Witness. I can give here to this question an absolutely explicit answer.
When I have been asked to teach mathematics, I have taught mathematics.

Mr. Cashman. And nothing else?
The Witness. The answer is categorically No.
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Mr. Cashman. In any of the courses you taught at any time at MIT, did you
find occasion at any time or from time to timefor dwelling upon Marxian philosophy
before your students?

The Witness. I have been invited to speak at general lectures in the course of
the years on philosophical and political subjects. And I, just as every member of
the staff, I used my right to express my

Mr. Cashman. This was by invitatii
The Witness. By invitation, yes.
Mr. Cashman. IVere there occasions

position

f the University?m ol

at any time during the time that you have
not invited to discuss political philosophy,been affiliated with MIT when you were

Marxism, Engelism, Stalinism, and whatnot, when you used the classroom as a
medium in which to discuss these matters when the course under instruction had
no relationship?

The Witness. But I just answered it categorically No. When I teach mathe-
matics, I teach mathematics. And thousands and thousands of students in the last
30 years I think there are thousands now can testify. May I ask you have you
ever found a student of mine you must have met them who reported that I
brought extraneous matters into class? I would like to know it.

Mr. Cashman. Let’s see if we can
The Witness. Let me ask if it is so. I don’t think it is
Mr. Cashman. I can say very categorically I personally have never had that

experience. I have no objection to telling it.it
The Witness. I
Mr. Cashman. Did you have occasion after classes to meet with various stu-

dents at what might be called bull sess
The Witness. I have been at bull sessions, sure
Mr. Cashman. And these were sessions at which either the students invited

you or you invited some of the students to your home or some convenient place.
And whether or not you did or did not use those opportunities to advance certain
thoughts that you have with reference to Marxism and Communism and the like?

The Witness. I don’t like “using the opportunity.” When I talk to people, I
don’t use any opportunity. I do not consider myself a leper, sir. I have my
opinions. You have yours. If somebody asks my opinion and I consider myself
competent, I give it. What are you afraid of?

Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] Let me call your attention to the student news-
paper, “The Tech.” Specifically, the one dated, April 12, 1949, which contained
the following article regarding you:

“Struik says charges are silly, signs of incipient Fascism. Philbrick te
timony untrue.”

Did you give a statement to “The Tech” that Philbrick’s testimony concerning you
before the Congressional Committee was untrue? A. That was when was
that? The time of the Foley Square trial, 1949?

Q. Yes. A. This was a reaction to the very first headlines that came in the
paper. There I was told, according to Philbrick, that I had openly advocated the
violent overthrow of the government of the United States. That statement was
untrue, and I don’t think Mr. Philbrick has ever repeated that.
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Q. Do you say that you never advocated the violent overthrow of the govern-
ment? A. That was the headline at that time.

Q. Do you say you never advocated in any lecture or statement that you gave,
that there must necessarily come a violent overthrow of government? A. No.
Do you want my opinion?

If it was ever reported, it must have been
;nt my opinion now and did not represent

Q. No. Did you ever say that? A.
a misunderstanding. It does not repre
ay opinion,

as inevitable there must be a violent
if the opposite, that I said all propa-

Q. Did you ever say at any lectur
rerthrow? A. I have a recollection

.t

the count Ati

Did you ever say in anyQ. I don’t think you have answ que:
jst be a violent overthrow of this govlevitable that there

losition now and never has been my posi-
And if you have a similar thing on record,

nment? A. I say this: It is not n
tion, so I cannot believe I ever said it

actual position. Ido have the recol-it rave been a misunderstanding

iron as nonsense ane
n

Q. Did you ever say it ,t there must be a violent overthrow
wered thatof the United States Government? A

Q. In any lecture, Yes or N
Mr. Bresnahan. lam goir

A. I have just answered that.
cifically answer thatam

Yes or N
Yes or No?The Chairman. Will you answer th h

The Witness. All right

[Witness eon

ds on recollection, and to the best of my
sition. If it has been taken, if somebody
~ it must have been misunderstanding,
ssion of yours, that a revolution will take
ierent times, depending upon the stage of
svelopment in that particular area. Did

A. This is simply a question that
recollection I have never taken such a pc
has ever made a note of that or stated i

Q. Did you ever say this at any disci
place in various parts of the world a

velopment, the capitalistic stage of d
familiar touch that I might have saiday that? A. There is a cert

there is an atmosphere about it which
The point is this

rg similar. But at the same t
misunderstanding

,s like that?Q. What might you have said that w
Mr. Allen. He is trying to finis

lly Socialism will come to the world. I
3 a peaceful one have increased consider-
will be peaceful. That I said there will
Socialism, as this quotation implies, is

A. The point is that I believe eventu
believe the chances this revolution will I
ably, and I personally hope they alway
always be a change from Capitalism t
unlikely, because there are many countries, in the Siberian tundra, for instance,
where there is no Capitalism, but Socialism has come not only on the basis of feudal
but pre-feudal, a primitive form of society. So, this is a particular example, sir.
Somebody has been taking my words but didn’t understand them quite and made
them garbled. This is a garbled version. This is much more typical than the other.

lection that more
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Q. Did you ever say in a lecture in Massachusetts that in the forties or fifties
that the time was not yet ripe here for a violent overthrow of this government?
A. This again I recognize again a garbled version of what I might have said.
The point is that I sincerely believe, as you all do, that there is no chance of any
revolution in this country. This country is prosperous. If there ever will be a
revolution in this country, I don’t know. Or. better, I know and eventually it
may be, but it is so far olf, you certainly cannot speak of any maturity. When we
speak of maturity for revolution, there is something like countries like

Q, Indonesia? A. China was in 1949 or the United States in 1774. That
countiy was lipe for revolution then. There is nothing like that in this country,
and I don t expect anything of that nature. Only when a majority of the people
want it. There is no reason for it. We can come here to better conditions by
peaceful, parliamentary means.

Mr. Cashman. And if those peace parli 1 to a revolution,
not in the military or mob sense, that is lution in terms of oustingnethel

th sorthat which we have and supplanting it
The Witness. A revolution is define

in

.V, at any rate in the vocabulary I
And that can occur by peaceful means.use, as a change ot classes, r ise

There is presently great debate
peaceful revolution. There is n:

Marxist circles just on this question of
ion that transition from capitalism

or feudalism can be obtained bv neacefi ach stronger
now than it ever w

Mr. Cashman. Now, without any refer .filiation political
philosophy Communist or Socialist

The Witness. I call myself, if I cal I have to be labeled, I call
myself a Marxian, which is a Socialist phih

Mr. Cashman. Yes, but as expanded b' Engels, didn’tiraent
this entail revolution by violent mear

The Witness. Shall I read you wh Ingels wrote about it as early as 1847
I shall be glad to do it. But no, Marx never proclaimed as a dogma that

solution has to come bv violent mean;
Mr. Cashman. T nnrlprst.fl.nH hut, it

Mainly not my interpretation of Marx
it true that as the book Das Kapitalt

was expanded and enunciated and comment
equivalent in Communist circles of the Ke

1 upon so that it became in a sense the
t Commentaries in legal circles, that

the thread of violence runs throughout te thread of violence runs throughout the entire compendium. Isn’t that true?
The Witness. No. I don’t think that can be said in fairness, sir. There has

been intermittently for a hundred years nc w already since the Communist Mani-
festo appeared, a constant debate and j ne opinion to the other on
the role of violence in promoting revolutk And if you take writings of certain
periods, you find a great stress on peaceful transition. Of another period, for in-
itance, the period of revolution in 1848, you find a stress on violence. At present

the stress is on non-violent means. And in mv own mind it always was.
Mr. Cashman. Merely to get the thing raightened out in my own mind, is it

true you regard yourself as a Marxian pur
bastardization comes from the individuals

it, and what has been described as the
hold and perhaps misinterpret the

teachings of Marx. Is that your position?
The Witness. On this question of the interpretation or misinterpretation of
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Marx, on some of these points I have made up my mind; and others, as, for in-
stance, purely economic ones, I have not made up my mind as it is too technical.

;oing on and on which all students ofYou refer to a debate that is constantly
Marx are asked to take a position.

Mr. Cashman. Isn’t it true that succe
ran increasingly greater as time went on?

vely since Marx the thread of violence

The Witness. That is not so. You should see the Communist Manifesto as to
how it starts. There are some very violent statements in there, and then in the
seventies and eighties the whole thing is often peaceful, parliamentary. And it goes
up and down this way [indicating]. Not only in Marxism but in many other doc-
trines of similar periods, of course, of stress or violence. For instance, the inter-
pretation of the Lochian discipline in 1776 in the United States was very violent.
Now, of course, for many years we enjoy a peaceful interpretation. And it is the
same with the Marxian.

Mr. Cashman. What lam concerned about principally is whether or not what-
ever views you espoused over a period of time were transmitted to your students
within the academic setup so that the Commonwealth should be and ought to be
concerned with education within the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.

The Witness. Not in the least, sir. As I say, the classroom has never been
used. If I have been invited to give my opinions, not always on questions of
Socialism, I have, as every other citizen, expressed my thoughts in all humility.
As to what I say in the corridors of the building, I am not a leper, and my ideas are
my own. And if students like to discuss their problems with me personally or
otherwise, I am perfectly willing to discuss them.

Mr. Cashman. I am going to ask you a question which perhaps your counsel
will tell you not to answer. lam at least alerting you to that possibility. Do you
subscribe to the possibility there is a duty to speak which is perhaps even para-
mount to the right not to speak? And if you do, what was your reluctance to
speak before the Congressional Investigating Committee?

The Witness. We have discussed that, sir, and there is no reason for me not to
answer. When I used the Fifth Amendment in 1951 I got the impression my
position was often misunderstood.

Mr. Cashman. Why didn’t you say so, sir
The Witness. I wasn’t asked.
Mr. Cashman. Well, let me ask you this, without attempting to gild the lily.

Do you feel the questions that have been asked of you here today have provided
you with greater opportunity to state your position than questions that were asked
of you in 1951?

The Witness. It has shown that lam not afraid of facing inquisitions like this.
But I have done it with grave misgiving because I have grave doubts about the
legality of your position. However, I think that I know not “think” but I
know there is a great number of excellent people of this Commonwealth and out-
side, friends of civil liberties, friends of liberal education, who have not been able
to understand my position. And for that reason I have decided to give you the
information, talk freely, drawing the line at names, because that would be mean.

Mr. Cashman. Well, let me ask you this.
The Witness. Now, you understand me on that, I hope.
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Mr. Cashman. I want you to know at the outset, and I say it purely by way of
explanation and not by way of apology, I am not being snide when I ask, but is
there a possibility there has been a change in your 1956 position as opposed to
your 1951 position because of the very serious problems you have been undergoing
for the last five years and the possibility that the University has indicated to you
that a greater amount of frankness mi. ;ht make you in the position you occupy,
like Caesar’s wife, above reproach?

The Witness. There are two questii
Mr. Cashman. At least two. There
The Witness. About the tribulation

Ms, sir.

may have been three.
yes, I have had a great deal of tribulation.
At least I have had a great deal of oppor-This may or may not have affected it.

tunity to feel out what people think. People have come to me, liberal people, and
said, “Why do you?”, from a lot of people. As to the University, I don’t like to
discuss it here. Leave MIT out.

Mr. Cashman. That is perfectly all right and I can understand from a personal
point of view your concern. And without any attempt to castigate you or charac-
terize the course of conduct that went on before, if you were to now be confronted
with 1951 again, but in a 1956 atmosphere, would you adopt the same position
before a Congressional Investigating Committee in 1956 as though it was 1951?

Witness confers with counsel.]

Mr. Allen. Will you read the question
The question is read.

The Witness. I have no general position. My position will be determined by
what you might call, in a general way, circumstances. I want you to understand

Mr. Cashman. Without mentioning any names or, since you apparently prefer
not to although I think we have the right to ask them, without mentioning any
names, were there other professors at MIT who basically had the same philosophy
with respect to Communism as you have had over this period of time? You note
I have not asked you for any names.

The Witness. But for a kind of collective set of names. I had better let that
be covered by Article Twelve.

Mr. Cashman. I hope counsel has informed you that Article Twelve relates only
to yourself. Am I not correct in that assumption, Mr. Counsel?

Witness confers with counsel

The Witness. The answer is just the same. But any of these questions may
build up a trail. The number of professors at MIT is finite. It might lead to a
trail which would compel me to be a witness against myself. And I hope you un-
derstand that is very serious with me, that whole thing.

The Chaibman. You spoke, Mr. Struik, about attending a group in which you
gave certain book reviews and you invoked your Constitutional guarantees, as
well you might if you feel that you should as a citizen, against revealing the names
of those that attended the meeting or meetings. lam going to ask you this ques-
tion. During the last two or three years have you talked with any of the same
individuals, either collectively or separately, individually, that attended the meet-
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ings that prior to 1951 you attended? That is, I am talking about the so-called
Pro Group or Pro-Four Group at Foster Street in Cambridge? Have these men or

ou spoken with them
no recollection.

women or both contacted you, and have
The Witness. You understand I hav
The Chairman. The last two or three year

tion of what particular individuals wereThe Witness. Since I have no recolle
really. But I move in the same circles.in these groups, I cannot answer that

intellectual circles now that I have mov
The Chairman. You have no recolle

i other times. It is very well possible

tion, yet when our counsel indicated certain
ru invoked your Constitutional guarantees.names, three or four names he read, y

[Witness confers with counsel.]

ang a bell in your mind that indicatedHie Chairman. So, evidently somethir
you should protect yourself. Which I don’t deny you the right to protect yourself,
because it is the right of any citizen; but it indicated at least to me that you might
have recognized some names and that therefore I now ask the question without
mentioning names, were any of the people that met with you in this Pro Group
at that time that have since been in touch with you, particularly the last t
three years, or have you talked with the?

The Witness. You speak of a Pro Gr
m any way

ad you have heard me express grave

I have not said No or said Yes, becai
) me. But I can say this: In genera

doubts as to my attendance at this grou

it is so long ago and the n
in about the same circles. Peoplehave moved, as we all do, in the last man

Ie answer is Ye3 out, pe
But if you say

The Chairman. Th in recognize there were Communistles m w

The Witness. 01
The Chairman. Then undoubtedly have been talking with some Com

munists
a Communist right now pardon mThe Witness. You have been t

list right now. And very well on theto som accused ol being a Comm

itreet might meet one
iu of Communism, but I am trying toThe Chairman. I haven’t accused y

elicit some answers to question;

The Witness. It is very well possible that it is true. It is very well possible I
talk to a card-carrying, d

The Chairman. How do you recognize these people as Communist
The Witness. I don’t, I can’t. They are just as common people and have
immon ideas, just the same in many respects as you. They might have some

slightly different prejudices, but there is nothing. They are God-fearing, honest
itizens who certainly have not done anything and no investigating committee

has found them guilty of any act, except in cases of finding certain people as Com-
munists after 1951. They belong to committees which are perfectly legal. And

;o, how can you recognize persons who have been perfectly legal? You have found
sometimes some people have a warmer heart than others, more willing to give their
share to their neighbors, to give more to the church, to the organization of their
affiliation. And there are others who perhaps will impress you as colder, more
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alculating than others, because their tendency i wards the abst
you find all kinds as you find in otheru tmcl all Rinds as you nnd in other groups.

Mr. Cashman. Professor Struik, let me ask you this. You have just indicited
me of these Communists are ordinary individuals, the ordinary sort of individual
:e any 0003’
The Witn
Mr. Cashman. What right-win mzat to■ou ever be

The Witness. Right-wing
Mr. Cashman. If the premise is people belonging to the left are not distinguish-

able f body else, then tell me about ight-wing organization you ever
lelonged to
The Witness. Since we definitely dor

to any right-wing organization. But I
mg to the right wing, I don’t belong

rave belonged to quite a number not
.ions which have no particular politicalgamz

Mr. ( Let’s talk about those who do have a political color, as you put
it, like red and pink and a few other colors. Would you be good enough to tell me

itical organization you have belonged to bearing in mind it is your state-
ment, not mine, that these people are indistinguishable from others? Tell me about

al color of the leftwhat organizations you belong to that don’t have
The Witness. I don’t get it. Do you want tell you one or two political

Mr. Cashman. Professor, this is wha I am gett rot playing any
games. You have indicated that Communists are indistinguishable from other
people. That means conversely to me that other people are indistinguishable from

nmunists. Tell us about other people with whom you have had some soiwith whom you have had some sort of
r premise is that thev are indistinguish-n mind ycintact, not

Id like to find out if I can, wh it conservative, what group a little on theilc

itnber of, bearing; in mindrt of center, what :er

listinguishabilit
arty, if that is anmembit t

;stictic■r f t
Party is to be takenthe IIf tl tular

nd that is what Mr. Wall anft-wmg orgampel, it v
it after

not the question that you asked me, if I belon.
i ations that

Cashman. I think my meaning ought to be clear, Professor. You tell this
ission that Communists are indistinguishable from others?

The Witness. Yes
Mr. Cashman. Let’s find out your c ntact with others that are equally indis

lam trying to find out. Tell me, fortinguishable from Communists. Tl
was right of center, and I think your<ample, that you belong to a group tl

imment will have some validity.

The Witness. I don’t know. I h affiliations with church groups, ifI

that is what you mear
litical. You were a member of the Pro-Mr. Cashman. lam talking about
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gressive Party. You remember the Soviet-American Friendship group were
affiliated with the Communist Party. Although not as a Communist Party, at
least you had affiliations with their membership. And you were with the Samuel
Adams School, and you were with the Jefferson School. These are all organizations
of political hue that were considered to be and I think you would not disagree
were left of center. And the reason that you did that, if lam to gather the full
significance of what you said, is because these people are not distinguishable from
others; is that right? All right now, let’s go over the other side of the spectrum.
As long as there is indistinguishability between peoples, let’s not be discriminatory
to the extent we eliminate one side of the spectrum and stick only to the other.
Tell us about the rightist groups you were a member of or those middle of theroad.
I will settle for that. I want to find out why an individual who considers people
to be indistinguishable one from the other has every single organization always on
the left. This is your right, this is your privilege, I don’t deny it. But I would
like to find out whether or not in your judgment people are so indistinguishable
that you would have a contact with people on the other side of the color spectrum
to the right of center.

The Witness. I don’t know. I still don’t know exactly what you mean. But
I can say this. It is certain I have never belonged to what you call right-wing.

Mr. Cashman. They are all indistinguishable.

The Witness. Wait a moment.
Mr. Cashman. Those are your words. Am I taking them out of context
The Witness. Yes. Communists are people that in the ordinary human ele-

ments of neighborliness, friendliness, fear, courage, and so forth, are very much
like other people. They have certain political opinions that are different. And that
is practically all I said. In that respect they are indistinguishable from others.
You will find the same vices and virtues you will find in other people.

Mr. Cashman. Why wasn’t there, purely from an academic point of view, an
equal concentration on the virtues of the others at one and the same time with
avowed statements of the virtues of the Communists?

The Witness. Sure, but I wasn’t asked that. If you ask me do Republicans or
do members of the National Association of Manufacturers exhibit similar general
characteristics as other people, I say probably Yes.

Mr. Cashman. Are you one of the very few lecturers and believe me lam
not being facetious who sticks to the title they give you? My experience with
lecturers is they are very happy to be there because they -want to hear what they
are going to say.

The Witness. I prepare my lectures.
Mr. Cashman. lam sure you do. Has the thought ever occurred to you as an

expert in the field and connected with the university which has the tremendous
reputation that MIT has, that you owed an obligation that would permit you to
dwell on the other side of the forest as well as the one you were asked to discuss?

The Witness. Are you talking about ray lectures at MIT
Mr. Cashman. Yes
The Witness. As a lecturer at MIT I teach mathematics, and I don’t thinl

there is left and right in mathematics.
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Mr. Cashman. lam not so sure. The leaning tower of Pisa was something.
The Witness. Oh, yes. The coordinate symbols we use are right-handed.
Mr. Cashman. And do you advance this?
The Witness. First we had left-handed but changed the textbook and now we

have right-handed.
Mr. Cashman. lam certain you don’t advance this as being one of the rightist

rganizations to which you have given your affiliation.
The Witness. No, but you never can tell.
Mr. Bresnahan. I move he be excused for the present and under the same

summons be present next Tuesday at 10 a.m.
The Chairman. A week from tomorrow
Mr. Bresnahan. Here.
The Witness. Here again? Why is a public session necessary? Are you going

to repeat these questions? Is this a circus, this repetition?
Mr. Bresnahan. May he be instructed
The Witness. What’s the idea? That is punitive. Don’t you know that? I

would like to have an answer. This is punitive.

Mr. Bresnahan. That will be December 18th. We have several other wit-
nesses to hear before then.

Mr. Allen. Is that all today?
The Chairman. Yes. Eleven o’clock
Mr. Allen. What date?
The Witness. Tuesday the 18th at

December 18,

eleven. And we go through the whole
rigamarole again

The Chairman. We are not informing you what we are going to go through.
The Witness. Oh, yes. But it will be public
Mr. Bresnahan. Undoubtedly it will be publi
The Chairman. lam not sure until we hear our other witnessi
You are entitled to a witness fee if you wish to sign the voucher
Mr. Allen. We decline

rned, to be resumed at 10a.m., Tuesday, December 11, 1956.]Hearir

DECEMBER 18, 1956,

Dirk Jan juik, Su'on\

Q. ]By Mr. Bresnahan.] What is your name? A. Dirk Jan Struik.
Q. Where do you live? A. 52 Glendale Road, in Belmont.
Q. You are a citizen of the United States? A. Right.
Q. You were native born where? A. The Netherlandi
Q. And where did you receive your early education? A. Secondary education

in Rotterdam, Netherlands. And I studied later at the University of Leyden in
The Netherlands

TESTIMONY IN PUBLIC SESSION OF DIRK J. STRUIK,



HOUSI No. 2828. [Mar.124

Q. Did you secure university degrees abroad? A. I have my PhD. from the
University of Leyden in 1922.

Q. When did you come to this country? A. ’26, just thirty years ago.
Q. Were you married when you came? Had you been married prior to your
lining? A. Oh, ves

,rs ago, in 1926, where did you first takeQ. And when you came here thirty ye
up residence? A. Cambridge.

after you arrived in the United States?Q. And what was your first occupation
A. I came here as a lecturer at Massachusetts Institute of Technology

Q. When did you become a United States citizen? A. 1934.
Q. Where? A. Boston.
Q. In Boston. Now, in 1926, you first went on the faculty of Technology e;v as a

lecturer. Will you tell us what your career has been in Te ;h as regards your

was a lecturer, I became an Assistantdifferent assignments or titles? A. Afte
I believe in 1940, a full Professor ofProfessor, later Associate Professor, and

Mathematics,

Ik the witness to spe ak up a littThe Chairman. Air. C i

One of the members has difficulty hearing
The Witness. Shall I repeat what Isa
The Chairman. No, just speak up ali

;aid
little louder

Q. In 1940, you became a full Professor? A. Right
Q. And you acted as a full Professor from 1940until some time, I believe it was

in 1951? A. High

Q. And at that time were you suspended by Tech? A. At that tin

Q. With full pay? A. With full
Q. And when were you reinstated as a Professor at Technology? A. The

beginning of this term, which should be in Septembe
Q. September of 1956? A. Yes.
Q. So you are now exercising fully the duties of a full Professor at TechrIe

A. Right

Q. And have been since September of 1956? A. Ye
Q. Dr. Struik, were you ever a member of the Communist Party? A. I hav

already answered this in Executive Session, and I am perfectly willing to repeat it
Namelv, I must make a difference between 1951, about 1951, before and after-
wards. Since 1951, I have had no connection with the Communist Party. Before
that time, I have gone occasionally to Communist Party meetings, have been

msidered by some people occasionally as a member of some of the groups, butIe

I have always considered myself independent, not a member of the Communist

Q. Before you came to this country, were you a member of the Communist
A. As I told you before, I was just for a moment in early 1920’5, a mei

ber of the Communist Party of Holland, because that party, from a Socialist
Party, became a Communist Party, and then I dropped out

Q. When was it that you dropped out from the Communist Party of Holland
In the early twenties.

Part
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Q. Have you ever been a member of the Communist Party since you have
been either a resident or a citizen of Massachusetts? A. As I told you before, I
have never been a member of the Communist Party, at any rate in the sense that
I have never considered myself a member of the Communist Party. You know
what I mean; I explained that before.

Q. Would you explain to the Commission what you mean when you say you
never considered yourself a member? A. That I have been at certain groups off
and on during the years, mostly as a lecturer, and that therefore there have been
people who have believed I was a member of such groups, but I have never con-
sidered myself a member of such groups. I told you also why I insist on this.
The reason is that there is some belief among the public that being a member of
the Communist Party puts you under certain mental obligations; you are sup-
posed to take orders, or something like that. Well, I like to emphasize that I have
always been a free agent, sir.

Q. Now, let’s find out. You say that you did attend groups? A. Y
Q. And lectured to groups? A, Ye
Q. What groups did you attend of the Communist Party? A. It is very

difficult to say which groups I attendee
been so many organizations in the co

I have in mind a few. But there have
le of the many years after all, it is
in the Progressive movement in Massa-
’tiori which of those were under Com-

twenty years or so that I have been active
chusetts that I really have no recolle

i quite often invited as a lecturer. I
I was at meetings of the Harvard-

munist Party auspices or not. As I say, I
came once or twice, and then disappeare

Tech group.

Q. At meetings of the Harvard-T rp? What Harvard-Tech group?
iup of Harvard and Tech membersA. I believe that was the name. It w

that gathered under the auspices of the C
Q. That is, Harvard and Tech groups'
Q. Of the Communist Party? A. TI
Q. And you attended those meetings <
Q. Over what period of time? A. Ic<

immunist Party
A. Yes.

,t’s right

those groups? A. Off and on, yes.
Idn’t tell you, but it should be a couple

of years, I suppose, quite often as a lectu
A. Well, let’s say in the early post-warQ. Now, over what couple of years

years, perhaps between 1945and 1948I st have gone. I was invited, and I went
most often, if I recall, as a lecturerQ. Well, will you describe to u

A. Yes.
the Harvard-Tech group of the CommuQ. Did you attend closed meetir

nist Party? A. lam not certain if thej
Q. And where were those meetings h

were closed, but I attended meetings.
Id? A. That I couldn’t tell you. And

I’d like to say here that from the beginni
and here I cover myself, if that is the v
Twelve of the Commonwealth of Massac

I am not going to mention any names
be used I appeal to the Article

usetts, and I explain to you
The Chairman. Mr. Struik, he hasn’t for a single name as y

The Witness. All right. Oh, yes, he did
The Chairman. He did ask you a question as to where these meetings were

held.
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The Witness. The answer was, of course, a name. Anyway, that is the way I
understood it.

Q. Where were those meetings of the Harvard-Tech group of the Communist
Party which you attended held? A. Article Twelve of the Declaration of Rights,
sir. I would like to explain why Ido thi

Q. You are going to have a perfect opportunity at the close of the hearing.
You have, under our Resolve, the right to make a voluntary statement. I am
going to ask for expedience and for the order of the hearing that you confine your
answers to the question

The Chairman. Do I understand he invoked his Constitutional guarantee
Article Twelve, on this last question?

Mr. Bbesnahan. He did. Now I sk the Commission to order the witness to
meetings of the closed group of the Com-answer the question: Where were the

munist Party, Harvard-Tech group, he
The Chairman. Now, Professor, yi

Id
•u have heard the question

The Witness. Ye:
The Chairman. Very clearly. Will you answer it
The Witness. 1 have to rely here again on Article Twelve of the Declaration

f Rights, sir, because I do not want to be made a witness against myself.

Mr. Bresnahan. You have ordered him to answer
The Chairman. I have ordered him to answer, and he has invoked his Consti-

tutional guarantee

Mr. Bresnahan. So that that is in the rec

Q. Who attended meetings at which you were present of the Harvard-Tech
group of the Communist Party? A. As I told you before, lam not going to men-
tion names for the same reason. I have been subjected to great ignominy for five
years and I am not going to I have tried at any rate, not to go into an indictment
again

Mr. Bresnahan. I ask that he be
The Chairman. The Commission c

iered to answer that question.
;rs you, Professor, to answer the questionIe:

just put.
The Witness. And you heard my

tional privilege.
answer, sir. Here I invoke my Constitu-

A. As I told you before, I have met him
ate, I saw him there, and I recognized him

Q. Do you know Herbert Philbricl
at the last executive session. At any
from his picture. And since he claims that he has met me on several occasions, I
have no reason to doubt that he is telling the truth.

Q. Did you recognize him personally when you saw him when he was asked to
stand at an executive hearing and be identified by you? A. I recognized him in
the sense that I had seen his picture so often that it is perfectly clear to me that it
was Mr. Philbrick. If my recognition was based on a meeting or some meetings
many years ago, I couldn’t tell you. It may be. He says so, and I have no reason
to doubt it.

Q. Will you describe to us the affairs and the business conducted at meetings
of the Harvard-Tech group of the Communist Party at which you were present
over a period of at least a couple of years? A. Yes. I think I can give a general
sketch of these meetings. There was usually some discussion on current political
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affairs. There were discussions on civil
on improvements of race relations, on
That was after 1945. In those meeting;
as I know. And there were discussions

activities, perhaps work on civil liberties,
the necessity of promoting peace yes.
!, there was no question of the war, as far
relating perhaps to other public matters,

trade unions, perhaps, relations to other civic groups perhaps in the community
And there was usually a discussion of current literature.

Q. Was the book, State and Revolution by V. I. Lenin, one of the books on
which there was a discussion of literature? A. Oh, I suppose so, yes, That was
one of the Socialist books that were quite often discussed, sure.

Q. And was “Das Kapital” often discussed at these meetings of the group of
Harvard-Tech? A. I must say that as far as I know, but I may be mistaken,
Marx’ “Kapital” was never discussed. As a matter of fact, I remember very few
discussions of Kapital in my whole life. Parts of it, though.

Q. Parts? A. In a sense, quotations and so were given, sure. There are some
very famous quotations in Marx’ “Kapital.”

Q. Was the history of the Communist Party one of the books of current litera-
ture that were discussed at the meetings which you attended of the Harvard-Tech
;roup of the Communist Party? A. I think so, ye

Q. When you say the “Harvard-Tech group”, were the members who were
present members of the faculty of Harvard and Tech? A. That goes again into
the question of names, sir, and you know my position there.

Mr. Beesnahan. I ask that he be ordered to answer that question
The Chairman. You are ordered, sir, to answer the question.
The Witness. And I invoke my Constitutional privileges, because that again

may lead to a trail which I do not want to follow.
Q. Was there fund raising at these meetings of the Harvard-Tech group?

A. I suppose so.
Q. Well, do you remember whether ornot there was? A. Oh, I suppose so, ye
Q. We don’t want your suppositions. A. Ye
Q. There were? A. Gosh, it was quite a while ago, but at most of the meet-

ings I have been, whether it was Harvard-Tech, Communist or non-Communist,
there is always some good reason why funds are being raised.

Q. Did you contribute money at these meetings of the Harvard-Tech group of
the Communist Party? A. Oh, here again, I suppose so. I must say this, in
the sense that I mentioned it before, that it is a long time ago but if the hat was
passed around, I usually gave something.

Q. We are not interested in your suppositions, Mr. Struik. I want you to
answer the question either Yes or No. Did you contribute money at meetings of
the Harvard-Tech group of the Communist Party which you attended over a
period of years? A. My answer can only be what I said: Since it is a long time
ago, Ido not know if I paid money at that time Yes or No. But it is very likely
that I did.

Q. Do you remember contributing? A. At these particular meetings, no,
but that doesn’t mean I didn’t do it.

Q. Would you say you never contributed any money at thesemeetings? A. No,
oh, no. lam perfectly willing to give for good causes, sir.

Q. Were you ever a member of the Pro Group? A. As I told you
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Q. Wait a minute until I finish my question —of the Pro Group of the Com-
munist Party in Massachusetts? A. Tl ha\

whole Pro-4 sounds a little bitm of that. A
fishy to me. I heard that word better I read about it in Mr. Philbrick’s book.

a wondering ever since what tl i

Q. When you say Mr. Philbrick’s, si that t Threeu mea
Lives”? A. Oh

Q. Was that book published I )u testified in Washington in 1951?
id, I can tell youA. Well, if you tell me when it was publ

on’t know. The meeting in Wash-Q. lam asking you. A.
ington was in June, 1951, and I don’t kn f you have his book here, you can

You can find it on the title p

Q. You testified in Washington before t Committee on Un-American Activities
24, 1951? A. Yes. And so, if I knew*f the House of Representatives on July
1 the meaning of Pro-Group? A. MustQ. Did you know when you testifie

I repeat what I said? The name “Pr )-4” sounds strange, conspiratorial, melt
dramatic to m

Q. I believe it to be. A. Pard
Q. 1 agree with your definition hat you believe it sounds like. A. Yes

i I have heard that word or rather readAnd I reallv, to the best of my recollecti
that word for the first time in that book by Mr. Philbrick. That doesn’t mean

me. I don’t know. But the word is athat nobody ever mentioned that word
curious word, of which I have very little understanding and recollection.

Q. When it was called to your attention that Mr. Philbrick, the day before,
on July 23, 1951, had mentioned that you were a member of the Pro-Group, did
you on that day understand what was meant by the Pro-Group? A. That is a

yus question, Mr. Bresnahan, if on the 21st of June I remember some
tiling about a book. That is a question I cannot answer. I think I have given

,n adequate answer; namely, that that word in 1949, ’5l, and now as of ’56, this
Christmas season, sounds strange to me, though I may have heard it once or twice,

sth, the day after you had testified inQ. Did you return to Boston on Jul;
mbridge, the Massachusetts Institute ofWashington, and go to the Institute in (

tion, I did. It was summer schoolY To the best of my r
I think I taught,

acuity on July 25th, the day afterQ. Did you talk to any member of t
ton, and1951, the day after you testified in Wa a or relate your expert

A. Well, the point is this. You ask mear conduct at th

if in 1951 on a certain June day, I talked to members of the faculty. I know that
the newspapers were full of it, the wholelen I came back from Washingt

ay was taken verballviread of the newspapers. All myr testi
Q. I have it here. A. You have i ■e. I should not be astonished if some

iked what it was all about. I have a
matter of fact, it was Summer School

member of the faculty came to me and
particular leoollection of any talk. As a

intact between members of the facultyand in Summer School there is very littl
1 say in substance this to any memberQ. Let me ask you: Did you report a
you testified in Washington, which, ofTech faculty on July 25, the day aft
A.. Certainly.was a very vivid dav in your life
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Q. Did you call the attention of any member of the faculty to the fact that
Philbrick in his testimony of two days before, had referred to certain code names,
such as Pro, P-r-o, Mow, M-o-w, and so forth —A. M-o-w?

Q. M-o, not the w. Do you know what that means? A. Missouri.
Q. Well, some of us are from there which he claimed designated various

secret Communist organizations. And did you tell any member of the faculty that
this was nonsense, that you never had heard of those designations before? A. Well
I have no recollection that I told this to any member of the faculty, but the state-
ment simply bears out what I said before, that the curious conspiratorial names
were and are alien to me. What Mo is —is there not in Mr. Philbrick’s book
some kind of a list at the end like a gangsters’ dictionary

Q. I think you answered the question. Did you say or did you not say to a
member of the faculty to whom you reported that such names as Pro, P-r-o and
Mo, M-o, were nonsense and that you had never heard of them before? A. I
don’t know if I told it to a member of the faculty

Q. Would you say you didn’t? A. I couldn’t tell you, but Ido say now I have
always said it. It may be very well on the 23rd of June or whenever it was, I also
said it.

Q. Did you later in the same interview, say, “Well, I think I have heard of
some of those names”? A. It is such a general question, “some of them”.
Which? I can recall a few of these names. If a group were mentioned of Progres-
sive organizations, I heard of it. If the wrnrd “cell” is mentioned, that is also one
of the strange, conspiratorial words that I have read over in Europe in the 20’s,
in German literature, which, so far as I know, I have never heard here. Mo,
whatever it is

Q. Mo, I believe, as a result of our research, refers to mass organization. A. Is
that

Q. Is that news to you? A. Absolutely. That is news, really. Pro-4 is no
news, because I have read it ad nauseam since Mr. Philbrick testified

Q. Did you report at any time following your testimony to any member of
the faculty that you disapproved of the present form of the American government
and the present form of the American society, that is, as it was in existence in 1951?
A. lam perfectly willing to answer this question, but it is clearly a violation of
Article Sixteen of the Constitution. You pry into opinions. However, lam per-
fectly willing to answer this, though I am not quite sure I am not abetting viola-
tions of our Constitution. But here is my answer

Mr. Cashman. Professor, may I inject this thought; That so long as you have
the opportunity, the privilege and the right of not answering the question, it can
scarcely be said that you are now abetting a violation of a Constitutional pro-
vision. Isn’t that true?

The Witness. Yes. The answer to that question is, that is, the way it is put
before me now, it has to be answered by No, I have never expressed such a whole-
sale condemnation of the American government as implied in this question. I
object to certain aspects in the American system. I always admired greatly cer-
tain aspects in this system.

Q. Did youreport to any member of the Tech faculty following your appearance
in Washington that you proposed to exercise every legal means in your power
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through writings and through discussion to persuade the American people to
change this government in favor of one that would be essentially Communist?
A. Ido not recognize that question, nor that answer. It certainly doesn’t repre-
sent my position now and at that time.

Q. Would you say that you never officially informed or never informed a
member of the Tech faculty following your testimony in Washington in 1951 that
you proposed to exercise every legal means in your power through writings and
through discussion to persuade the American people to change this government in
favor of one that would be essentially Communist? A. All this I agree to, but
for one thing. Ido not know if I mentioned that to a member of the Tech staff
in 1951 or not, but this represents my position but for one thing: That I never
said “change to an essentially Communist form of government”. I don’t know
exactly what this means. Ido affirm and have always said so all through my life,
if asked, that I think that a Socialist form of government is preferable to a Capi-
talist form of government. That is why I am a Socialist

Q. Then do you deny that you ever said to any member of the Tech faculty
that you would attempt to persuade the American people to change this govern-
ment in favor of one that would be essentially Communist? A. These last two
words “essentially Communist”, I do not recognize as words I should have used.
Of course, it may very well have been understood that way,

Q. Do you say you never said it? A. I say I may have been understood that
way but the thought I tried to convey now and at that time, because it was always
my opinion, is that I prefer in the long run, a Socialist government to a Capitalist
government. And if you’d like to know what I mean by this, lamperfectly willing
to explain it t

Q. I am merely asking you whether you deny you had used the expression
“change this government in favor of one that would be”, and I quote, “essentially
Communist”? A. You have my answer already, sir,

Q. That you did not say that? A. That I cannot remember having said such
a thing, and that there is probably a slight change from what I actually said

Q. Did I understand you, a sly or slight? A. That is a slight change, as it
versation. That may have been remembered that wayime

Q. But your idea was, with a slight change, that we should change to a form of
ment that was essentially Communist; is that right? A. No, not essen-

tially Communist Socialist, sir, which is quite different
Q. I thought you said a slight change. Is there in yourmind a slight difference

between a Socialist government and one that is essentially Communist? A. Oh,
yes, plenty

Q. Did you report to any member of the Tech faculty following your appear-
ance before the House Un-American Activities Committee in July of 1951 that if
the privileges of citizens under the Constitution of the United States were sup-
pressed by Fascists, you would no longer consider yourself bound by any obliga-
tion to refrain from encouraging violent revolt? A. I have no recollection of
having ever said such a thing, sir

Q. Would you deny that you said that, “if the privileges of citizens under the
Constitution of the United States were suppressed by Fascists, you would no longer
consider vourself bound by any obligation to refrain from encouraging violent
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revolt”? A. It sounds like, generally speaking because I don’tknow if it was
at that day it sounds like a distorted way of representing certain of my ideas
which I have expressed quite often.

Mr. Bresnahan. May the witness be asked to answer that question respon-
sively'

The Witness. I answered. It sounds
opinion I have more than once expressed

like a distorted way of stating a certain

Mr. Brbsnahan. May he be ordered
a thing?

o answer whether or not he did say such

The Chairman. The witness is orderi
such a statement.

1 to answer whether or not he did make

The Witness. How can I know so many years ago? I can only say it does not
represent my ideas as of the present; it does not represent my ideas in the past.

The Chairman. Do you remember saying such a thin;
The Witness. No,
The Chairman. Do you remember not saying it?
The Witness. No,

Q, Would you say you didn’t say it? A. No. How can I know in 1951 a talk
perhaps in the corridor of the building? lam perfectly willing to tell you what I
think and what I did think.

Q. You have answered the question. We will get along if you just answer the
questions, please. Did you report to any member of the faculty following your
appearance before a Congressional Committee in July, 1951, that the Committee
before which you testified, was “pure Fascist,” and that such groups as that were
suppressing civil liberties and might well in the end succeed in suppressing the
Constitution? A. Ido not know if I said that to a member of the faculty in 1951

except for one word, “pure Fascist” expresses my opinion now and expressed
my opinion at that time. It also expresses my opinion of this type of investigation.
It is not “pure Fascist” but gives an opening to what we might call reactionary
Fascist elements. But they are not Fascist, not by a long shot. And I told you
that, sir, what I thoughtof that in the Executive Session.

Q. Now, did you address groups of the Communist Party, knowing they were
groups of the Communist Party, other than the Tech-Harvard group? A. I sup-
pose I have to answer this by Yes, for two reasons. May I state them?

The Chairman. Go ahead.
The Witness. The first is that I have said in general that I addressed many

;roups in these many years, and that I never was particularly careful to distinguish
between groups that were under the auspices of the Communist Party or not. It
was a perfectly legal organization. If I had known with the wisdom of hindsight
that post facto these groups would have been made illegal, or at any rate proscribed
in some form or other, I might have been more careful, but I didn’t. That is the
first reason. The second is that Mr. Philbrick has testified that I was at a meeting
somewhere in Cambridge on a warm day in 1947 or 1948, which was, according to
him, a meeting of a Communist group, where I said some very, very bad things,
and so I have no reason to deny that that was one of these groups. And so my
answer is Yes.

Q. So it is a fact then, or you have recollection and so state, that at one time
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you were present at a meeting of the Communist Party in Cambridge where you
spoke on a book and Mr. Philbrick was present? A. We have Mr. Philbrick’s
testimony for that.

I do not deny it because I remember
re, and gave a book review of right

Q. lam asking for your testimony. A
having been at such a meeting at that t
this one [indicatin

and Revolution? A. That’s right. I
med this, because it was brought to my

Q. You gave a book review of State
told you in Executive Session why I menti
attention not so long after that I gave it.

The Chairman. Sir, do you remember
The Witness. Curiously, I do not.

the faces of the people that were there?
It was a small affair. Not even Mr.

Philbrick.
iup, wouldn’t you have more reason toThe Chairman. If it was a small

remember the people you met
my memory for that, because, accordingThe Witness. I have been pressir

to Mr. Philbrick’s testimony, I said very nonsensical things there, utter nonsense.
Then I was indicted for saying that

The Chairman. Before you entered such a small group at which you gave a
book review, as you say, were you asked any questions or screened by the group
as to your credentials in reference to entering the gror

The Witness. Oh, no. I have never been asked except perhaps at a Union
group which I may have addressed in the course of years credentials, r

The Chairman. Did they ask you to identify yourself in any way?
The Witness. Oh, no. They knew me. Some of them knew me.
Q. Well now, you said you were present at one meeting at which you discussed

that book? A. Right.
Q. About which Mr. Philbrick has given testimony. You say that is the only

meeting that you ever attended of that group, the one specific meeting in Cam-
bridge at which you discussed that book? A. lam fairly certain that the answer
to that is Yes, that it was the only meeting, because, as I remember it at that time,
namely, at the time when it was brought before a Committee in Washington I
remember that I was called up at that time a couple of days before by somebody
whom I knew and who said, “We are having a series of discussions on that book
by Lenin, and I want you to give a summary of it.” And I said, “Of course, I will
do this.” I came, gave the summary, and disappeared

Q. First, do you say that that is the only meeting which you attended before
that particular group to whom you lectured that night? A. The answer is as
above, that I have no recollection that I was at any other meeting of that group,
and I don’t believe I was. That is as far as I can say because it was a long timeago.

The Chairman. Professor, Philbrick before us publicly, under oath, stated that
in his opinion the Pro-Group or this small select group in which you appeared was
a super-selected group, a super-secret group, among Communist cells, and that at
such groups the identity of those in the groups were unknown to members in other
echelons of the Communist Party, and that all those who met with the group or
appeared before the group in their meetings behind closed doors, were carefully
screened with rigid security regulations, and that no one conceivably could be
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admitted within the group unless they were known to be avowed and dedicated
Communists. What have you to say to that?

The Witness. I have to say to that the following things: These statements
come from a man who has been writing lurid television scripts for many years.
And, sir, if you have seen one of them, you know they are not based on truth. If
anything of that were true, the jails of this country would be filled with Communists
under accusation of arson, rape, counterfeiting, spying and so forth.

The Chairman. Am Ito understand that you say that is a lie?
The Witness. I will say that —my counsel will bear me out —as far as I

know, there are no Communists in jail in this country on charges of arson, rape, and
so forth.

The Chairman. That is not the answer to my question. Am Ito understand
that that statement on the part of Mr. Philbrick is a lie?

The Witness. I must say this. This is a gentleman who has shown both in his
book and in his television programs that he has no ability to distinguish fact from
fancy.

The Chairman. I ask, in your opinion is that statement a lie coming from Mr.
Philbrick?

The Witness. Which statement
The Chairman. Is it inaccurate? Let’s use a less harsh tern
The Witness. Which statement

[The Chairman’s statement was r sad.]

The Witness. Shall I answer, sir?
The Chairman. Ye
The Witness. This is highlv melodr amatic stuff, which I have no doubt Mr.

But this is, as I say, the statement of aPhilbrick, with his background, believes
man who does not know the difference between fact and fiction.

The Chairman. What do you say about the statement? In your opinion, is it
false or true?

The Witness. In my opinion it is a melodramatic version, full of secrets, almost
comic strip, television stuffabout certain very elementary things.

The Chairman. In your opinion, is it false or true
The Witness. I cannot say false or true. There are certain words which are

right; there are certain words in its substance, in its atmosphere of secrecy, of
creeping under tables, secret telephone numbers, super-secret, it is an absolute
false thing of a perfectly innocent affair. lam not the one who says Mr. Phil-
brick is a liar. I say

The Chairman. You say this statement is false then?
The Witness. I say this statement is a melodramatic version of a perfectly

simple thing.

Q. Now, do you know this as a fact, or do you say that this is melodramatic:
Cards of membership that were issued during this period of time bore fictitious
names? A. Oh, I take his word for it. There are many organizations

Q. No. You have answered. Do you take the word of the sworn testimony of
Professors of MIT before Congressional Committees, that the cards which they
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held, if any, bore fictitious names? A. I have no doubt I have no reason to
doubt it, sir.

Q. Would that indicate to you secrecy? A. It would indicate to me a certain
amount of care; the same care of, for instance, NAACP members in the South,
or trade union members in a factory that is going to be organized. That doesn’t
mean any illegal or highly secret

Q. Does that mean to you secrecy? We will get along if you would justanswer.
You can talk all you want in your statement. A. It means to me a certain
amount of carefulness.

Q. You wouldn’t call that secrecy? A. Have it your way
Mr. Allen. Mr. Chairman. That is an argumentative question
Mr. Bresnahan. I’d like to know what his definition of secret is, this college

professor.
The Chairman. Let’s put it this way. Wouldn’t it, in your mind, be a method

of security for the Communists themselves?
The Witness. It is certainly a security matter, sure, at a time when there is

heavy prejudice against a group that is Communist, trade union, NAACP.
The Chairman. lam talking about Communists, not any other groups. It is

to protect the Communists from the dangers which they consider apparent to
them?

The Witness. I suppose so, certainly.
Q. Would you consider that melodramatic, and I use that term because that

is what you referred to, for college professors to belong to a Communist Party
and be issued to themknowingly cards which bore fictitious names? A. No.

Q. Would you consider that melodramatic? A. No, not in itself.
Q. What would you, as a result of your attendance at meetings of college pro-

fessors, consider the purpose of issuing cards in fictitious names? A. Security, as
Mr. Bowker says.

Q. Did you ever have a card in any Communist Party? A. Not that Ire
member.

Q. Well, you have had a long time to recollect, and it certainly must be very
vivid in your memory. Would you say that you never held a card in any Com-
munist organization, either in your name or a fictitious name in the United States?
A. I have no recollection of it, sir.

Q. Would you say you never did? A. I have no recollection, because it may
very well have been issued without my knowing it. I couldn’t tell you.

Q. Now, you have told us that you were present at one meeting in Cambridge
at which you lectured on State and Revolution by Lenin? A. Right.

Q. Do you say that that is the only meeting you ever attended of that group
to whom you lectured that night?

Mr. Allen. Mr. Chairman, he’s been over that ground six time:
Mr. Bresnahan. lam specifically asking him this question
Mr. Allen. The question has been asked. You don’t want to waste time, do

9vou
The Chairman. We don’t want to waste time, Mr. Allen.
Mr. Allen. It is a question he’s been asked four times in my memory.
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The Chairman. He is preparing for a subsequent question. He is well within
his rights.

Mr. Allen. It is the fourth or fifth time the same question has been asked.
The Witness. Do you want me to answer it again?

Q. Yes. A. I have no recollection that I was at any meeting of that particu-
lar group, except that one where I gave that book review.

Q. Do you know that that meeting was a meeting of what was called the
Pro-4 group of the Communist Party? A. Oh, gosh, there we go again. I told
you in Executive Session, I told you here, that that name Pro-4 sounds a little
alien and conspiratorial to me, and that I have no recollection I don’t say I
haven’t heard it I have no recollection of having heard it except in the words
of Mr. Philbrick.

Q. Well, now, let me read you some of the direct words of
Rep. Randall. Mr. Chairman, I’d like to ask: Last week at the Executive

Session, I asked you, Dr. Struik, if you were ever asked to sign an application to
become a member of the Communist Party. Do you remember that?

The Witness. Ye:
Q. [By Rep. Randall.] Do you remember what your answer was? A. lam

not quite sure. I can answer it now, if you like.
Q. At that time, you said, “I have been thinking about that. I think I have

been occasionally approached.” A. Yes, that is more or less my recollection.
Q. Then I asked you, “Well, you never signed?” Your answer was, “Not to

my recollection, no, because I always like to be a little bit free.” A. Yes, that is
about it. That represents my position.

Q. Now, you say the same thing today; you never signed an application?
A. Not that I know of, yes.

Q. Did you receive a card from the Communist Party? A. I can’t remember
Q. I mean you yourself, in your own name. A. I don’t think they ever issued

cards.
Rep. Tynan. Mr. Chairman. That could mean you did receive one
The Witness. I have no recollection.
Q. [By Rep. Randall.] You have no recollection? A. It is highly unlikely.
Q. It is highly unlikely. You might have; is that right? A. There may

have been cards.
Q. Did you ever have a card with a fictitious name on it in your possession?

A, No.
Mr. Bresnahan. What is your answer? I didn’t get your answer.
The Witness. No, I have no recollection of any card.
Q. [By Rep. Randall.] Then I asked you last week whether you gave money

from time to time. A. Oh, yes.
Q. You answered today. You said you gave money to many good causes.Q. You answered today. You said y

A. Many good causes, and still giving it.
Q. Still giving to the Communist Party? A. Good causes, yes. No, I have

no collections, except that I am a subscriber to the Daily Worker.
Q. Other than that, you are not making donations to the Communist Party?

A. I give money to many good causes, Community Fund, for example.
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good cause? A. I don’t know.Q. Isn’t the Communist Party today a
Q. You have changed your mind? A. Not particularly. lam not going into

that now.
ping into that now.Q. I beg your pardon? A. lam not

Q. I think you are. lam going to asl
to 1951? A. Oh, yes.

you. You gave money to them prior

Q. And after 1951, except for your subscribing to the Daily Worker, you didn’t
give them money? A. I could not tell you, but certainly I had no relations I
have had no relations with the Communist Party in the way of organization or
addressing groups

Q. Since 1951, to the best of your recollection, you have never given them any
money; is that right? A. Yes.

Q. All right, now. You talk about your relations. What were your relations
with the Communist Party prior to 1951? A. We have gone over that already,
haven’t we? I lectured occasionally; that is mostly it. I went occasionally to
groups.

Q. You lectured to them occasionally? A. Yes,
Q. Did you go to meetings when you didn’t lecture? A. Oh, when I was in-

vited I might have gone, yes, sure.
Q. And you taught at the Samuel Adams School, as I recall it? A. Yes, I did
Q. Do you remember last week I asked you what more you could have done

for the Communist Party if you had actually been a member of it? A. You
asked me, yes.

Q. Do you remember what you answered? A. No.
Q. You said you might have given a little more money. I will read, “I might

have been more regularly active, given more money, and taken several assignments
which, of course, I didn’t take.” A. That’s right.

Q. That’s the substance of your answer? A. That is right.
Q. While I am asking questions here, as I recall it, you said that you never

joined the Communist Party simply because there was a prejudicial feeling against
membership in the Communist Party by outsiders, by persons who thought that
by being a member of the CommunistParty you had to take orders. You did not
want to have anybody think you had to take orders; therefore, you never joined?
A. That holds for today, too.

Q. Except for that prejudicial feeling of outsiders, today, you would be a mem-
ber of the Communist Party; is that right? A. Yes. That is quite important
Sure.

Q. Except for the fact that lor my colleagues or somebody else here might
think that you were taking orders A. Oh, wait a moment. I said something
else. As of today you asked me, “What would you do now?” I said I would
reconsider, and I may be stronger than that. I say I cannot go into hypothetical
questions. The whole situation is so different now from the past that I would
reconsider certainly at least reconsider.

The Chairman. Would the blood bath in Hungary have anything to do with
that, Professor?

The Witness. Oh, yes, sure
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The Chairman. It would?
The Witness. Oh, yes.
The Chairman. In changing your mind?
The Witness. Not on my fundamental principles, which are those of you

know, I’d hate to label myself, but of a Marxist. On the question of tactics and
policy, I certainly am willing to listen to the lessons of today.

Q. [By Rep. Randall.] You don’t feel any differently today thanyou did in
1951? A. I feel differently now than in 1951, and I felt differently in 1951 than
I felt in 1945, and so on. We live in other periods of history, and we have to make
up our minds on the basis of the present situation.

Q. But in 1941, you were giving money to the Communist Party? A. That
I couldn’t tell you, but it is possible.

Q. In 1945 you were? A. I told you that through the years I have given
money, sure.

Q. In 1951, you were? A. That I couldn’t tell
The Chairman. Professor, weren’t you horror stricken at what your comrades

in Hungary were doing to the Hungarian people?
The Witness. My comrades, you say?
The Chairman. Yes, your fellow-Communists.
The Witness. My fellow-Communists, you say
The Chairman. You admit you have been active in the CommunistParty
The Witness. I have been active in trade union ranks, many other ranks.

That does not make me fellow-this or fellow-that. If you will rephrase your
question I will answer it. In this form, I can’t answer it.

The Chairman. I won’t reframe it.
Q. [By Mr. Cashman.] Prof. Struik,

memory serves me correctly, the thread
philosophy; is that correct? A. Oh, no:

at our last meeting, you indicated, if my
of violence was not present in Marxian
I didn’t say that.

you did say. I asked you, on page 8149
following question: “Now, without any

Q. Let’s see exactly what it was that
of the transcript of the Commission, the
reference to affiliations as such, is yoi r political philosophy Communist or a

i that question? A. Yes.
31

Socialist?” Do you recall my asking

Q. And the Witness, namely, Dr. Struik, said: “I call myself, if I call my-
self —if I have to be labelled I call myself a Marxian, which is a Socialist
philosophy.”

Mr. Cashman: “Yes, but as expanded by and commented on by Engels, didn’t
this entail revolution by violent means?”

The Witness: “Shall I read you what Engels wrote about it as early as 1847?
I shall be glad to do it, but No. Marxism has never proclaimed as a dogma that
revolution has to come by violent means, certainly not my interpretation of Marx-
ism.” A. That is a very good statement.

Q. If it will help your recollection, I would be very happy to give you the
transcript of the record that you may see it. A. Sir, that is an excellent way
that is an excellent way of describing my position. lam perfectly willing to tell
you more about it.

Q. In order to nail it down, what you said in effect at Executive Session and
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what you are now telling us in a public session, is, and I am culling out what I
think is the important thing from the point of view of the points that I want to
develop, that “Marxism has never proclaimed as dogma that revolution has to
come by violent means, certainly not ray interpretation of Marxism? ” A. That
is correct.

Q. All right. Now, I call your attention to the following quote and if
counsel would like to make a memorandum of it, he may do so, from the Commu-
nist Manifesto, the handbook of Marxism, on page 37. A. Yes, I know the place.
You needn’t read it.

Q. The quote is as follows: “The immediate aim of the Communists is the
same as that of all the other proletarian parties: Formation of the proletariat into
a class, overthrow of bourgeois supremacy, conquest of political power by the
proletariat.” A. Yes.

Q. Is it your contention that this which I have read from the Communist Mani-
festo Handbook on Marxism does not carry with it at least the possibility of in-
ference of violent overthrow? A. Oh, in 1847, not only the inference, they did

iolently overthrow a lot of governments. And the Communists which were a very
small group, were in with thousands. There were barricades in Vienna and Paris.
There was plenty of overthrow going on in 1848, and many of these governments
that they were settling to overthrow were overthrown at that time, you know, and
here we had meetings to applaud them,
hero in Faneuil Hall in 1851, I believe,
they were things which many American!

Think of Kossuth. He was acclaimed a
So when Marx and Engels said that in ’47,
at that time applauded.

Q. Well, I now quote from the Condi
from the Handbook of Marxism, on page
to conceal their views and aims. Thev op€

don of the Communist Manifesto, again
The Communists disdain

ly declare that their ends can be attained
only by the forcible overthrow of all existing social conditions. Let theruling classes
tremble at a communist revolution. The proletarians have nothing to lose but
their chains. They have a world to win.” You recognize that A. Oh, sure.

Q. —as one of the passages that you referred to before as being quite outstand-
ing and quite famous? A. Right

Q. Now, is that comment consistent with your statement to the effect, and again
I repeat it, “But, you know, Marxismhas never proclaimed as a dogma thatrevolu
tion has to come by violent means, certainly not my interpretation of Marxism
A. The answer is perfectly so. That is proof. In 1847, on the eve of the revolu-

tion of 1848, Marx and Engels and their followers were casting their fate in with
the rebels of that time. After the revolution of ’4B was over, ’49, ’5O, they revised
their position.

Q. Well, you have described yourself, both in Executive Session and here this
morning, and I think, if I recall correctly, what you said was that you don’t like
labels, but if you had to describe yourself you would describe yourself as a Marxist?
A. That’s right.

Q. Now, this comes directly, does it not, from Marx, as he expounded it in
1848 or ’9, whatever the year was; is that correct? A. That’s right.

Q. And is this a phase of Marxism which in the 20th century you as a Marxist
either accept or reject? A. Oh, no, but study it in its historical context, sir.

Q. Let me ask you again. Do you reject that portion of Marxism as it was ex-
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pounded when this statement was made in the Communist Manifesto, as quoted
from the Handbook of Marxism, on page 59? Do you reject that portion that says,
"The Communists disdain to conceal their views and aims. They openly declare
that their ends can be attained only by the forcible overthrow of all existing social
conditions”? A. That has no bearing at all on my particular opinions at present,
sir, no.

Q. Well, then, what you are telling us, if my inference is correct, is that you do
not in the 20th century support Marxism, at least as Marxism was initially ex-
pounded by Marx and as quoted in the Communist Manifesto? A. No, that is
not the right way of stating it.

Q. Would you be good enough, for my edification, to state it as you would like
to state it? A. I state this: My position to classical writers on Socialism is a
critical one; that I understand or try to understand their statements in their
historical context; that I am very well aware that from the general methods the
applications to different periods and different countries may be quite different;
and that I always reserve a critical attitude to what they said, just as I reserve a
critical attitude as a scholar to what is written in general, whether in Mathematics
or Philosophy or whatever it is.

Q. Now, to pursue the testimony as it is here transcribed, and still on page 8149,
I asked the following question immediately after your answer that ended with,
"certainly not my interpretation of Marx,” and I said: “I understand, but isn’t

expanded and enunciated and commented
aivalent in Communist circles of the Com-
:ad of violence runs throughout the entire

it true that as the book Das Kapital wa;
upon so that it became in a sense the ec
rnentary, and legal circles, that the thr

imment? Isn’t that true?
No. I don’t think that can be said in

itly for a hundred years now already since
"The Witness [namely, Dr. Struik]

fairness, sir. There has been intermitte
the Communist Manifesto appeared s
opinion to the other on the role of viol

constant debate and passing from one
;nce in promoting revolution. And if you

take the writings of certain periods you find a great stress on peaceful transition
A. Right

Q. Well, isn’t it true that you have within the framework of Communism a goal
of world domination, and that at various periods to execute their purpose, at least
now invoking hindsight, that it would seem to appear at any rate, that violence
runs through the entire concept as a constantly appearing thread? Isn’t that true?
A. We are not talking about Communism. We just were talking about Marxism.

Q. Well, Marxism. A. There is quite a difference.
Q. Yes, but is there a difference as a practical matter? A. Yes, of course

there is plenty.
Q. Plenty? Would you be good enough for my edification to tell me, other

than philosophical, as a practical matter, the distinction between Communism and
Marxism, bearing in mind the initial premise, as it exists in Marxist philosophy in
the Communist Manifesto? A. Marxism is a conception of the world; Commu-
nism is either a party or a social system.

Q. Well, isn’t there running through both the desire of world conquest, world
domination? A. No.

Q. There is not? A. Not in this sweeping way. One of the fundamental
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ideas of the Marxist philosophy is that eventually the world shallbe Socialist. And,
sir, I submit to you this: When I became acquainted with Marxist thoughts in the
time of my student days at Leyden before 1917, we discussed at that time whether
Socialism is practical or not, sir, and many of our professors told us it was against
the human constitution, against the human mind, that the mind of man was funda-
mentally egotistic. Since 1917, a large section of the world has become in some way
or another Socialist.

It has been a way of sorrow, sir, terrible,Q. Always happily? A. No, oh, no
and not only because

ins or a process which brought about a
something to be desired as a philosophi-

Q. Well, would you not say that ame
dtuation of sorrow and misery might leave

cal approach? A. I ask you, sir, to be very careful. The road of America, our
country, the United States, is also full of bloody passages. Have you been over the
Oregon Trail, as I did just a couple of years ago, just to understand this country
better? There is no spot on the Oregon Trail, from Kansas City to the Pacific
where there have not been bodies buried of pioneers who have suffered. Have you
heard the story of the Indians? You know about it. To say this is not a good
country because people have suffered for it is not the right way.

Q. Let me say, if we can pursue this a little further. lam now quoting from
an address to the Communist League, and adopted by the Communist League in
March of 1850— A. 1850?

Q. —in March of 1850, and I quote as follows: “The arming of the whole
proletariat with rifles, guns and ammunition must be carried out at once. We

mrgeois militia, which has always been
latter measure cannot be carried out, the

must prevent the revival of the old bi
directed against the workers. Where the
workers must try to organize themselv<
own chiefs and general staff to put them
ment but of the revolutionary authority

:S into an independent guard with their
selves under the order not of the govern-
set up by the workers.” Now, was this

not something which was espoused by Marx in 1850? A. May I know where that
comes from?

Q. Yes, certainly. A. Was it Germany
Q. This comes from the Communist Manifesto. A. Did you say 1850'
Q. Yes. A. The Communist Manifesto is 1847.
Q. Yes. Were there not in the Handbook of Marxism this is an extension

of the Manifesto. A. There was no extension of the Communist Manifesto.
Q. Were there not writings subsequent to the issuance of the Manifesto which

could have been included in the Handbook of Marxism? A. Oh, yes. I cannot
recognize the quotation. Is it the Civil War in Germany? I don’t know.

Q. I merely indicate to you that this is what it says in the Handbook of Marx-
ism. As a'Marxist, are you telling this Commission that you reject this comment
from the Marxist Handbook? A. How can I reject a statement made in some
country in 1850, or so? You can just as well come up with violent statements from
George Washington during the War of the Revolution here. He had to make
violent statements because he was at war. But does that mean that I have to take
his words over for now? I like to evaluate them in their historical context. If you
tell me when these things were said, how they were said, perhaps I can, with my
understanding of history, and I may not understand that particular period of his-
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Tory, tell you now from an academic point of view if this was a correct statement
or not. You can do just the same, take pictures from the Bible and ask do you
believe it or don’t you?

Q. Well, let me ask you this: You have described yourself, perhaps even re-
luctantly, in all fairness, as a Marxist, Now, one of the principles of Marxism,
and again I quote from the Communist Manifesto, Handbook of Marxism, pages
45 and 46, was the abolition of all right of inheritance. Do you as a Marxist sub-
scribe to this? A. No.

Q. You do not? A. Not as of now

Q. Do you advocate the confiscation of the property of all emigrants and
rebels I haven’t the vaguest idea of what rebels are referred to; I assume those
on the other side of the fence who didn’t believe. Do you recommend or espouse
the confiscation of property as a Marxist, or has there been a revision in your mind
over these last few years, and do you treat that only as a part of the history in the
development of Marxism? A. Gosh, that is a very difficult question, sir. If you
go to Nova Scotia, you are told that is settled by people who were dispossessed by
people like John Adams and Thomas Jefferson, the American Revolution. New
Brunswick was settled then. It is even
justified or not? Did the people in 1847

a difficult thing to ask yourself. Was it

Q. Professor, lam not, believe m
A. No. You ask foolish questions.

.ttempting to put you at a disadvantage.

Q. All I am suggesting to you is tl
evolved in 1847 or 1848. A. Yes.

at this was the concept of Marxism as

Q. You have described yourself, albe
to know is if you reject now what he enu

t reluctantly, as a Marxist. All I want
iciated in 1847, bearing in mind that this

was the inception, if you will, of the Marxist doctrine. Then what attributes of
Marxism, as a Marxist, do you now espouse that differ from what he enunciated in
1847? That gives you full rein. A. You want me to give a speech on how I
conceive Marxism?

Q. I don’tknow whether I want a speech. I want an answer as to how Marxism
n that was enunciated in 1847. A. In
ed particular historical methods to the

in your mind today differs from the Marxi;
general, this: The Marxism of 1848

3 I conceive it, applies a similar, a more
whole world in 1956, and soon in 1957.
rxist thinkers, especially Marx himself,
o France, to Italy, to India, to Russia,
endless variety and a very instructive
always and always there is this in his
•privileged people be helped, not in the

conditions in Europe in 1848. Marxi;
elaborate method, to the problems of the
The concrete if you study the great M
how he applied his method to Germany, t
to the United States, you see there is an
variety of ways of tackling a problem but
mind; How can the large masses of unde

ves to a better life? For instam
,rx and Engels were solidly on t

sense of charitv, but how can they help th
during the Civil War in the United State
side of the North. They talked conte; s the
Southern Confederacy —• because they v 3 the friends of emancipation of slaves,

o over it with you on France, Italy, soThey admired Lincoln, and so on. I can
far as I know.

Q. I have only one more question. I am now quoting from the Communist
of Marxism on pages 1040 and 1041:Internationale, quoted in the Handbook
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“The Communist Internationale must devote itself especially to systematic prepa-
ration for the struggle against the danger of Imperialist Wars. Ruthless exposure
of social chauvinism, of Social Imperialism, and of pacifist phrase mongering in-
tended to camouflage the Imperialist plans of the bourgeoisie; propaganda in
favor of the principal slogans of the Communist Internationale, everyday organiza-
tional work in connection with this in the course” and I underline this portion
“of which constitutional methods must unfailingly be combined with unconstitu-
tional methods.” Well, isn’t this consistent with the varying programs that Marx
devised for Germany, for France, for Russia, and isn’t it true that in every country
where his policy varied he adopted a constitutional means if this could effect the
result that he wanted, and it also incorporated the use of unconstitutional means
where constitutional means failed? Isn’t that true, sir? A. I say you can say
such a thing not only for Marx but also for George Washington.

Q. Well, let’s deal with Marx for a moment. I don’t know whether either of
them would be happy to have their names linked, but let’s deal with Marx. Isn’t
that what his philosophy was: Constitutional means where possible, and un-
constitutional means where constitutional means were not possible? A. Yes.
There are plenty of countries where there is no constitution, especially in 1848.
How can you have constitutional means when there is no constitution? The fight
of 1848 and it goes on at the present time. India got only a constitution, when
was it only a few years ago, ’37, ’36. China has just received a constitution.
The great African countries now have no constitution as yet. So there are countries

:re certainly you can’t work with constitutional mean;

Q. Do you think when Marx talked about unconstitutional means, that he
would have done so if there had not been a constitution? Isn’t this a negation
really, the one of the other? A. In the writings of Marx, there is a constant stress
on constitutional means versus unconstitutional means. In his fights with his
opponents, not only the anarchists, but the Bakuninists, the Blanquists, and others,

I means. Use the political means, use the
On the other hand, these other parties,
itional methods. It is a remarkable thing
st years Marx is constantly confused with
iquists. There is a very strong strain of

his was always the stress on constitution:
ballots wherever there is a possibility,
anarchists and others, stressed unconstit
in all this nonsensical witchhunt of the h
his opponents, with anarchists and Blai
constitutionality in Marxist philosophy.

Q. Do you think that those individuals who have suffered from Communist
encroachment have been confused as to any hypothetical distinction between the
two? A. I don’t get you.

Q. Well, you say that those who are against Marxism have been confused.
Well, how about A. I don’t say that.

Q. How about those individuals who have been destroyed by Marxism, Com-
munism? Have theybeen confused or haven’t they justbeen snuffed out? A. You
mean during the Revolution?

Q. I mean even now in Hungary. A. What should I answer? lam worrying,
I am always suffering when I see human beings being destroyed. I have been
against wars all the time. As a matter of fact, it was my opposition against the
first World War that made me look with favor at Marxist philosophy. All before
1941 or 1939, I was giving lectures to warn against Hitler because I said if you
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let Hitler go, if you appease him, you will get a new world war. lam opposed to
war. lam opposed to bloodshed.

Q. [By Rep. Randall,.] In 1939, you were opposed to war; is that right?
A. Right, sir.

Q. Did you oppose the Soviet when they went into Finland? A. Pardon?
Q. Did you oppose the Soviets when they went into little Finland? A. I

didn’t oppose anybody at that time.
Q. I thought A. I deplored it.
Q. I thought you said you were opposed to war? A. lam opposed to war
Q. And I thought you said that you lectured and talked with people and

talked with them about Hitler and about war. A. That’s right.
Q. Well, now, did you oppose the Soviet Union when they went into Finland

in 1939? A. Understand me right, sir. When our country was in war, I supported
it. lam against wa

Q. I want you to answer my question. Did you oppose the Soviet Union when
they tackled Finland in 1939? A. I didn’t oppose it, n

Q. And you were opposed to the United States getting into the war, though,
in 1939, were you? A. ’39, sure

Q. And you changed your mind when? A. After Pearl Harbor
Q. After Pearl Harbor. That isn’t what you said the other day, A. Oh, yes,

I did.
Q. As I recall it, the other day you told us you changed your mind in June of

1941. A. I changed my mind, yes. What I said perhaps it has gone wrong
in the record what I said was in June, 1941, when the Germans attacked the
Soviet Union, I, with many Americans, including the American Government,
changed our minds, and we found that the allies should now be supported, includ-
ing the Soviet Union. And I remember I quoted Churchill at that time.

Q. I remember. A. And after Pearl Harbor I thought we had to join the war.
Q. Yes. But now in June, 1941, when Hitler attacked the Soviet Union, as of

that day you changed your mind as far as American participation in the conflict
was concerned? A. Didn’t you?

Q. No, I didn’t. A. Well, I and many others die
Q. I don’t think you, sir, are speaking for the American Government when you

ay the American Government changed its mind. A. Oh, yes, it did.
Q. The American Government changed its mind on December 7of 1941 when

we were attacked.
The Chairman. Are there any other questions'
Mr. Bresnahan. Yes.
Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] We were discussing the Pro-Group, and as I under-

stand it, you have already told us that the only time you addressed a meeting at
which Philbrick was present was when you spoke on State and Revolution. A. To
the best of my recollection.

Q. Let me give you direct quotes of Herbert Philbrick, in a public hearin;
before this Commission on December 11, 1956, and ask you whether or not they
are true. The question of Mr. Philbrick; “Now, after you became a member of
the Pro-Group, did you meet Prof. Struik within the Pro-Group? A. Yes. After
joining, shortly after joining the Pro-Group, Prof. Struik also became a member of
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our cell.” Do you say that that statement is false? A. My answer is the same as
previous statements of Mr. Philbrick. He does not know the difference between
fact and fancy. I won’t say he is a liar, but, sir, there are people who have actually
put on record facts that are not true of Mr. Philbrick. I doubt his veracity.

Q. lam only asking you; Is that a false statement? A. What
Q. Is that a false statement, that you joined the Pro-Group and became a

member of his cell later in ’47? A. lam not willing to take his word for it. I
don’t remember a word of it.

Q. lam not asking you to take his word. lam asking what is your word. Do
you say that that is a false statement?

Q. That in the fall, when Philbrick ;
the Pro-Group, Professor Struik also bee

A. I say I don’t remember.
aid, “After joining, shortly after joining
ame a member of our cell.” Do you say

that that is true or false? A. I say I have not the slightest recollection of it, and
my feeling is that it is again a melodramatic exaggeration of something which
actually happened; namely, a book review of one of these groups.

Q. Do you say it is false when he says you became a member of his Pro cell?
A. In the first place, that whole word “Pro-cell” is strange to me.

Q. Did you become a member of the same cell of the Communist Party with
Mr. Philbrick? Is that true or false? A. I have the greatest doubts because

Q. Did you or did you not? A. Yes, you can ask did you or did you not, but
at that time if I were somewhere in the Communist group, it must have been
Harvard-Tech. You think Igo from one organization to another, joining I don’t
know how many memberships? lam not übiquitous, sir.

Q. We have received evidence that you were a member of the Harvard-Tech
group. A. Yes, that I admit.

Q. We have also received evidence that you were a member of the Pro-Group
f the same cell with Herbert Philbrick. lam now going to just ask

that you answer this question as to the truth of the statement, the sworn statement
of Mr. Philbrick before this Commission on December 11, 1956, when he was asked:
“Now, after you became a member of the Pro-Group, did you meet Prof. Struik
within the group?” And his answer, “Yes. After joining, shortly after joi
the Pro-Group, Professor, Struik also became a member of our cell.” Is that true
or false? A. The answer is that I have no recollection whatever.

Q. Would you say that you did not become a member of the same cell of the Pro-
Group of the Communist Party in Massachusetts late in the fall, at the end of the
year 1947, close to it, with Herbert Philbrick? Is that false? A. It seems to me,
to the best of my mind, that is false, that Mr. Philbrick exaggerates, sir, as usual.

Q. A question by Sen. Bowker, the Chairman: “Mr. Counsel. When Professor
Struik first encountered you and later on you met him again and again in the cell
was he there simply as a lecturer or as a member, in discussion with other members
of the cell?

“The Witness. He participated very actively in the discussion of the other
members of the cell.” Do you say that that testimony given by Mr. Philbrick is
false? A. If that deals with the so-called Pro-4 cells

Q. It does. A. Then I say I think that Mr. Philbrick again does not know
the difference between fact and fancy. He has seen me somewhere, but I have no
recollection whatever of this particular type of meeting.
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Q. Do you say that that statement of Mr. Philbrick is false, that you partici-
pated very actively in discussions of the other members of the cell? A. I think
in this form it does not correspond to what I remember of these things.

Q. Do you say it is false? A. This is my answer because I cannot be too sure,
there are so many of these things. I doubt very much the veracity of Mr. Phil-
brick, and not only I but highly respected members of this community. Have I
put in evidence Mr. Lothrop’s pamphlet? You know that, gentlemen. Read it.

Q. Do you say it is false, Yes or No? A. I say I doubt his veracity
Q. You will not say it is false? A. I cannot positively say something I don’t

remember, no, but it sounds very, very fishy.

Q. You do not say it is false; is that it? A. I cannot say that positively, it
is so long ago.

Q. Let me read you another question by the Chairman: “It wasn’t simply a
itudy-lecture he gave and everybody listened?” Mr. Philbrick’s answer was;
‘No, there were active discussions of Communist Partv problems and tactics and

strategy, and what the Communist Party line was at that particular time, what
the Communist view was concerning other parts of the world as well as the United
States. And these were discussions in which all members participated, including
Dirk Struik.” Do you say that statement of Mr. Philbrick, meetings of his cell of
the Pro-Group late in the year 1947 and through cell meetings up until the late

' say this: That in this particular form I
ated in discussion of politics and current

spring of 1948, is false? A. I can on
don’t remember it, but I have partici
affairs, and even

;sor Struik, to meetings of the Pro-cell of
brick was a member and which were held

Q. lam referring specifically, Prol
the Communist Party of which Mr. PI
late in the year 1947 and up until the late spring of 1948. A. Mr. Counsel, must
I repeat for I don’t know how often that I have no recollection of any Pro-cell or
whatever it is, all this conspiratorial business.

Q. Would you say that that statement you don’t say that the statement is
false. Do you leave it you have no recollection of it? A. I believe I will leave it
in this particular form, as it is based I have no recollection of it whatever, and I
doubt very much if Mr. Philbrick is not a little too careless with the facts.

Q. But you will not affirmatively say that it is not true? A. No, I couldn’t
in honesty because it is so long ago, and I consider it highly unlikely.

Q. Now, let me read you another question and answer to Mr. Philbrick, and
ask you whether or not it is true or false, concerning the meeting at which you said
you discussed the book “State and Revolution” by V. I. Lenin: “Mr. Counsel,
through you to the witness. Did Professor Struik in his own words ascribe to the
theory just enunciated to you in reading that paragraph from the book now in
your hand?” Let me read you the paragraph, which appears on page 19 of the
little Lenin Library, Volume 14, State and Revolution by V. I. Lenin.

Mr. Allen. It is one o’clock. If Mr. Bresnahan is going to be very much
longer, the witness has been interrogated now for

The Chairman. We will suspend until two o’clock
[Noon recess.]
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Afternoon Session.

The Chairman. The Commission will come to order. Will you proceed?

Diek J. Sthuik, resumed.

Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] I was asking you a question when we suspended.
Mr. Philbrick in his testimony here before the Commission on December 11, 1956,
was asked concerning the book State and Revolution, on which you had given a
lecture and have so testified, by the Chairman, if there was anything in the book
that teaches the violation of another government or the United States Government
by the use of force and violence. Mr. Philbrick made then reference to several
passages, one on page 19 which he read. And this was the quotation he read:

how more fully later that the teachings of
; violent revolution refer to the bourgeois

“We have already said above and shall :
Engels regarding the inevitability of th
state. It cannot be replaced by the pro!
tariat, through withering words but as i
lution.”

stariat state, the dictatorship of the prole-
general rule only through a violent revo-

Then the Chairmanasked Mr. Philbri
ascribe to the theory just enunciated tc

“ Did Professor Struik in his own words
i in reading that particular paragraph

Ik
v

from the book now in your hand?” Mr. Philbrick’s answer to that was this:
“He not only subscribed to that particular paragraph, he subscribed to the entire
text book right down to every period and comma, sir. His summary of the text
book, I would say, took almost two hours, and during that entire summary that he
gave I can testify that he did not depart one single iota from any of the material
contained in this particular book.” Do you say that that statement of Mr. Phil-
brick is false? A. I say that is a distorted report on what I actually said. I
don’t think there is a single book in the world that I endorse a hundred per cent.
There are certain places in this book

Q. That A. Excuse me.
Q. lam only asking on this particular one
Mr. Allen. He hasn’t finished his answer, Mr. Bresnahan
Mr. Bresnahan. He is going into other parts of the book, may it please the

Commission. lam referring only to that.
The Chairman. Mr. Counsel, did he have further did you have something

further to say right now about your answer?
The Witness. Yes, sure.
Mr. Bresnahan. I would like to ask him the question and then let him say what

he wants.
Mr. Allen. Just a moment. I ask the Commission’s indulgence to permit the

man to finish his answer. It dealt with the whole book.
The Chairman. Will you read the question and answer?

[The question and answer were read.]

Rep. Tynan. He hasn’t quite finished the sentence. I think the witness should
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be instructed to answer the question. We are going to be here a great length of
time if the witness doesn’t answer. I am not interested in his opinion on other
books.

Mr. Allen. He is answering with reference to this book. May he finish that
answer? If you will follow the last words

Rep. Tynan. The question, Mr. Counsel, was not to the book. It was to the
specific passage. I want an answer to the specific passage.

Mr. Allen. If you will follow Struik’s answer, the last words, you will see your-
self it is unfinished.

Rep. Randall. The question was, as I get it, whether or not Philbrick’s testi-
mony was true or false. It seems to me that that calls for a simple answer.

The Witness. Yes. It is not so simple an answer. There are certain words I
endorse and there are other sentences I don’t endorse. My opinion with respect
to this book is quite free, as it is with other books.

The Chairman. On the particular paragraphs referred tt
The Witness. No. In this form I would never have written it myself
Q. [By Mr. Bhesnahan.] Mr. Philbrick said this: “There was no question at

all in the entire course of Professor Struik’s summary that, according to the Com-
munist Party, it would be necessary to use force and violence in order to establish a
Communist form of government.” Is that statement of Mr. Philbrick’s false?
A. It is that melodramatic way of putting it, sir, but in this form it does not ex-
press my present opinion and does not express my past opinion.

Q. Is that summary that he gave false?
The Chairman. Mr. Philbrick was referring to something that happened within

the cell, and our counsel has asked j'ou whether his statement in reference to your
lecture, if you want it that way, and what you said at that cell meeting, was true
or false.

The Witness. In the first place, I object to the word “cell,” a word which I
have never heard. That is neither here nor there.

The Chairman. Put it any wav you want. At the meeting was it true or false,

what he says you
The Witness. It makes the impression of the report of a man who has not fully

understood what I said. Ido not know as of now what I said and what I didn’t
say. I only remember the spirit of the thing. I know what I say now. I know
more or less what I thought in 1951, and the spirit of the thing is falsely represented
by Mr. Philbrick there because he, I suppose, didn’t listen.

Q. Do you say that it is false if he quoted you as saying that it would be neces-
stablish a Communist form of govern-
A.. I think he misunderstood me.

sary to use force and violence in order to
ment? Did you or did you not say that?

Q. Did you say that? A. What?
A. Did you say that in the course of y lur review of this book? A. I have no

recollection. It didn’t represent my point of view at that time, doesn’t represent
my point of view at the present.

Q. Professor Struik, when you say you have no recollection, you are a trained
scholar. A. Yes.

Q. You are a Professor of Mathematics. Do you want to leave it with this
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Commission that with your training and background and profession, that on matters
of such importance as this you have no recollection? A. I have no recollection
that I said that at that time because it didn’t represent my point of view. Ido
not contest it. Perhaps Mr. Philbrick may have thought it, but I say -

Q. Do you deny you said it? A. I deny that represented the spirit of my talk.
Q. Do you deny that you said at a lecture when Mr. Philbrick was present

that you never said it would be necessary to use force and violence in order to
establish a Communist form of government? A. And I repeat that it did not
represent my position

Mr. Bresnahan. I ask that the witness be ordered to answer responsively. I
merely asked him whether he denies that he said that.

The Witness. I don’t believe that I could have said it, sir.
Q. Would you say you didn’t say it? A. My best recollection is I couldn’t

have said it because it didn’t represent my position. That is perfectly clear.
Q. Would you say you did not say it? A. What? Ido not know.
Q. Your recollection you have studied this thing; you have been a student of

Marxism since the early twent
Rep. Randall. Have you any recollection of having said it, Dr. Struik?
The Witness. I have a recollection of different occasions where I said just the

opposite
Rep. Randall. Do you have any recollection of ever having said thii
The Witness. No. I couldn’t have said it.
Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] Well, then, do you now deny that you said it? A. I

say it is a poor report of what I probably said.
Q. Would you answer Yes or No?
The Chairman. Will you either say Yes or No;
Q. Do you deny that you said it? A. Yes, in
Rep. Tynan. Answer the question.
The Witness. That is my answer.
Q. Do you deny that you said it? A
Q. Yes or No. A. There is no Yes o

Must I repeat it again?
No. Ido not want to cast aspersions on

Mr. Philbric
iu don’t want to cast aspersions, I thinkQ. When you say, Pr trail

you have maligned and vilified and certainly made overt direct derogatory state-
ments of Mr. Philbrick. When you go ar nnd now and say you are not going to cast

very surprising.
to ask him some questions.
,Ny recollection. You have no recollection
any other things at that time?

any aspersions, you, a trained scholar, i;
The Chairman. Rep. Randall wants
Rep. Randall. I asked him ifhe had

at all, no memory of having said that or
The Witness. That’s right.
Rep. Randall. I don’t see how he c; i deny it
Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] Mr. Philbrick further said in his testimony before

the lecture, “Struik was constantly and
ade Stalin as the world leader, and the

us on December of this year concerning
continually giving great praise to Com
world’s example of the Communist Internationale.” Did you in that lecture give
constantly and continuously great praise to Comrade Stalin as the world’s leader
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and the world’s example of the Communist Internationale? A. What I said
exactly in 1948, I repeat I don’t know, but in this form I have never referred to
Mr. Stalin. I don’t call him “Comrade Stalin.” That he is a great man, I think
history will bear that out. That he is a leader, we know it. We know it very well
from our own experience during the world war. Remember the Battle of the
Bulge? Remember? So I have always had great respect for Mr. Stalin. In the
form it was here, it sounds again a little bit melodramatic. I suppose I said that
the man that he is a man of great merit.

Q. Well, now7 , you have told us you are a Marxist. Mr. Philbrick in his testi-
mony before us concerning this particular lecture on State and Revolution, said this,
and I am going to ask you is this true or false; “It was much more, I would say,
than Marxism. It was Marxism-Leninism-Stalinism which he was teaching and
advocating.” When you were lecturing, were you lecturing on Marxism, Leninism
and Stalinism? A. The lecture was a book review of Lenin’s State and Revolu-
tion.

Q. Well, then, were you teaching and advocating not only Marxism but
Marxism-Leninism-Stalinism? A. If you tell me what that means. I know what
Marxism means. If you tell me what Leninism is and Stalinism is, I can give an
answer as of today.

Q. As a student and a professed Marxist, have you also studied the works of
Lenin? A. Sure.

Q. Have you lectured on the works of Lenin? A. You know it. I gave a
book review even on one.

Q. Have you lectured on Stalinism? A. That is a difficult question because
I don’t know exactly what Stalinism means.

Q. Do you have any difficulty in understanding what Leninism is? A. No,
Q. Do you have any difficulty in understanding what Stalinism means? A. Yes.

I have always protested against that word.
Q. Do you protest against Leninism? A. No, that has a definite meaning.
Q. What does Leninism mean? A. That is the application of Marxism to

the present period, 20th Century not the application, an application.
Q. If I gave you the definition that Stalinism means the application of Stalin

to the present world
Q. What? The application of Did you say Leninism means the application
Mr. Bresnahan. Will you read his answer?

[The previous answer was read.]

Q. Well, then, Stalinism means the application I would give you as a defini-
tion the application of Marxism and Leninism to the present world. Were you
lecturing on Stalinism, having in mind that definition, when you were lecturing at
the meeting at which you said Mr. Philbrick was in attendance? A. That defi-
nition of the word Stalinism I leave entirely to your responsibility, Mr. Counsel.

Q. lam giving you what I mean by it. A. I did give in that book review
I did give some remarks on the present state of the world, and I hope from a Marx-
ian point of view.

Q. Now, let me call your attention to further testimony of Herbert Philbrick
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before this Commission on December 11, 1956, at a meeting in Cambridge in
which he says you were in attendance, and which he described as a Pro-Group
meeting. “At the end of the meeting Professor Struik asked if anyone there or if
the Chairman there knew where his next assignment was to be. This was where
his next Communist Party assignment was to be. No one there knew where it
was to be, and he asked for the telephone number of Otis Hood. Otis Hood at
that time, I guess still today, was Massachusetts Chairman of the Communist
apparatus. And he went over to the corner of the room where the telephone was
sitting on the desk, and he telephoned this number to reach Otis Hood to ask Otis
Hood where he was to give his next Communist discussion.” Do you say that
that statement by Mr. Philbrick under oath before this Commission is false?
A. Mr. Philbrick’s memory has, it seems, improved with time. I have not the
slightest recollection of this, which was at that time, remember, just a minor little
speech I gave on a moment’s notice before a small group. If I telephoned, I don’t
know. I don’t even know if you ask me if I telephoned the day before yesterday.

Q. Do you know Otis Hood? A. There is one thing —no names there is
one thing. There is the word “assignment” in it. I have never taken any assign-
ment, political assignment, of course, from anybody.

The Chairman. Professor, isn’t it conceivable you say Mr. Philbrick’s
memory is remarkable.

The Witness. It seems so.
The Chairman. Isn’t it conceivable he might have been making notes on all

of this in order to transmit information to the Federal Bureau of Investigation,
which we know he was doing?

The Witness. It may be.
The Chairman. And that therefore his recollection was constantly refreshed,

unless it was very keen indeed. That is entirely possible, is it not?
The Witness. Sure.
Q. Do you deny that you ever asked at a meeting at which Mr. Philbrick was

present if anyone knew where your next assignment was to be? A. I have an-
swered that question already, sir, and I put it up to you: How can I remember a
telephone conversation in 19 what was it, 1948 or 1947? I repeat that I have
never taken any political assignment from Mr. Hood, or whatever other person

Rep. Tynan. Do you know Mr. Hood? A. [Continuing], is supposed to
,ve given these assignments. I don’t take orders.
Q. Did you call Mr. Hood and ask at any time where you would speak? A. I

put it to the Chairman. Pie said Mr. Philbrick may have made notes of it.
The Chairman. He may have, for all I know. A. [Continuing.] I have not

made notes at that time. As I say, this was not a very important meeting in my
estimation at that time.

Q. At any time then did you ever call Otis Hood to find out where you were
going to speak? A. I have never taken any orders or assignments from anybody,
sir.

The Chairman. Let me ask this, then. You say you never take any orders
Have you ever given any orders to Communists to do things?

The Witness. I don’t give orders.
The Chairman. You don’t give orders?
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Q. Have you ever gone to any meetings and spoken at the request of Otis
Hood? A. Not that I remember.

Q. What? A. Not that I remember.
Q. Would you deny that you ever gave lectures at the request of Otis Hood?

A. I think I can deny that. Of course, it is again
Q. You deny it? A. It may be very well that I can deny this, sir, because it

sounds very strange to me, this whole busine
Q. Well, then, do you deny it?
Mr. Cashman. At any rate, whether you do or don’t, you deny it with reserva-

tions?
The Witness. You may say it that way. I don’t remember. I don't know; I

don’t remember. It sounds very, very unlikely that Mr. Hood gave to me in some
form a question and asked me questions.

Q. Do you know Mr. Hood? A. No names.
Q. Do you know Mr. Hood? A. I met him occasionally. Excuse me, I

shouldn’t have said it, because that is governed by Article Twel ase erase
that

Q. Let me call your attention to further testimony of Mr. Philbrick concerning
which lam going to ask you as to truthfulness or falsity. Mr. Philbrick: “In the

sping of 1948, we had received instructions from Comrade Pete and I have already
again described Comrade Pete at some length in the previous testimony, a Com-
munist Party courier from Party headquarters. We received instructions for
security reasons the Pro-Group was being ordered by Party orders into small units
for security reasons. These small groups were to number not more than 3to 5
individuals. Therefore, it was necessary for us to break up our cell into smaller
units. This meeting was the last time I met with Professor Struik in a secret cell
meeting because my cell was formed in the living room of Peg Gilbert’s apartment,
and the other parts of the cell went over into the dining room which was across the
hallway in Peg Gilbert’s house, and there set up and held the very first meeting as
the newly organized cell. I suppose they did as we did in our cell then, decided
where their next meeting was to be held. That was the last meeting. That was
some .time in perhaps May or June, 1948, the last time I met Professor Struik
directly in a Pro-Group cell.” Is that statement of Mr. Philbrick’s false? A. It
is worded certainly not as I would put it. If he says there were small groups at
that time separating from the main group, it was a very small group anyway. It
may very well be, but his entire I don’t remember anything of that kind of
business.

The Chairman. How many people were present, Professor, at the group you
spoke of?

The Witness. I have always tried to I think there were ten who were present.
The Chairman. Ten?
The Witness. Perhaps, something like that
The Chairman. How many were present at the smaller group after they

separated?
The Witness. I don’t have any recollection of smaller groups, nothing. The

only thing I recollect at this meeting, as I told you before, is that I gave a book
review of Lenin’s State and Revolution, and after that was over I don’t know any-
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thing. I also told you why I remember that, and I will repeat it. That was be-
cause this fact was brought to my attention about a year later, when Mr. Philbriok
testified inFoley Square.

The Chairman. Are you telling us you attended only one meeting of this group?
The Witness. Yes, sir. Oh, gosh, again. I have only a dim recollection of thii

group, Pro-Group or not, Ido not know. It was a group that wanted to have me
give a summary of a series of talks I had given before.

The Chairman. Did you go to a meeting where there were only three or four
present besides yourself

The Witness. Not that I remember. A meeting? I have been at places where—

The Chairman. A Pro-cell meeting.
The Witness. I have never heard of the words Pro-cell, sir.
The Chairman. A communist cell meeting.
The Witness. No recollection whatever.
The Chairman. A meeting at which Communists were present behind closed

doors in a home.
The Witness. I have no recollection of that, after ’4B, ’49. My relations with

Communists groups were practically non-existent before I said ’5l because that
was the date of the war, but around that time I had very little contact.

Q. This meeting which lam now referring to was not the meeting at which you
spoke. A. Oh.

Q. This was the meeting in the spring of 1948. Do you say that what Mr.
Philbrick said was false, that you were present at a meeting in the spring of 1948,
at which time instructions for security were ordered by the Party that the group
meet in smaller units; that those present split up; Mr. Philbrick and some stayed
in the living room, and you and others went into the dining room to hold a special
smaller meeting than the entire group. A. You repeat your question. I can only
repeat my answer.

Q. Do you say that is false? A. I have no recollection whatever.
Q. That is as strong as you leave it? A. That is as strong as I can make it.

It is highly unlikely. I may have gone into the dining room, I don’t know. I
may have talked to the people there. Most likely I did talk. I suppose there was
coffee afterwards.

Q. Now, when you solicited contributions for different organizations, did 3rou
ask for the contributions to be sent to you at the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology? A. You mean as a general policy

Q. Yes. A. No.
Q. Were there instances in which you did? A. Yes. One has been brought

before your attention last time, in connection with some Spanish Refugee Com-
mittee, I believe. It must have been for a very short time.

Q. But in those, you asked —A. Yes. I should like to see that letter, by the
Wav

Q. What? A. Have you that letter? I should like to see that letter.
Q. Yes. It is a letter Mr. Philbrick said he, as a Communist under orders of the

Communist Party, mimeographed and typed.
[Document shown to witness.]
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The Chairman. Mr. Counsel, I believe we have testimony from Philbrick’s
meeting in reference to his statement relative to the origin of that letter.

Mr. Brbsnahan. That’s right. And for the purpose of the record, the witness
is looking at Philbrick’s Exhibit 1.

The Witness. I recognize this letter
Q. And the letter ended, over your

Yes. That was for a charitable purpose.
ature, “Please send your contribution

to me at my office in MIT, Room 2~2i
Spanish Aid Committee.

A. It was for the United American3,

Mr. Allen. That doesn’t have his ignature. It is typewritten. A. [Con-
tinuing.] Well, I think I may have given my office because at that time there was a
tremendous amount of sympathy for this particular type of charity. If you like
to put in your investigation what you call Communist activity, you are far off
because it had nothing to do with Communist activity. If you look at the people
who are on the letterhead, you will see that.

Q. Well, now, let me refer you to —A. It is almost like the Community Fund.
Q. a report of the Committee on Un-American Activities, Being a review of

The Scientific and Cultural Conference for World Peace, “A review of the Scientific
and Cultural Conference for World Peace by the Committee on Un-American
Activities of the United States House of Representatives.” And in that you are
cited as having been a sponsor, on page 18 of their report you are cited as one
of 28 people who have been affiliated with from 21 to 30 Communist front organiza-
tions. Were you a member of at least 21 Communist organizations? A. I don’t
recognize

A. I don’t recognize the words “Com-Q. Communist front organizations,
munist front organizations.”

tily framed much later, but if you mean
Diiblic weal, I have no doubt that you can

Q. Let’s see. A. That word was (
organizations for what I believe was the
find 21 in the course of the years.

Q. Well, one organization that w7 as cited by the Committee on Un-American
Activities was the American Committee on Democracy and Intellectual Freedom,
of which you are cited as having been an officer. A. May I point out to you, Mr.
Counsel, that these lists were made by the Attorney General without any con-
sultation with the respective organizations, and —is this right the United
States Supreme Court has rebuked them for that?

Mr. Allen. They did.
Q. Were you a member of the Committee on Democracy and Intellectual

Freedom? A. Am I listed there as such?
Q. Yes. A. I suppose I was, only it was not by the far stretch of the imagina-

tion a Communist front organization, if tt at means something.
A. Yes.Q. You have answered the question.
an Committee for the Protection of the
A. I have no reason to deny it. I felt

Q. Were you a member of the Americ
Foreign Born, with which you are listed?
sympathetic.

by the Attorney General. Were you a
which was cited as subversive by the

Q. And which was cited as subversive
member of the American Slav Congress,
Attorney General, and with which you are listed? A. Am I listed there?



HOUSE No. 2828. [Mar.154

Q. Yes. A. Maybe. I have no recollection of that. I don’t even know what
it is any more. If you can give me something of the goal, the principles of that
organization, I can tell you now if as of that year I was sufficiently in sympathy
with it to give it my name. At present, I think that organization is out of busi-
ness for many year

Q. Were you a member of the Citizens Committee for Harry Bridges, with
which you are listed? A. Yes. I remember that. Yes, sure. You know, Harry
Bridges was right

Q. You have answered. He was right? A. Harry Bridges was right. That
whole question we won in court

Q. Were you a member of the Committee for a Democratic Foreign Policy?
A, Oh, yes.

Q. Which has been listed as subversive by the Attorney General? A. Oh
yes, because of my interest in Indonesia. lam a born Dutchman.

Q. Were you a member of the Civil Rights Congress with which you are listed
xs a member? A. That I couldn’t tell you. If it is there, I suppose it is so, but
I have no recollection. It was a good organization, though.

Q. Were you a member of the International Labor Defense, which was cited
by the Attorney General as subversive? A. That must have been in the thirties.
I couldn’t tell you, sir

Q. Did you make yourself familiar at any time with the Review of Scientific
and Cultural Conference for World Peace arranged by the National Council of the
Arts, Sciences and Professions? A. I did better than that. I didn’t read this
warped report, but I had the document issued by the organization itself.

Q. Well, you are listed in that report. A. Oh, I was a proud sponsor of that.
Q. Were you a member of the International Labor Defense? A. That is so

long ago I couldn’t tell you, sir.
Q. Were you an officer of the Jefferson School for Social Science in New York,

which was cited as subversive by the Attorney General? A. Yes. I was a trustee
for a while in the early days,

Q. Were you a member of the Joint Anti-Fascist Refugee Committee, which
was cited as subversive by the Attorney General and with which you are listed?
A. I don’t know if I was a sponsor or a member, but I certainly was fully convinced
of the good right this organization which helped Spanish fighters against Franco

Q. Were you a member of the National Federation for Constitutional Liber
ties, which was cited as subversive by the Attorney General? A. That I couldn’t
tell you.

Q. You have no recollection? A. Not offhand. If you can tell me somethin
more about it?

Q. I call to your attention that your name appears. A. Yes, I have no doubt.
Q. You have no doubt that you were? A. If it is listed there, I suppose they

took a letterhead there and picked my name off it, yes.

Q. Were you a supporter of Communist bookshops? A. I don’t know of an}
Communist bookshops, sir.

Q. Were you associated in any way with the Progressive Bookshop on Beach
Street? A. On Beach Street? I don’t know if I was associated there. I bought

sometimes books there or newspapers.



1957.1 HOUSE No. 2828. 155

V

Q. Were you a signer of a statement to the President of the United States de-
fending the Communist Party on March 5, 1941, in which you are cited? A. De-
fending the Communist Party? No. That cannot be correct

Q. lam reading from the Report of the Review of the Scientific and Cultural
Conference, to which I have referred, and call your attention to “Signer of the
Statement to the President defending the Communist Party, March 6, 1941, 33
signers, one is Dirk J. Struik.” A. This way of phrasing it, “Defending the
Communist Party,” is probably that of that committee, I mean whatever it was.
an Un-American Committee. So I don’t know. I can’t answer this.

Mr. Cashman. Did you do that, the act?
The Witness. That I don’t know. In 1941 I signed a statement which is de-

scribed as defending the Communist Party. That sounds so loose, so vague that
I don’t know. I signed certainly a statement. There are a lot of excellent people
on it

Rep. Randall. It was a statement urging this country to keep out of the war.
The Witness. That wouldn’t be defending the Communist Party.
Q. That was what the Communist Party was advocating. A. That may be.

If you are defending the Communist Party bv just defending whatever the Com-
munists stand for for the moment, then everyone that believes in the Constitution
of the United States is a Communist.

Q. Were you a member of the Citizens Committee to Free Earl Browder?
A. Yes, I think so. I think that was very infamous. That was political persecu-
tion, and I am very much against political persecution.

Mr. Bresnahan. I ask that he be restricted to answering the question.
The Chairman. You try to confine your remarks to answering the question
The Witness. It is sometimes hard.
The Chairman. I understand. You are steeped in this thing. So try to answer

the questii

Q. Were you a member of the Reichstag Fire Trial Anniversary Committee,
glaring or honoring Dimitrov in 1941 as you are listed? A. If I remember

right, that was an advertisement in the New York Times. If it says I signed it, I
think I signed it.

Q. Were you a member of the Schappes Defense Committee in behalf of Morris
Schappes? A. Am I listed there'

Q. In which you are listed. A. I supt

Q. In connection with the defense of the arrested and indicted Communist
iders in 1948 and 1949, were vou one of the participants in the Civil Rights

Congress in aid of that, with which you are listed, “Defense of Arrested and
Indicted Communist Leaders”? A. I suppose so, because I felt very strongly
on that

Rep. Randall. You suppose so for what reason
The Witness. Because I felt very strongly.

Mr. Bresnahan. “Because I felt ve •y strongly for them
felt strongly that these people were sub-
am against political persecution.

The Witness. Not “for them.” I
mitted to a political persecution, and I

Rep, Randall. Which people are y< iu referring to?
The Witness. Communist leaders.
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Q. And you still feel that way? A, Not only do I feel that way, but quite a
number of persons who didn’t feel that way at that time are now feeling that way.
I mention, for instance, Mrs. Roosevelt.

Q. For instance, seeing you had nothing since 1951, you say, were you one of
those who, by invitation, attended a buffet supper and reception for Daniel Boone
Schirmer, Otis A. Hood, Frank Collier, Edith Abber, Ann Burlak Timpson, Barbara
Rosenkrantz, Herbert Zimmerman on Saturday, December 17th, this almost being
its anniversary, at the Community Church Center, 565 Boylston Street, Boston,
on December 17, 1955, at which there was an entertainment featuring two artists
from California, and admission was by invitation, and those to whom it was a
reception were the seven people who had been indicted in Suffolk County for
violation of the Massachusetts Acts concerning Communism? A. Yes, I have a
recollection I was there

Q. You were there? A. I think
names are somewhat familiar to me.
another before the Commission?

The Chaibman. Mr. Counsel, the
Weren’t they all witnesses at one time

se

ir

lanielBoone Schirmer was not in Massa-Mr. Bkesnahan. Most of them were
chusetts, although we were seeking him.

The Chairman. We couldn’t find him
Mr. Beesnahan. He did return after the indictment

Mr. Cashman.] I’d like to give you the fullest possible opportunity.Q,

I think perhaps the significance of the question will speak for itself. Is it your
position that because any given individual does certain things that as a general
proposition Communists do, that that act in and of itself doesn’t make the given
individual necessarily a Communist? Is that your position? A. Yes.

Q. In other words, in each one of these organizations with which you have been
identified, for example your position with regard to Spain, irrespective of any-
body’s agreement or disagreement would be that you espouse the cause of the
loyalists; it didn’t make any difference to you whether the Communists espoused
the same cause; that you weren’t interested in what the Communists did, but were
rather interested in what you yourself believed in; and that if the Communists
happened to espouse the same cause that you weren’t going to get out of the pic
ture justbecause you were in bad company or may have been. Is that it? A. Quite.

Q. Now, is that so with reference to all these organizations? There seems to be
a rather substantial list of those groups, and for the most part I think that we can
agree, although it may be difficult to pin down a specific classification, that most of
these groups, if not all of them, are so-called leftist groups? A. I consider myself
what you might call a left-wing intellectual.

Q. All right. Just one question on that line. Is it true, if it is true, that there
are injustices of equal import perpetrated by left-wingers, where is the evidence of

your having spoken out against those injustices, and at least at the time that you
were doing it finding yourself on the side that was right of center, as you did on

the side of what you call justice when you were on the side of the leftists? A. Can
you give me specific cases?

Q. No. lam merely asking you a question. You are against injustice. Being
against injustices you constantlyfound yourself in a position that was left of center.
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In view of the fact that man is not a perfect creature, there is a pretty strong
likelihood, of which you and I can take notice, that there were injustices committed
by those individuals who were left of center, which means that individuals would
speak out against that injustice and if for no other reason than the rightist group

were against the leftist group there would be rightists that were speaking out
against the injustices of the left. All I am trying to find out is when, if ever, did
you find yourself speaking out against the injustices of the left, and at least tem-
porarily finding yourself making common cause with those whose opinions were
right of center? A. The reason is I have always identified myself with what you
call left of center.

Q. You are not particularly interested in the classification. You are interested.
as I understand it, in justice. You would espouse the cause of justice irrespective
of the side of the color spectrum. Or are you interested in only partisan justice?
A. Not partisan justice, but lam interested in not in justice in the abstract

better, I am interested in justice in the abstract but as a political move, as political
action. I identify myself with the left, sir

Q. All right. Fine. After that identification, which is your right and your
privilege, and I have no quarrel with you on that basis providing it doesn’t go
over into the realm of that which has been indicated by law to be conspiratorial
in short of that, then this is your privilege. But granting that there may have
been or that there were injustices perpetrated by the left, when did you speak out
against the injustices of the left? A. The answer is I have no recollection of ever
speaking out. I can tell you why. My public activity is in a certain direction.
I have endorsed, of course, quite a number of organizations which have no political
affiliation. Take the Community Fund. But to identify myself in public political
deeds with what you might call the right I don’t know exactly what it is, but
I think I get it I have never taken that to be advisable.

Q. Well, but you have indicated —A. Ifyou want me to give you an example,
I will tell you why.

Q. I will give you an opportunity in a moment. You have indicated that your
espousal of these causes was an indication of your being for justice, and did not
necessarily identify you as a Communist, even though Communists may have been
doing precisely the same thing; that your reasons were different. Is that right?
A. Yes.

Q. Well, with the same degree of logic, if you spoke out against the injustices
perpetrated by those who were left of center, you wouldn’t necessarily be identify-
ing yourself with the right but would continue to do the same thing; namely, to
speak out in the interest of justice, and irrespective of the company that you found
yourself in, it would have no meaning because 'you were doing what you believed
in doing? A. Well, lam not so sure if we take a specific example that is, I
am pretty sure if we take a specific example, I can tell you why I have not identified
myself with it.

Q. Professor Struik, I may say in all honesty I wish I knew of the existence of
one. Unfortunately, your entire record, so far as we have it available to us, shows
no situation in which you have spoken out against an injustice committed by the
left. A, I suppose so.
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Q. Incidentally, I would ask you this. Although she may be out of order, I
think or I am quite sure we may overlook it I notice your wife is indicating that
you have done so. If you want an opportunity to consult her as to that situation
in which you did, you may now do so. A. Oh, no. lam not going to. My
position is perfectly clear: I am a left-wing, non-Communist, Marxian intellectual,
and my political activitv is in that direction.

Q. [By Rep. Randall.] I have listened now for two days. I am trying to
reach some conclusions in my own mind. Is this a fair statement of the situation
of yourself versus Mr. Philbrick: Mr. Philbrick states that you were a member of
the Communist Party; he bases that on the fact that he met you at various Com-
munist meetings, he heard you lecture and he saw you give money to the causes;
he saw you do other things that the members of the Communist Party did. You
in turn say you did all those things, you might well have done all those things, but
you never actually wr ere a member of the Communist Party because you never had
a Communist card. Is that about it? A. Not only

Q. That you never actually had a card or never actually accepted direction
from the Communist Party? A. That is better, yes. I never have accepted
direction, political direction, from anybody. If I do something, I like to be con-
vinced.

Q. So that, Mr. Philbrick, by seeing you with other members who are professed
Communists, and seeing you do the same things that these other members that were
professed Communists were doing, could assume that you were a member of the
Communist Party, although in fact you yourself did not consider yourself to be.
Is that about the way it comes down?
as I say, I do not think Mr. Philbrick kr

A. You may put it that way, although,
rws the difference between fact and fancy.
lesn’t that sum up the controversy here?Q. Can’t you put it that way? D'

A. That’s all.
i Mr. Struik. I have heard a great deal
ing why if vou knew so much about the

Rep. Tynan. I was just going to as
about “fact and fancy.” I was wonde
facts, you can’t give us facts here when we ask you questior

Mr. Allen. That is not a question.
The Witness. I don’t know the answer
Rep. Tynan. I realize you don’t know the answer.
The Chairman. Will you continue, Mr. Counsel?
Q. [By Mr. Bhesnahan.] You are listed in this Review of Scientific and

Cultural Conference as having been one of the signers of an open letter for closer
co-operation with the Soviet Union in 1939. Is that a correct listing? A. Oh
yes. I have always been for closer co-operation with the Soviet Union, then and
now. That is one of my main points oi

Q. Are you one of those who sent
political activity
greetings on the 21st anniversary of the

Russian Revolution? A. Yes, may
Isn’t it?

That was during the war, I suppose.

Q. That is in 1939
iia was fighting Finland, wasn’t it?Rep. Randall. That was when R

The Witness. 1939.
Mr. Bresnahan. Y
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The Witness. November, I think. I think the attack was in December.
Q. Were you a member of the Russian War Relief during the war, as cited here?

A. I was very active in it.
Q. Were you a contributor to the magazine or periodical “Masses and Main-

stream”? A. There are one or two articles in that periodical over my hand.
Q. Which has been cited by the House Committee as being a Communist press

A. It is not a paper in which they appear.
Q. Are you an editor of “Science and Society” and a contributor to it0 A

Sure.
Q. Which has been cited. A. Has it?
Q. —as the Communist press. A. Isn’t Communist at all.
Q. I call your attention to the Review of Scientific and Cultural Conference, the

Communist press. Among those papers which are identified as the Communist
press, following the title Communist press, appears “Science and Society.” A. Has
nothing to do with the Communist Party.

Q. Are you an editor of it? A. Has nothing to do with it.
Q. What is your connection with the periodical? A. I am on the editorial

board. This sounds as if it is something very terrible. I can tell you what I wrote
there. Ask me that question, sir.

Q. What is your position or connection with the periodical known as “New
Masses,” with which you are identified? A. Am I? It’s out of business many
years. I wrote a number of articles.

Q. Were you one of the sponsors of the World Peace Conference which was
held, a sponsor of the Cultural and Scientific Conference for World Peace? A. Now,
if it is a conference on world peace, it is most likely. If I have a chance to endorse
world peace, I do it.

Q. Let me call your attention to an article in the Traveler, November 17, 1949,
by Cornelius Dalton, on the Marxist Club formed at Boston University by a former
director of the Communist Youth Movement in Massachusetts, and the chairman
of the meeting of the new student group at Boston University Tom Paine Club,
Henry Cooperstock, who ran the Massachusetts branch of the American Youth for
Democracy. Did you lecture at the Marxist Club at Boston University on dia-
lectical materialism? A. When was that, sir?

Q. In 1949. A. Well, lam not quite sure, but at one time I did give some
lectures at Boston University before a student group. It may be that. Yes, it
was on dialectic materialism, so I suppose that report is correct.

Q. At the Samuel Adams School, among other things, you lectured on Science
and Society. A. Is that a question?

Q. Yes. A. Yes, I did
Q. Let me quote you. A. Excuse me, si
The Witness. Mr. Chairman, may I have a moment to say a few words about

that Samuel Adams School, because it has been so much in the news.
The Chairman. You will be given ample opportunity to make any statement

you wish at the conclusion of the testimony.

The Witness. Well, that is a little bit beyond
The Chairman. All right, sir.
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The Witness. Well, I would like to have it now.
Q. Let me call your attention to th ;e members of the faculty of the Samuel

you know Edward Garfield? A. YouAdams School; Edward Garfield. Did
know, sir, my reservation on names.

Q. I ask you: Did you know Edward ( arfield? A. You know my reservation
an names.

Q. As a teacher at A. No nar
w him as a teacher? A. I told you, sir.
in another way.

Q. Edward P. Goodell, Jr. Did you kin
Mr. Brbsnahan. I will introduce those

Tech,” the student magazine at MIT,Q. Let me just quote this from “The
Let me quote you an article by Thomas Hilton, class of ’49, based on an interview
with you. The article is captioned, “Absolutely No Reason to Fear Russia, Says
Professor Struik.” And this is the article;

“‘The United States must unite in friendship with Russia’ said Professor
Dirk J. Struik last Friday afternoon in an address to the MITYA in Faculty
Lounge.”

Faculty Lounge is on the premises of Tech.
lost any sleep worrying about the Soviet
the world depends on Amerioan-Russian

“‘I say this not because I have
Union, but because the future of
friendship.’

After this introduction, Professor Struik went on to comment on the
change in sentiments towards the Soviet by the American people. Polls in-
dicate that in America there has been a growing antipathy for Russia. Why?
Said Professor Struik: ‘Because America has abandoned the Roosevelt tra-
dition. With the death of Roosevelt America forgot the enlightened fore
;ight and humanitarianism of Roosevelt.’ Actually the skepticism toward:

Russia is without reason, he said; when Russia is viewed in the light of
American interests there is no cause for fe

What is Russia doing? According to Struik, internally Russia is com
pletely occupied trying to rebuild her ravaged land. ‘There is no talk of war
among the people,’ he said. ‘The average Russian thinks just as the average
American does. Religiously, the Russian has beliefs identical to the Ameri
can’s. That is, he believes in the separation of the church and the state.
And politically, ‘ like the average American the Russian harbors a belief in the
dignity of man. Racial prejudice is being abolished in Russis

Very caustically Professor Struik commented on the American press.
They have missed the real significance of Russian news,’ he said. ‘The

iramatic rise of socialism in the U. S. S. R. was never reported. Actually the
full speeches by Russian officials are clear and logical not ridiculous a:
they are reported to be. PRAVDA gives much better write-ups of American
speeches

Whereas internally the Russians reconstruct their country, ‘externally
they only fight fascism wherever it appears,’ said Professor Struik. ‘This
they have done despite the blundering assistance given to the Fascists by the
United States. In Greece, Italy, Albania all over Europe Russia is,
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and has, attempted to eradicate the remains of the Hitler regime.’ The
estates of the Junkers and the monopolists that supported Hitler have been
confiscated, ‘for the only way to uproot theFascists is to destroy their economic
well-being,’ As for the actions of the Americans in their zone, Professor
Struik said: 1The Americans have awarded estates to the Junkers.’

“According to Professor Struik, the most clear-cut case of Russia’s inter-
national altruism is the Trieste case. The Russians demanded a democratic
government for Trieste with complete autonomy, freedom of the press, and
freedom of speech complete democracy. But the British proposed a sort
of protectorate. Eventually Molotov advocated a compromise. ‘The final
result was a government less democratic than that proposed by the Russians,’
said Professor Struik.

“‘Thus,’ said Professor Struik, ‘the main issue today is democracy versus
fascism, and Russia has consistently defended democracy.’ In opposing the
formation of popular movements which may or may not contain Com-
munists, said Struik America is forgetting ‘the Ethan Allens and Sam
Adamses of our history. We betray the memory of the American Revolution.
We are acting as the British did after the first World War when they sup-
pressed the popular governments of Europe and paved the way for Hitler,’
he said. ‘We are making ourselves the most hated people in the world.’

“What is the only alternative for the United States? Concluded the
speaker: ‘We must make terms with Russia. There are no fundamental
differences between the United States and Russia.’

Q. What about Russian expansion? A. It’s small compared to Russia
under the Tzarist Regime. Soviet expansion is mainly a legend.

Q. What about Eisler, who was convicted of being a Russian agent? Pas-
sionately, Struik asserted that there was no evidence against him. ‘He was a
German Anti-Nazi. The charge was all concocted by the Rankin Committee.
A fraud.’

Q. What is the difference between Russian Communism and fascism?
A. There are no similarities. For one thing communsim stands for the wither-
ing away of the state; fascism stands for the glorification of the state.”

Q. Is that a correct report of your attitude towards Communism, towards the
Government of the United States, and the Government of Soviet Russia, and a
comparison of the democracy as it is practiced in the United States and democracy
as it is practiced in Russia? A. I think it is a pretty good statement, sir. At
present, I would make some amendments. One of the amendments is that it is
certainly not true that at the time, in 1949, there was no racial discrimination in
the Soviet Union. We now know better. Very serious errors have been committed.

I thinkin many respects my statement
itand which our present government is

On the whole, it is a pretty good statement
gives some kind of advanced review of the
taking toward the present Soviet Union.

ir, that the Russians are sponsors ofThe Chairman. Would you say, Prof
free elections in the country?

The Witness. No.
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The Chairman. What's that?
The Witness. No.
Q. Were they in 1949? A. No.
Q. In your opinion A. No. I didn’t discuss that.
Q. Well, you discussed democracy. A. Oh, yes, but demociacy is more than

elections.
The Chairman. lam asking you now; Would you say Russians are sponsors of

free elections in the countries in which they are interested?
The Witness. No, no, thev are not.
Q. In 1949 A. lam not so sure we are when you think of Mississippi.
The Chairman. I didn’t ask if we are. I asked about Russia, and I have in

mind Hungary and Poland situations.
The Witness. Not only there. In their own country, in our sense, I don’t

think they are free elections.
Q. Was it your opinion when you were talking with Tech students on the prem-

ises of Tech when you were a professor in 1949 there was no fundamental difference
A. On peace, I said.between the United States and Russia?

Q. No. A. On what? That, of ci

Q. lam asking A. Of course
urse, in that sense is nonsense.
there are plenty of differences. I don’t

suppose I said it.
Q. Wait a minute. Now did you as

before a group in the Faculty Lounge
“What is the onlv alternative for the I

a professor of Technology, when speaking
if Technology, in answer to this question:
nited States?” did you answer “We must

make terms with Russia. There are no fundamental differences between the United
States and Russia? ” A. Well, I probably said something different. I knew there
are no fundamental political differences in foreign policy, something like that. In
this sense, no. I know what I could have said.

Q. No. I asked you: “Did you say that
Mr. Allen. Let him finish.
The Witness. Let me finish
Q. I didn’t ask what you should have said. A. No,
Mr. Allen. Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Beesnahan. I asked him a question
The Witness. Now, I remember the type of sense. This was a newspaper

report. There are no fundamental differences between the U. S. S. R. and the
U. S. A. that cannot be settled at a round table in peaceful conference.

Q. No, in 1949, with Poland, Czechoslovakia and the other countries that have
come under the orbit of the Soviet, you were asked, “What about Russian expan-
sion?” and your answer, “It is small compared to Russia under the Tzarist regime.
Soviet expansion is mainly a legend.” Were you correctly quoted in “The Tech” as
to your opinion as to the expansion of Soviet Russia from 1945, following the end
of the World War, up to 1949? A. You ask me if I was correctly quoted. It is

The Soviet Union has not changed since 1921
Q. Is it a legend, merely a legend, the expansion of Russia with Czechoslovakia?

A. Czechoslovakia? Czechoslovakia is not an extension of Russia. It is its own
country. If you ask me influence of Soviet here I speak of territorial boundaries
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of that country, sir. And they have with the war of 19 the last World War, the
Soviet Union has not changed its boundary much. What about the north there?
Then there are a few Japanese islands. That’s all.

Q. Was it your intention in lecturing to Tech students on Tech premises, to
exclude the domination by the Soviet empire over the satellite states, or did you
tend to create an opinion in their minds that the satellite states of Russia were
freely and voluntarily co-operating with the Soviet? A. I don’t know. There is
nothing in that report about what you call the satellite states. I know this: When
I talked about the territorial boundaries of the U. S. S. R., I talked about it in the
same sense as about the territorial boundaries of the U. S. A., which also has re-
ceived very little, if any, change during the last war. Both the U. S. S. R. and
U. S. A. are countries which have not received much territorial change after the
last war. That is a fact. But influence? Oh, yes. But U. S. A. influence, also,
plenty.

Q. Do you mean to imply to your students A. Not my students.
Q. —or to those to whom you lecture

countries like Czechoslovakia was merely
i, that the influence of the Soviet over
an intellectually persuasive influence?

A. Is there anything in the text, there. sir

The Chairman. Professor Struik, have
The Witness. I was there.

you at any time visited Russia?

The Chairman. What’s that?
The Witness. I was there.

that?The Chairman. You were? When wa:
The Witness. 1935, went to a mathematical conference, s
The Chairman. Did you travel around the country at all?
The Witness. Not much, mostly around Moscow. I was there three weeks

with mathematicians.
The Chairman. Did you go to any schools there at all?
The Witness. University of Moscow, Mathematics Department.
The Chairman. Did you listen to any lectures given by Russians on other sub-

jects than Math.?
The Witness. No.
The Chairman. No?
The Witness. Wait a minute, yes. I tell you what. It is quite interesting.

Very interested to tell you. I listened to the President of the Republic.
The Chairman. The President of the Republic?
The Witness. He came into the Mathematical seminar and he gave a speech.
The Chairman. You were a guest?
The Witness. I listened as a guest.
The Chairman. You were a guest there with the other mathematicians.
Q. Let me ask you if you were correctly quoted in saying in the Faculty Lounge

at MIT in an address; “What about Eisler, who was convicted of being a Russian
agent?”

The Chairman. Mr. Counsel, do you refer to Gerhardt Eisler
Mr. Bresnahan. Gerhardt Eisler.
Q. [Continuing.] And then the comment after the question “What about
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Eisler?” Comment, “Passionately, Struik asserted that there was no evidence
against him. ‘He was a German Anti-Nazi. The charge was all concocted by
the Rankin Committee. A fraud.’” Now, are you correctly quoted in that?
A. I have no idea. At that time I knew the facts. I don’t know them now.

Q. Well, at that time you felt that, although he had been convicted by a jury
of the United States, there was no evidence against him; is that right? A. Did I
say anything about the jury? I said something about the Rankin Committee.

Q. No, no, you said this: “Q. What about Eisler, who was convicted?
Passionately Struik asserted that there was no evidence against him.” A. Well
at that time I knew the evidence.

Q. So it was your opinion, although he had been convicted in a United States
Court, there was no evidence against him? A. It seems so. Yes, I said it.

Q. Then you said the charge against him was all concocted by the Rankin
Committee. That is a Congressional Committee. A. Sure, and how!

Q. Then you called the conviction a fraud; is that right? A. Seems
Mr. Allen. Mr. Chairman, would a ten minute recess be in ordei

[Short recesi

The Chairman. AVe will call the Commission to order
Mr. Bresnahan. I have no further questions.
Q. [By Rep. Tynan.] Mr. Struik, you said prior to 1951 that you took many

or some invitations to address groups that were Communists; is that correct, sir?
A. I said I had many invitations to address groups. Among some were Com-
munists. Since the Communist Party was perfectly legal, I made no objection.

Q. You knew they were Communists? A. Sometimes. I must go back again.
I have said it before. This typical example is that group of which Mr. Philbrick
reported. I was there on special invitation to give a book review. I was unaware
of the fact that it was a specific type, what specific type of group it was.

Q. In other words, you weren’t sure it was a Communist group? A. That’s
right. I didn’t care. It wr as a study group.

Q. Did you ever address any Fascist group? A. What? No.
Q. You took great care not to address Fascist groups? A. Fascists? No. I

don’t have anything to do with Fascists. There aren’t many Fascist groups here.
Q. No. There wf ere. Mr. Struik, did you take the teachers’ loyalty oath?

A. I did, sir.
Q. When did you take that? A. Whenever it w
Q. Around 1935? A. Around that time. I was in the States, so I took it.
Q. Do you know the significance of it? A. Most certainly, sir.
Q. Have }mu ever violated it? A. Not to my knowledge. On the contrary,

I have always maintained it. Not a single thing has been said here in all the time
which shows I have in any way violated the Constitution of the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts. As a matter of fact, gentlemen, you know my position. I think
I am accusing you of doing that.

Q. We are well aware of that. A. With all friendship and respect, but that is
the fact.

Q. It is peculiar to me you probably won’t answer this question
wondering why you invoked the Constitutional privileges when we asked you
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about certain Communists. You didn’t hesitate to say you knew Philbrick. I
was wondering why you didn’t invoke the Constitutional privilege on Philbrick?
A. Well, it was hard. It is very difficult to say. You see, if I had refused to deal
with anything which Mr. Philbrick has said, then it would practically be a refusal
to answer at all. So, in the case of Mr. Philbrick, I have accepted the words of our
counsel. He said Air. Philbrick has said this and this and this, so then I have tried
to answer. I have invoked Constitutional privileges when it came to connections
with people who in some way or another
conviction.

could leave a trail that might lead to my

that might be a little bit hot, you wanted
Yes. No, trail to my prosecution,

Q. When we asked you about anybody
the Constitutional privilege. A. What:
not conviction.

ou to speak A. I have five years of
I said this. I didn’t like it at all, these

Q. You didn’t want, when we asked ;
strain behind me. It is not lightly that
five years of indictment. lam not going to build up something which may lead up
to another indictment.

Q. There are a lot of people that don’t like what you have done either, sir
Q. [By Rep. Randall.] What other group except the Communist group would

ask you to give a bookreview on this book, Lenin’s “State andRevolution?” A. Oh,
I have given book reviews on similar things for other organizations. Oh, yes,
there is some interest.

Q. Could you name some other organization that you gave a book review for?
A. On these things? Oh, yes. Student organizations have asked me during the

mrse of the years, especially during the war when there was great interest in
,i-Fascist struggle in the thirtiethese things. And in the time of the An

Q. These student organizations that you gave this review for, are they over
;re mostly at Harvard, I suppose. There
nber.

at MIT? A. I don’t think so. They w
was a John Lee Club at Harvard, I reme

Q. Are you still giving these reviews' A.. There is very little demand. You
people have thoroughly frightened our student body.

Rep. Tynan. Frightened them or awakened them?
The Witness. No, frightened them, because there are quite a number of people

who are interested in these things, and don’t want to be put on the spot.
out on the spot if they haven’t a thing toRep. Tynan'. No one is going to be

hide.
by the members of the Commission?
en the opportunity now to present to us,
see fit, and if you decide to do so, a state-

The Chairman. Any other question
Under our rules, Professor, you are gr

either in writing or verbally, as you may
ment bearing solely on the questions a
same at this hearing. And you may pi o<

,ked and your responses returned to the
eed on that understanding, if you wish,
conclude. In the first place, I repeat that
is stated by my counsel. Furthermore

The Witness. A few remarks, sir, to c
I think the procedure is illegal for reason:

The Chairman. Are you referring to the Motion?
The Witness. Yes. Furthermore, I’d like to stress again that I have never

been anybody’s agent, and if I have expressed points of view which ate also those
either of the Republican Party, the Democratic Party, the Socialist Party or Com-
munist or any other political organization in this country, it has been the result of
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my own understanding of the points at issue. I have never participated in any way
on principal in any subversive activity; that is, in any activity tending to under-
mine our constitutional liberties. On the contrary, I have supported everywhere
I could the strengthening of these liberties. Well, I should like to say “never”
I am not so certain now because I am not quite sure whether in responding to your
questions I have nol participated in an attempt to undermine these liberties. lam
very much concerned about the activities of this Committee. But the reason for
these misgivings that I have about the functioning of your committee I have
answered it, I have responded, as I said before already once. lam aware that there
are still many excellent citizens, friends of civil liberties and friends of liberal edu-
cation who fail to understand how a person like myself, who has really nothing to
hide and on occasion is perfectly willing to stand up and be counted refuses to ex-
press myself before a committee like this.

And, gentlemen, I really look forward to a time that these inquisitions will be
made impossible by the full weight of public opinion. This is really a repetition,
1956-style, of the Salem witchhunts, and I expect the Cotton Mathers of these
modern witchhunts will be overruled eventually. I also think, gentlemen, that
among you - at any rate, I sincerely hope there will not only be Cotton Ma-
thers, but also Judge Sewalls.

The Chairman. Is that all you have to say?
The Witness. That is all I have to say. Well, yes, there is something morr

lams School. So much has been said
;ord I’d like to make a fewr remarks.

That was the question of the Samuel A
violently about that school that for the re

wrere asked about the school, you ceiThe Chairman. Inasmuch as question!
tainly may make a remark on them.

it in order to make a remark about theThe Witness. Yes. Now I ask you ii
Samuel Adams School?

The Chairman. Certainly, ye
The Witness. Then I say this. Ido this for the reason that a number of in-

sponsible things have been said about that school. I have been with the Samuel
Adams School from the beginning to the end, most of the time as a teacher, in the
last year or years also as a trustee.

That school was founded in 1944 by public-minded citizens for the purpose of
what you might call progressive education to citizenship. It was not a Communist

anything to do with it. It wr as not even
il of Social Sciences in New York. Dis-
me people whether it was time in Boston
never ripened. We found the time was
a long time.

school, because otherwise I wouldn’t have
a Marxian school, like the Jefferson Scho<
cussions were held occasionally between so
to found a Marxian school. These plans
not ready yet, and may not be ready for

iuch discussions?The Chairman. Did you take part in
w'hich ended in a negative answer. ItThe Witness. In the discussions, ye:

is not time.
education, adult education in a general
the school as opposed or, at any rate, in

In the school therefore was progressive
sense. We used to define the activities of

contrast to the activities of other centers of adult education in tills neighborhood by
the fact that most of the other centers, if no! all, educate people for self-improve-
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ment. Well, we like to educate to citizenship. There were people there teaching
and on the Board of Trustees of the most different political opinions. There may
have been some Democrats, Socialists, Communists, Republicans on the Board;
I don’t know. These things were never asked, as far as I know. And the attempt
was made to build up a broad program of lectures, tending to improve the students’
understanding of such things as trade unionism, race relationships, international
relations, and the problems of worldpeace.

That was the school, and all through the four years, under the leadership of some
very eminent men, the school has tried to follow these rules.

That’s all I have to say.

The Chairman. Any questions relative to the Professor’s statement by mem-
bers of the Commission or by counsel? If not, Professor, you are excused as a
witness, and if you wish you may sign the bill or a voucher which entitles you to
payment of a fee, a witness fee, for the two appearances you have made up to now.

The Witness. I waive that.
The Chairman. Mr. Counsel, do you require his presence further at any time?
Mr. Bhbsnahan. He will be excused under the present subpoena

[Public hearing closed at 3.50 p.m.]

The Chairman. The Commission will come to order.

Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] Would you tell us your name? A. Isadore Amdur
Q. Where do you live, Mr. Amdur? A. 47 Bay State Road in Belmont.
Q. What is your profession? A. lam a chemist, physical chemist.
Q. Are you connected with MIT? A. Yes, si
Q. In what capacity? A. Professor of physical chemistry
Q. For how long have you been on the faculty of MIT? A. Since 1943.
Q. Now, Mr. Amdur, at some time you joined the CommunistParty? A. That’s

correct.

Q. You were a member of the MIT group? A. Yes, sir.
Q. And at some time the Harvard-MIT group? A. That’s correct.
Q. And you testified in Washington before the Committee on UnAmerican

of the House of Representatives on April 22nd, 1953? A. Yes.
Q. And your testimony is contained in the document, “Communist Methods of

Infiltration, Education, Part III”, which I show you. You are familiar with your
testimony? A. I am.

Q. Do you now before this Commission adopt in iolo the testimony which you
gave on April 22nd, 1953, before the Committee on UnAmerican Activities as the
truth? A. I do.

TESTIMONY IN EXECUTIVE SESSION OF PROFESSOR
ISADORE AMDUR.

ISADORE AmDUR, SWOT
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Q. Now, you also testified before a Sub-Committee on Education of this Com-
mission on February 19. 1954, and is what you told us at that time true? A. I
am going to say it is. I have never seen a transcript of that, but to the best of
my recollection if I said precisely what I had said previously in Washington, I
would say it is true.

Q. Do you know Prof. Dirk J. Struik? A. Ido
Q. Was he a member of the same group of the CommunistParty of which you

were a member? A. I would like, sir, to add to that by saying that I attended
meetings with him at the groups to which you refer. I assume that on the basis
of that attendance he was a member, and I believe I so testified previously.

Q. Do you now testify, to the best of your knowledge and belief, he was a mem-
ber of the same group of the Communist Party of which you were a member?
A. May Ibe very careful there?

The Chairman. Yes, you may. A. [Continuing.] I don’t want to draw a
conclusion other than that which I have definite evidence on. I have evidence that
he attended meetings over a sustained period.

Judge Cashman. Over how long a period?
The Witness. The period of my attendance was approximately six years.

And to the best of my recollection he attended meetings during that period, although
I can’t say that he was present at every meeting at which I was.

Q. Would you name those six years? A. 1936 to approximately 1944
Q. Let me call your attention to a question and an answer that you gave to

this Commission on February 19, 1954.
Representative Newman, and who was then a member of the Commission

said to you: “Those people included presumably other people. Do you remember
roughly who all of them were? I know much of this has been said before.” And
your answer: “I can name them without guaranteeing to reproduce them all.
Let me take the MIT group first because I know them better. There was Mr.
Levenson and Mr. Martin. And before I continue these names, I would like one
thing made clear for the record. When I name some one as having been a Com-
munist, I want it perfectly clear that in naming them I attended a meeting with
them. I attended closed meetings and I wouldn’t want to attend a meeting if I
knew somebody wasn’t a Communist there.” A. That is correct. Now may I

Q. Wait until Igo on. Then you continued after that, and said, “Then there
was Professor Struik.” Did Professor Struik attend closed meetings of the Com-
munist Party with you over a period of six years? A. All right. Now may I

Q. lam just going to ask you. Then you can go on. I want you to answer
that either Yes or No. A. Mav I first I want to give an honest answer.

The Chaibman. That is what we desire.
The Witness. I don’t want to be maneuvered into saying somethin;
Judge Cashman. With counsel’s permission, with the Chairman’s permission,

may I rephrase thatand see if we can’t get the same place. Over a period of six years
did you attend meetings which, during that period of time, were also attended by
Professor Struik, and were you diring this period of time under the assurance that
all individuals who were attending these meetings had at least the same statu;
within the Communist Party that you did?
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The Witness. There is only one word that bothers me within your question.
It is the word “assurance.” I was under the impression

Q. You were under the impression? A. That I will answer Yes,
Q. Now, next question: Bearing in mind what was discussed, who was present,

and the period of time over which these meetings took place, would srou5rou venture
an opinion as to whether or not all individuals would have had to have been Com-
munists, or was it possible, over this extended period of time, and bearing in mind
what was discussed, that an individual might, with some degree of probability,
not have been a member of the CommunistParty? A. There is only one answer,
sir, to your question. It is perfectly possible for a person to have attended those
meetings and not to have been a Communist.

Mr. Beesnahan. Could I just ask “probable”? Was it probable
The Witness. At the time I testified in Washington and during the period of

my membership and during the period that I was out between 1944 and 1953, I
had considered it impossible, and I think the tenor of my testimony indicates that,
because I named Professor Struik as a Communist on the basis that I had attended
meetings which clearly indicates that I had assumed he was a Communist. May
I say, sir, that in the last several years there has been considerable discussion to
the effect that a person might have attended meetings and not have been a Com-
munist. This now raises questions in my mind that were not there when I had
previously testified, and very honest questions. I honestly cannot assess the
probability. In 1953, I thought it was small. I think I have somewhat different
thoughts now. The intensity with which it has been maintained that Prof. Struik
was not a Communist makes me wonder if the probability might not be somewhat
greater. I think it is awfully difficult for me to answer a question which involves
an opinion. I have told you what my opinion was then. I have told you what it
was in 1953. lam trying very honestly to give you the idea my mind is wavering
a little bit, because of hearing through our Committee at MIT that Professor
Struik has maintained steadfastly that he was not a member, and of hearing fre
some of my colleagues that they know of people who also claim to have been in
situation similar to Professor Struik’s.

Q. [By Judge Cashman.] Let me ask you this purely in a general fashion:
Whether or not, in view of your connection with the Communist Party, about
which you have been open and frank so far as I know and so far as has been indi-
cated to me, wasn’t it true that there were various individuals who lent themselves
to the Communist line or Communist doctrine or Communist thinking who de-
liberately avoided a formal affiliation with that group because in not formally
affiliating themselves their utility was greater perhaps than if they had been for-
mally identified with the Communist Party? A. This is obviously conceivable.
I don’t know of any specific situation. I can’t presume to judge what motives
Professor Struik would have had in not becoming a formal member, if in fact he
didn’t. Here again you are asking me to suppose what someone might have done.
I can’t do this, sir.

Q. Let’s go forward on another basis. It has been said by minds as unscientific
as my own, that if something looks like a duck, and talks like a duck, and walks
like a duck and squawks like a duck, conceivably it might be a chicken goose, but
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the likelihood is it is a duck. Along that line, what was there to your knowledge
that Professor Struik didn’t do or did do what might have made him a chicken goose
individual rather than a duck variety? A. Please don’t misunderstand.

Q. I won’t misunderstand. lam giving you every latitude to tell me he is or
isn’t. A. This I cannot do. I have never seen anybody’s card except my own.
I cannot tell you someone is or isn’t. I can tell you what I thought about his being
or not being. This lam trying to do. At the time I attended meetings with him
without qualification because I attended the kind of meetings where it was my
impression no one was present but Communists, I thought he was Communist. I
continued in this belief until I testified in 1953before the Congressional Committee
in Washington, and when I testified here. It is hard for me to assess now what I
think about what happened then. My beliefs are changing slightly. Not that I
can honestly tell you whether I think any less that he was a Communist then,
except I think honest doubts have been raised, and that in all fairness to everybody
one ought to assume the possibility that Professor Struik really may not have been
a member. But I have no way of judging this. lam not trying to evade anything,
but I am not trying to say anything that isn’t complete and frank.

Q. [By the Chairman.] Professor, in your talks within this group, you assumed
every one else within the group at the time you were meeting also carried a card
similar to the one you carried? A. May I correct something here? There was
no carrying of cards. At the time I joined, I have a recollection of having signed a
card. I certainly never carried it with me, and I think in a relatively few years

Q. Was a card given to you in someone else’s name or in a fictitious name?
A. No, I signed a card with a name which was not my real name.

Q. What compelled you to give another name on the card? A. The thing
that compelled me was very simple. It wasn’t conspiratorial in any sense. It was

at that time I was a young person who had very sincere convictions about why
I wanted to join the Party, and equally sincere convictions about what I wanted
to do with my professional life. I was not stupid enough to think but what my
academic career might suffer.

Q. Were you advised by anyone in office within a group to so designate your
name with a fictitious name? A. I can’t recall anybody giving me such advice.
I think it was a spontaneous thing, or it might have come

Q. You were not alone? A. I know that
Q. I wondered what your experience was, how you came to do it. A. You

are asking me about something 18 years back.
Q. I know that. A. I can’t recall precisely what dictated it, except it was

almost a spontaneous reaction. As the record will show, I think it was Professor
Levenson who asked me to join the Party
of us discussing it should decide.

I think it is quite conceivable the two

Q. Did Professor Struik come into the (
or did he usually show up to sit down in
partake in your meeting? In other wordi
from all the other members of the group?

;roup only on occasions to give a lecture,
a group or stay the whole evening and

is there anything to differentiate him
A. The only thing that differentiated

him from the rest of us was my very clear recollection that he did not attend nearly
as many meetings as the rest of us. I can’t put a numerical value on it. If you were
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to ask me for a rough estimate, I would doubt he was there more than half as
frequently as we.

Q. Let us say he was there less than half, and simply go on to the next point.
When he was there, did he sit down with the group, and in your general discussions
partake in your deliberations, or did he come as what you might consider as a
visiting lecturer? A. My recollection was his participation was essentially the
same as the rest of us during the period he was there.

Q. He didn’t come particularly on the invitation of the group to come and give
a lecture on Marxism and its concept in the world at that time? A. No, but I
do recall very definitely that when we had discussions that we frequently would
think of him as a person who might be abl
of Marxism. That does not mean he wa
ously the scholar in such matters, and we

; to straighten out some of the fine points
i invited as an authority. He was obvi-
were not.
if looked to him for A. IntellectualQ. In the group discussions you kind

guidance.
Q. [Continuing.] for guidance in that realm? A. That’s right
Q. [By Judge Cashman.] Bearing in mind what it was that you did or you

were doing, that you were listening to or were discussing amongst yourselves, was
there at any time the feeling that you were doing something that, under other
circumstances, you might not be interested in doing out in the open? Are inves-
tigating committees of this type, of this nature, wrong in assuming a conspiratorial
aspect to this type of meeting so far as your group was concerned? A. In my
opinion, sir, yes, because

Q. Just what was it that you discussed, what was it that you were interested
in, what were the opinions that were stressed? A. The kind of things that we
discussed at our meetings would include, let’s say, some of the “classic literature”
that we were expected to read. I can’t for the life of me tell you what was in that.
I didn’t understand what was in it when I read it. I have long since forgotten it.
That was the type of thing assigned to read.

Q. For its sociological import? A. Let’s say for its intellectual import. Ob-
viously, those of us who belonged to the Party thought the Party was going to do
something that, let’s say, the other political parties or other organizations of the
world were not. These discussions were to satisfy what the basis was for that.

Q. What was it that you wanted done? A. What I wanted done were several
things. And please, sir, remember the period in which this occurred, 1938 to 1944.
One of the things I wanted done I think was something about Nazism. lam a
Jew. I feel deeply as a Jew, and I felt very deeply as a Jew then. When I joined
the Party, as I recollect, I had a very strong feeling about Munich. I think that
was the sort of thing that turned me into the Party. Here was Nazism growing up.
It seemed as though the democracies had not been able to stem the tide. Munich
looked like a collapse, as perhaps it was. That was the thing that brought me in.
That plus something else; namely, that at that time I had concentrated practically
all my life’s activity or my adult life’s activities into becoming something of a

scholar or a student. I hadn’t spent much time in finding out what made the world
tick. There was something of a natural curiosity. But I think the primary mo-
tivation was sort of a nationalistic one; that and all the propaganda and ballyhoo
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along the lines Russia was part of the united front and was going to help offset the
Hitler tide. That and sort of an awakening that perhaps there was something I
ought to learn about besides Science.

Q. Is it fair to say in terms of what you have just outlined to us briefly that
when you turned to Communist ideology it was because you were looking for an
area that might conceivably be a check on Nazism-Fascism rather than to an area
that was designed to overthrow governments by force and violence? A. The
question of overthrow in those days just wasn’t raised. If I may use the slang
expression, these were the rosy days in which Russia was an ally, and, believe me,
I never heard discussion of overthrow. I grant that you can pick up a book and
show me the word “overthrow” in there and I can also tell you whatever questions
about such phrases were raised, in the very clever manner in which such things can
be double-talked, it was explained that this kind of an overthrow meant when a
situation became so abominable in a country, the democratic governing bodies
would automatically institute the new brand of government that was being dis-
cussed in such a book. That was the only connotation that “overthrow” ever had
in those discussions.

You asked a moment ago about the function of investigating committees like
this. Obviously, they have an important function. I think there is a small danger
that in some cases committees or investigating bodies fail to remember that there
is a separate context in 1956 than there was in 1938, and that people who joined
the Party in 1938 wouldn’t conceive of joining it now; and that if there are any

mister, conspiratorial tints to the Party now, that it is quite conceivable they
didn't even exist or weren’t thought of in those times. To paint everything with
the same brush is bad.

Q. [By the Chairman.] We understand that very thoroughly, but when a man
goes beyond what you were doing you disengaged yourself from the Party?
A. Sure

Q. That when a man continues with the same modus operand! —A. In
present times.

Q. —or within a year, six months, or two years under modern conditions,
doesn’t change his opinions and methods in joining up with this group and working
with this group and receiving orders from this group and other groups, despite the
fact he is not a Communistper se, you must look with misgivings on such a person.
You wonder if the fellow has gone far beyond whatever was in your mind. Isn’t
that true? A. Yes.

Q. [By Judge Cashman.] Let me see if this is or isn’t so for my own satisfac-
tion. As I understand it, an affiliation with an institution, at least in theory and
I hope in practice, automatically identifies an individual with the search for truth,
intellectual curiosity. The thing that has beenmost puzzling to me during the three
and a half years we have been sitting here is that the intellectual curiosity that
warranted in the minds of certain people an examination into the totalitarianism
of the right wasn’t met with an equal intellectual curiosity with regard to an ex-
amination into the totalitarianism of the left. Now, do we get ourselves into a

Q. That is the impression lam getting of the Professor
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position, even professors who so concentrate on one facet that they forget the
significance of the other, or was there no consciousness of the significance of the
other because of the predominance that was played in their minds with respect
to the one? A. I can give you only an opinion here, and I hope it will be helpful.
I think the reason that people like myself perhaps didn’t inquire perhaps as closely
into the totalitarianismof the left as well as the right was the evils of Fascism were
more obvious than latent. The excuses and the rationalization for what we now
know to have been the malpractices of the left, I think, were much more cleverly
done, and so it took a much longer time for a person like me to really see that there
was a dogmaticism of the left which was just as even as the dogmaticism of the
right. It wasn’t too obvious on the surface. May I again these were “united
front” days in which Russia was pointing out that she was an ally of the democ-
racies, all working for the same things. Human beings, I am sure, just love to
believe what they’d like to believe. This is the kind of thing one might hope to be
so all countries might unite against a Fascist country, if there were one. I
think human beings are just built that way.

Q. One of the things about which I have been extremely curious has been
along these lines; that allegedly it was told in the market places that there was an
equality of the individual in Russia; that, while it was conceivable or possible that
the standards of the individuals may possibly have been lower in Russia, at least
everybody was equal, and that individuals of Jewish origin specifically, or minority
groups as a general proposition were extremely concerned about this equalization
process; and for that reason, some of them at any rate, may well have turned
their faces to that ideology. A. This I think is quite plausible.

Q. [By the Chairman.] Isn’t it true also, Professor, that the average person
not being an intellectual in a university or institute, but dealing with his own bread
and butter, his home, his business in preoccupied daily life A. This is cer-
tainly true.

Q. [Continuing] —is fed what the newspapers give him, what the radio gives
him, even before the days of television. And if Russia was our ally at the time, as
it was, without too much questioning or asking themselves any question, they
accepted her as such and went right along with the brass band down the street
to achieve victory. But now that that is over, we have a little eye opening in the
case of the absorption of the Baltic states and Poland and Czechoslovakia and
Hungary, and the Tito regime which was a thing a little bit apart, but at the same
time Communist in nature. On top of it, we have the entire Syrian-Egypt and
Iraq business in the Near East, and all our trials and tribulations in Korea, For-
mosa, Indo-China, everything that went with that, and the gradual awakening of
the average man to the fact we were facing something different from the so-called
Fascist enemy. And the latest things, the blood baths in Hungary, have caused
people to now become intensely aware I am talking just about the average fellow
onthe street intensely aware of the new directions the mind is taking. That may
account for some of the thinking of the people today. We can’t all consider our-
selves average people, not that some of us may place ourselves above the average,
but the mere fact that you are a teacher of Science and my colleague here is an
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attorney and judge in a juvenile court, and I used to teach comparative European
History at one time I am interested in things of a higher plane than justmaking
money, as a lot of people seem to be. We sometimes don’t gravitate with the masses,
as the masses do suddenly in a mass movement. So that sometimes people get a
little out of step with things. But when a man continues beyond the days you
spoke about in a cell and continues to join organizations we know to be front
organizations and continues to keep the comradeship of people that were in the
movement before, and continues to know every move of such a movement, then we

integral part of a movement which we
in all its ramifications, inspired by a
namely, the Kremlin. So we do get

3S of how fair we want to be. A. Yes,

rapidly reach an opinion that this man is an
know to be conspiratorial and subversive
foreign power, where the orders are issued
ourselves into this way of thinking, regardle
I understand.

;and it completely. I think it is correct,
r was an attempt when discussing this

Q. Do you understand? A. I understi
I guess the only thing I was pleading for
period in which I was a member to try to remember the environment of the times
at that time, and try to withstand the difficulty of imposing your present attitude.

Q. With us, your testimony is a part of the whole in reference to the case we
are working on. A. Surely.

;, Communism and subversive activities,
limply individuals. We are under mandate
;m in reference to any legislation that we

Q. We are investigating, of coursi

That takes in a much wider scope thanI
of the Legislature to report back to tfi
feel we should propose, or our opinioni
A. Surely.

on legislation that’s been referred to us

Q. And thus we have considered anc we do consider that we are not a prosecut-

ing agency of the Commonwealth in any sense, and we are simply investigatory for
usefulness and the purposes that the General Court feels is proper under the cir-
cumstances. A. May I point out, sir, that lam sure there must be many people
like myself who joined the Party voluntarily, found out that they didn’t want it,
and dropped voluntarily. And I have a feeling that some of it may be of some use
in helping tell about what happened, and things like that.

Q. [By Judge Cashman.] You were in the form of words telling us exactly
what you ■were doing. A. It is going to sound very undramatic. Mostly it was
talk. Many of us were working in organizations that were not Communist front,
but in which we believed, as for example, the American Association of Scientific
Workers, in which I was quite active, which has a branch up here in Cambridge,
or did have. One of the things done was to go around the room and say, “What
have you been doing?” because it was assumed, if you were a good Communist,
there were certain desirable things for you to do in those organizations. And let
me, before even any of you ask me, point out that in very, very many instances, and
in my case in every instance what I did in those organizations because I was a
Communist in no way was different from what I would have done had I never been
a Communist; that is, I never double-crossed even myself. If I believed in some-
thing in those organizations, I did it because I believed in it. But at any rate
oh, for a short period I was a member of the Teachers’ Union, essentially inactive
in it. These were the kinds of things discussed. The so-called literature was dis-
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cussed. If there was any particularly interesting current event thing in the news-
papers, this would be discussed. This, sir, was the overwhelming majority of
activity in these groups, which did not meet awfully often.

Q. [By Judge Cashman.] Why, if that is so, did you take your specific
statement is to the effect you were not doing and did not do anything as a Com-
munist which you would not have done had you not been a Communist? A. There
are a lot of Communists —■ there are a lot of negatives I believed in these Com-
munist organizations with forthrightness, and honesty, and not in accordance
with anv line.

Q. If that is so, why was the Communist Party essential to you to voice the
opinions that you had, irrespective of an affiliation with it? A. Voice the opinions
where?

Q. Any place. For example, you were asked, “What have you been doing?”
because it was, in your own words, assumed an individual who was a Communist
would be doing things. A. Let me state that somewhat differently. These
organizations to which I refer are organizations which were considered worthwhile
by the Communists and by a large number of non-Communists, and it was for this
reason that they were discussed because the activities in them were of interest.
Now, I cannot say to what extent there were people in the organization who were
not acting with sincerity. I can only speak for myself. In general, it was con-
sidered a Teachers’ Union was a desirable thing to have. This is in the spirit of
the Communist Party, that unions are strong and essential. Therefore, everyone
would discuss what he had done in a certain period in connection with the Teachers’
Union. It was considered the socialization of Science was a desirable thing from a

Communist point of view as well as non-Communist. Therefore, this would be
discussed.

Q. Were you brought into it because of a feeling of a sense of gregariousness?
A. I don’t think that was so. It is my recollection, and I think it is correct, that
I joined the American Association of Scientific Workers before I joined the Com-
munist Party.

Q. [By the Chairman.] Was it mainly because in your mind, as you reflect
back on it, of an opportunity for intellectual exercise? A. The joining of the
Party was a hunger for finding out about things about which I didn’t know, and

■t of something that was fighting Nazism.hoping that maybe I could become
That’s all it was.

[Discussion off the record.]

irn. Unless we have further questions, weMr. Buesnahan. I move we now adjc
excuse the witness.

yourself of a witness fee, you may secureThe Chairman. If you wish to aval
the same if you want to sign a slip.

The Witness. No. That is all right

[Hearing adjourned at 5.35 p.m.]
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William T. Martin, Sworn

Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] What is your name? A. William T. Martin
Q. Where do you live? A. 16 Swan Lane.
Q. You live at 16 Swan Lane? A. Lexington, Mass., yes.
Q. What is your profession? A. I teach mathematics at MIT.
Q. For how long have you taught mathematics there? A. Except for

interruptions, since 1936. I have been away from time to time during that period.
Q. Now, Mr. Martin, you testified in Washington on
The Chairman. Are you a professor, sir? Let’s give you the right title.
The Witness. Yes. Mister is all right.
Q. You testified in Washington on April 22nd, 1953, before the Committee on

UnAmerican Activities of the House of Representatives. Do you affirm, without
my going over the questions and answers, all of your testimony as it appears in
the document entitled “Communist Methods of Infiltration, Education, Part 111,
of the hearing before the Committee on UnAmerican Activities of the House of

sion”, which I now show you? A. As
as I said, applies to people with whom I

Representatives, 83rd Congress, First S-
far as I know, sir. My naming of names
had attended meetings.

Q. Do you affirm as true the test
A. Yes, with that understanding.

Tony you gave before that Committee?

n’t affirm it. A. Well, I affirm thatQ. No. You either affirm it or you

Q. Now, let me call your specific attention you yourself joined the Com-
munist Party when? A. Around 1938.

Q. And you left the Communist Party when? A. Around 194
Q. While you were in the Communist Party and in Massachusetts were you a

A. Yes, sir.iember of a cell of the Communist

Q. And what was that cell called?
name, but I was a member of the group
at least part of that time.

A. I don’t know if it had any specific
if people that were associated with MIT

Q. Were those with whom you were
of the faculty? A. Some were member

iciated at MIT were they members
the faculty, or had junior positions.

Q. Did you know Dirk Struik? A. Did I know him ther
Q. Yes. A. Yes, sir.
Q. I refer you to a question that was asked of you before in Congress: “You

knew him as a member of the Communist Party?” Your answer was “Yes.” Is
that correct? A. That was my statement based on the fact that he attended
meetings which I attended.

Q. And in the Communist Party at that time, did you have a card? A. Id'
not recall whether I had a card then or not. Sometime I may have had one.

Q. When you had a card, did your true name appear on it? A. I believe not.
Q. At that time it was a fictitious name? A. Yes.
Q. Over what period of time did Dirk Struik attend meetings of the MIT cell

TESTIMONY IN EXECUTIVE SESSION OF PROFESSOR
WILLIAM T. MARTIN, DECEMBER 18, 1956.
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of the Communist Party? A. I don’t have those precise dates. I seem to recall
that he was there in the early days, in 1938, and from time to time after that. I
don’t know whether it continued up until 1943 or not, but I just don’t have those
precise dates.

Q. Do you have any recollection of his ever having formally left the Com-
munist Party? A. Beg your pardon?

Q. Do you have any recollection of him ever having formally left that group
of the Communist Party which you were in? A. Not formally. I was thinking
there would be times when he wouldn’t come to meetings, or he wasn’t attending.

Q. Were there times when you wouldn’t go to meetings? A. Just spasmodi-
cally. I didn’t go absolutely regularly.

Q. Were you on the staff of MIT at all times when you were a member of the
Communist Party? A. No, sir.

Q. Did you at some time move to Syn
Q. When you were there, you became

reuse? A. Yes, sir
a member of the Communist group in

Syracuse? A. Yes, sir
ou rejoined the Communist group atQ. When you returned from Syracuse

MIT? A. No, sir
Q. You didn’t? A. No, sir.
Q. Was it while you were at Syracu ;e that you left the Communist Party

A. Yes, sir, just as I was leaving there.
Q. At all times when you were in M assachusetts and were a member of the

is a member of that group? A. I con-MIT group, did you regard Dirk Struik
sidered him a member of that group, yes,

Q. Did he take part in the meetings?
Q. And took part in the discussions o
Q. And made contributions? A. I I
Q. To your best recollection. Have

sir.

A. Yes, he took part in the meetings
the meetings? A. As 1 recall, yes.

made contributi
you any doubt about it? A. Since I
impression is he made contributions.cannot recall specific instances but my

Q. Was there any difference that yo bserved in his actions in your group
Well, it seemed to me that he attendedfrom the other members of the group? A

a little less regularly. At least there migl
the other thing I didn’t feel that he

be periods when he wasn’t there. And
ade contributions as regularly as some

people in the group did
risibility? A. It could have beenQ. That might be a matter of financi;

I don’t knov
financial contributions? A. NQ. You didn’t have control over
in that group? A. Well, I think thatQ. Were you an officer at any time

control over the financial thing varied. I may have had that for a while. But I
wasn’t an officer otherwise that I recall.

Q. Did you sometimes conduct the discussions? A. I don’t believe I would
ever be leader. I may have talked about certain aspects of it.

Q. Was Dirk Struik a leader at different times of the discussions? A. The
discussions were rather informal. I don’t recall his ever being an officer or anything
that way.

Mr. Bhesnahan. I have no further questions.
The Chairman. I’d like to ask something here. It is In reference to this card
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business. We have just had a public hearing at which Professor Struik testified,
and in one phase of the testimony I might as well inform you because you were
not present —we were questioning relative to card-bearing Communists, and
whether or not cards were issued to members with names other than their own on
the cards. Now, when you became a member, were you immediately issued a card?

The Witness. I don’t recall precisely when, but there was the cards were
not very they didn’t play a very important role, but there was a time I was
issued a card, and presumably very soon after I became a member.

Q. [By the Chairman.] Was the card with your own name? A. No, sir.
Q. Was it with a false name on it? A. I believe so.
Q. Were you advised you would henceforth be known by the other name

within the Party? A. No, it was not done that way.

Q. Were you told the false name was on the card, but it was for your own pro-
tection? A. I don’t know if I was told that. I assumed it was.

Q. Do you know whether or not a similar card was issued for Professor Struik?
A. Ido not.

Q. You do not? A. Ido not.
Q. Now, when you joined the Party, were you directly approached by an indi-

vidual who met you personally and asked you to join? A. Well, that came over
a period of time.

Q. It was a gradual development? A. A gradual development
Q. After you had indicated somewhere at some time to somebody what your

feelings were? A. Yes, sir.
Q. Then you were approached and you finally consented, I suppose, to go to a

meeting? A. Yes, sir.
Q. And then you met, well, let’s say, your “fellow-travelers”? A. Yes, sir
Q. And now, in getting out of the Party that is so much for getting in; in

getting out of the Party, what did you have to do? A. That wasn’t a very formal
step. I just stopped going to meetings.

Q. Stopping taking part in any of the activities. And you got outside the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts? A. Got outside the State, yes, sir.

Q. In Syracuse? A. Yes, sir
Q. When you came back in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, was there

any occasion on which Communists in this area approached you and tried to induce
you to again become a member? A. I don’t recall any such occasion.

They left you strictly alone? A. As far as I can recall, ye
Q. [By Rep. Tynan.] Professor, were you and Struik friends? A. Well, we

were colleagues, and I have known him for a long period of time.
Q. Did you go out socially together? A. Well, socially let’s see. There

were such things as picnics, sometimes, social occasions that were tied up with,
visiting mathematicians, something like that. He is an older man than I. It is a
little hard to distinguish between what’s social and professional there.

The Chairman. Is he judged to be a top man in mathematic
The Witness. He’s made some very substantial contributions to mathematic
Q. [By Rep. Tynan.] To the best of your knowledge, did he ever outside of

the cell activity —in classroom activity, did he ever preach any Communist
doctrine? A. As far as I know, he never did.
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Q. No reports ever came to you from students? A. I never had any, no.
Q. [By Judge Cashman.] I’d hke to know, Professor, whether or not, based

on your association with the Communist Party over the period of its duration and
bearing in mind the lessons of its workings that you may have learned over this
period of time, whether it would have been possible for an individual to be a mem-
ber of the Communist Party or to be considered a member of the CommunistParty
without his knowing it? A. That is a difficult question. I don’t know how to
answer it.

Q. You answer it as best you can. Let me see if I can help you a little bit.
Professor Struik’s position, as far as I can determine it and as I gather it from the
considerable testimony that he has given, is (a) that he was never a Communist,
and (h) that while it is true he was a member of many Communist-front organiza-
tions, he was specifically interested in the ends of justice, and if the Communist
Party, as a Party, espoused the same point of view as he did, he couldn’t care less;
that if he subscribed to a certain opinion, he didn’t much care who agreed or who
disagreed this was a result of his own conscious cerebration, and that was it.
I don’t indicate one way or the other whether I believe this or I don’t, or whether
I think this is a self-serving declaration or isn’t, or something to put in a good
light. This he would be entitled to try to do in any event. But lam just wonder-
ing whether or not it is possible that the Communist Party, from anything or
everything that Professor Struik did with reference to it and within its framework,

unist Party without his knowing that he
on that I can speak only on one aspect,

considered him a member of the Conan
was so considered. A. Well, I believe
and not what the Party itself thought,
who was attending these meetings was

But I considered at that time that anyone
r member. That was my concept,
i you venture an opinion to the effect that
iave attended?
a period of time.

Q. Well, from what you knew, wouh
a non-party member couldn’t possibly i

Mr. Bhesnahan. Regularly or over
because it is quite possible in an isolated
vidual whose point of view coincided with

Judge Cashman. I would add that,
instance they might bring along an ind
the Party line for the purpose of exploiting him. Supposing this was repetitive
over a period of a number of years, whether or not it isn’t so that this attempt at
exploitation would cease, and that his allegiance to and membership within the
Party would certainly begin? A. Well, I believe that a person could I now
realize that a person could have the way things were could have attended
on a fairly regular basis without being a formal member.

Q. Wait a minute. You know, as a mathematician, symbols mean only one
thing to you, and you and I can agree at the outset this is not a course in semantics.
When I deal with the word “Communism”, I am not concerned about whether it
is or it isn’t a formal acceptance of a card and indoctrination and welcoming with
a bandwagon. There are many ways in which one can be a pretty hard core Com-
munist without going through that. As a matter of fact, the higher the echelon,
the strong likelihood the less formal is his affiliation or his indoctrination into the
groups, because one of the techniques, as we understand, is to keep people of
extreme prominence out of the regimentation form of Communism because they
would be much more effective. So, when you say you wouldn’thave to be formally
a Communist in the sense of a card-carrying Communist, I am not too much con-



[Mar.HOUSI No. 2828.180

cerned about that. So we won’t lose the trend, the hypothesis is an individual of
Struik’s prominence and ability is used repetitively or appears repetitively over an
extremely long period of time before meetings which you know are Communist,
because you are attending them as a Communist. Would it have been possible
over a long period of time to have been able to get an individual of Struik’s caliber
to attend without his being a Communist, whether formally or on an informal basis?

Mr. Bresnahan. Would you change that instead of “possible”, would it be
“probable”?

Q. You answer to the best of your ability, and irrespective of what it is. lam
looking for an opinion of somebody who has had an association, and you may be
helpful. A. Well, at the time I was a member I certainly would have felt it
very unlikely that would happen. Now I really don’t know.

Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] Could you put it this way: Your meetings were
secret? A. Yes, these meetings were not public.

Q. Let me quote what you said before Congress. This is what you said before
Congress in 1951:

“In the first place, the secrecy was there when I joined. I mean I don’t
feel I started the secrecy, and I didn’t feel called upon to try to change it.
That is, I just accepted it. It seemed to me because of public opinion that it
was wise to keep it that way.”

You had an opinion that it wouldbe better to keep the whole thing secret? A. Yes.
sir.

Q. Let me tell you what Mr. Amdur told us when he was asked to name mem-
bers before us in the Executive Session: “I can name them without guarantee to
produce them all. Let’s take the MIT group first because I know them better.
Mr. Levenson and Mr. Martin. Before I continue these names I would like to
make known one thing when I name someone as having been a Communist, I
want it perfectly clear that in naming them I attended meetings with them. I
attended closed meetings and I wouldn’t want to attend a meeting if I knew
somebody wasn’t a Communist there. Then there was Professor Struik.”

Is that a fair statement? Was it your attitude of mind when you were a member
of the secret group and wanted it kept secret that you wouldn’t want to attend
and didn’t feel you were attending a meeting of that group unless everybody there
was a Communist?” A. At that time that was my opinion.

Q. [By Judge Cashman.] I just have two more well, it’s one question really.
Bearing in mind who you are, what you are, and what you are affiliated with, I
am curious to know (a) why you got in and (6) why you got out. Give it to us very
briefly. I have the benefit of it; I think it might be helpful to get it into our own
record. A. Well, lat that time was interested in problems of seeing people ini
my general age who were having difficulty getting employment. Discrimination
was existing, and so on. I thought this was a group that would actually help. I
also realize now some of these reasons don’t sound at all sensible. lam telling you
what I felt. When I left, I imagine I got very, very tired of it, less and less in-
terested, felt it wasn’t achieving the things for which I had joined, and I just
dropped out.
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Q. Your reason for getting in then was on a sort of ideological basis? A. Ideal-
istic basis, I considered it then, yes, sir.

Q. And is it fair to say I don’t want to put words into your mouth that
your ideals were somewhat shattered as a result of your contact with the organiza-
tion, or did you just lose interest without having ideals shattered? A. Well, I
like to feel I maintain my own personal ideals. I didn’t feel they were being
achieved. I didn’t feel I was advancing.

Q. [By the Chairman.] May I ask you, Professor; In groups of this kind, in
particular the group you were in, was there usually one person in the group who
dominated the others in conversation, in pointing out the aims and aspirations of
Communism? A. No, sir. This was a small group, rather informal, just wasn’t
organized that formally.

Q. When Prof. Struik was present, did he maintain the position simply as
and go out? Did he just sit down in
It seems to me he just sat there and

a lecturer he’d come in, give a lecture,
the group and engage in discussions? A.
chatted like the rest of the people there.

rned, you wouldn’t have felt free to let
at any time during the discussions that

Q. As far as you personally are conce
your hair down on subjects had you felt
there was a non-Communist in the room;
meeting which I thought was a meeting
going to be people there who were not.

A. Well, I wouldn’t want to go to a
of the Communist Party if there were

Q. In other words, you thoroughly understood everybody in the room would
be a member of the Communist Party? A. That was my impression that would
be the case. I was never told that. I was just under the assumption that is what
it was going to be.

Q. I want to put it this way; Professor Struik has convinced me that he has
quite a lengthy intellectual background. I mean by that that he’s been to Leyden
University. He’d been here and there in the academic field. And he impresses me
as a man of rather high intellectual capacity, and is able to think for himself. In no
sense is he juvenile. He is an adult man, who has been able to reach his own con-
clusions. Now, when he is a member of such a group, could I not assume, in
asking him questions, in forming that advance opinion of his background, that he
knew who he was consorting with and that he was in a group that would not even
think of talking with him and/or discussing things with him unless he were a mem-
ber of the Party? Do you follow? A. I follow that question. It seems to me
there are two aspects of that. The first is I would assume that he must have known
that those were meetings of the Communist Party. I don’t see how he could have
done otherwise.

Q. Not just a meeting at which Communists were present that he was at a
Party cell meeting, period. A. I don’t see how I can conclude or say I conclude
that he would have felt it would have been impossible to come without being a

member. All I know I would feel he wouldknow it was a meeting of the Communist
Party.

Q. You know his background as well as we do, being a fellow-member of the
faculty that is, in the same Science. That is, he has quite an erudite background
that would cause him to act as an adult and make up his own mind. Isn’t that
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right? A. Well, lie has a very good background in mathematics. It is always
hard to know how people carry that over to other fields of human activity.

Q. It is in an entirely different field than the Science of Mathematics? A. I
wouldn’t want to comment how he’d carry that over to other fields.

Q. I know something about the application of an exact science. I can appreci-
ate the fact if a man is skilled in a science such as that that requires such concen-
tration that to me he must have known what was taking place, and I wondered if
you had the same opinion. Of course, it is just an opinion. A. You can’t say
where a person carries over this knowledge, as I say, to other fields of human
activity, because people don’t always do that. They compartmentalize things.

Q. [By Rep. Tynan.] You always thought or were of the firm opinion when
you went to meetings of your group those in attendance were members of the
Communist Party? A. That was my opinion at that time.

Q. Do you know how your group was picked or formed? A. No, sir.
Mr. Bkesnahan. It is in here [indicating], I realize it might be repetitious,

I probably won’t get to read it.
Q. [By Rep. Tynan.] How were you notified of the meetings? A. Well,

once I went the first time then I knew. We’d just agree then when we were going
to meet again.

Q. It would be a verbal agreement? A. Just chat there.
Q. Suppose you missed a meeting? A. I might ask one of the people there.
Q. Did you have any by-laws? A. As far as I know, there were no by-laws.
Q. Nothing in print? A. I don’t recall anything in print for the particular

group.
Q. Did you ever discuss the violent overthrow? A. Oh, no.
Q. Was there any, perhaps, just a skirting or a touching upon the subject; for

instance of the vein of this sort that you believed in changing the form of govern-
ment almost to the extent if it cost you your life, you still believed in it. I mean a
discussion of that sort. A. I don’t recall any discussion that led me to feel that
was under consideration at all.

Q. There was no discussion at any time that possibly these views, if pushed
hard enough and reached your objective
an objective possibly bloodshed could
of that sort.

certainly you must have talked about
be involved? A. I don’t recall anything

Q. [By the Chairman.] Did the gr
the faculty members or members of the i
any organized way. We used to talk if
fairly close to what

oup try ways and means of winning over
student body? A. Not as I recall it, not
we felt there was a person who might be

Q. Amenable? A. Yes, amenable, they might want to talk to him individu-
ally.

Q. And invite him in?
Q. [By Judge Cashman.] Did you ever get that function? A. That I don’t

recall as an actual assignment. You just sort of worked along.
Q. If you espoused yourself whatever it was that they were talking about, it

would not be unnatural or uncommon for you to discuss this with other individuals
whom you might have felt were amenable to the same feeling? A. That’s correct.
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Q. If you felt they were mature and discreet, and so on. What I think we are
really trying to find out is whether or not I know I will be forgiven for the use
of the term whether there was any missionary work that was being done. Did
you have that function or did you perform that function? A. Well, that was on
the minds of some of us, if we thought we had the proper opportunity.

Q. Did you yourself bring some people in as a result of this recruiting policy?
A. I brought in at least one person, yes.

Q. [By Rep. Tynan.] To go along with that, when you had someone in mind,
Mr. X, would you discuss him with the cell which you were in? Would they decide
he was eligible to come in? Would that information apparently be passed on to
higher up? A. Ordinarily you would discuss that with the group.

Q. Would the group decide whether he was eligible to come into the group or
not? A. Ordinarily I believe that would be discussed. If you felt the person
really were in general agreement with what you thought you were trying to do, and
if the group had said, “That sounds foolish, don’t do it,” I don’t suppose you would
have done it. I don’t know whether there was a formal vote on it.

Q. In the instance of the one individual you brought in did he come into your
cell? A. I don’t remember whether he came in immediately, because these groups
vary a little bit. Eventually he did. Eventually he was in a group with whom I
met.

Q. There was an agreement of all within your cell to agree to permit him to
participate in your discussion or the group meeting? A. Probably not a formal
vote. It must have been discussed.

Q. lam getting to a point. Then who was the titular head of your cell? I
don’t mean the individual. lam not interested in a name right at the moment.
Was there a titular head? A. Yes, I think it had sort of a head.

Q. By what medium would he become titular head? Would he be self-ap-
pointed? A. No, no, not self-appointed. Some nomination, election there.

Q. Did your cell have relationship with another cell somebody there perhaps
be a liaison officer? A. I imagine that would be rather informal. The person
who would be chairman would know a chairman of another one in the area, or
something of that general nature.

Q. Did you send people to the Communist convention, delegates? A. I don’t
recall whether the group itself sent anybody or not. It may have. I don’t recall
that.

Q. Professor, do you recall outside well, we’ll use the term “officials,” “dig-
nataries” of the Communist Party in the larger areas of Massachusetts coming
into your cell and discussing these general objectives of the Party with the mem-
bers? A. I don’t know whether there was anything of that sort. Occasionally
somebody might come. It was fairly rare.

Q. [By the Chairman.] Was there a chain of command? Did orders come down
from above on occasion to some leader in the cell who would then announce, for
instance, “This week we embark on such and such a program”? A. At the time
we didn’t think of it exactly as “orders from above.” It might well be that.

Q. lam thinking of a chain of command. A. There was something of that
nature.
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Q. We know from our own experience, investigating other cells, there was a
definite chain of command. So I asked you the question, “In your particular cell
was there a chain of command that you knew about?” A. Not a very formal one.
I think the group there, who consisted of four people in University work

Q. In other words, intellectuals? A. didn’t function on a very businesslike
basis, but I imagine there was that sort of official chain.

Q. In other words, you were a rather free group in and of yourselves? A. That
is the way I regarded it.

Q. [By Judge Cashiman.] Did you think of yourselves as a cell, sir? Did that
word crop up while 3'ou were affiliated with this group? A. I don’t recall our ever
referring to it as a “cell.” We tended to refer to it as a group. I have heard it so
much I don’t believe

Q. You don’t know whether it is an ex post facto designation or whether it was
an on-the-spot designation? A. That is correct. I don’t know that.

Q. You indicated to us before you weren’t quite sure whether you did or didn’t
have a card; you may have. If you did, it was certainly in another name; is that
right? Is that about it? A. Yes, sir.

Q. Well, what was there about this group that caused you in your own mind to
identify this group with the Communist Party as distinguished from a group not
connected with the Communist Party that might have been interested in many of
the things that fair-minded people and the Communist Party, for devious reasons,
might have been interested in simultaneously? For example, you may have been
interested in better housing, might have been interested in elimination of discrimina-
tion, may have been interested in the labor
and labor; you may have been intereste

movement, equalization between capital
I in any number of things; the peace

movement, for example, against war. W(
from time to time has adopted all of these,
this group, so far as your connection with
to identify it in your mind as an affiliate

11, we know that the Communist Party
Now, what was there specifically about
t was concerned, that would cause you
or as a part of the Communist Party?

A. Well, as I recall, after I joined I think this was a group of people that I con-
sidered was the group of people who were meeting as members of the Party, and
that I understood that is what those meetings were.

Q. Did the word-“Communist” crop up in the conversation? Was the word
Communist” mentioned? Were the words “member of the Communist Party”

mentioned? Was there anything I mean, for example, let’s take this illustra-
tion: Mr. X, in a given community, is a Republican. He tells people he votes
Republican. He talks about Mr. Eisenhower. Or, conversely, a Democrat, doing
identically the same thing. Was the same sort of thing in your group of individuals?
A. I don’t have any doubt in ray mind that is what this was. Why I thought
that, it just —■

Mr. Beesnahan. You knew it was a meeting of the Communist Party?
The Witness. I considered it a meeting of the CommunistParty, and I suppose

I considered, since I had joined, that is what these meetings I was attending
were.

Q. [By Judge Cashman.] Was it possible for you, without any further evi-
dence and what your thoughts were with reference to what you were doing —• was
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it possible that on the same facts you would consider yourself to be a member of
the Communist Party and Professor Struik could consider himself to be not a mem-
ber of the Communist Party? Could you, bearing in mind what you were doing,
have ever considered yourself not a member of the Communist Party? Did you
pay dues to the Communist Party? A. Yes, sir.

Q. How do you know? You paid dues; that you do know. How do you know
it was to the Communist Party? Did somebody come around and solicit for the
Communist Party? A. I assumed that is where they were going. I wasn’t a
very questioning person. I wish I had been. I paid those dues. I had joined.

Q. You sought a group, and in seeking that group you were seeking the Com-
munist Party, and based on everything that you saw, heard and experienced once
you met that group, you were satisfied that you had met up with the group you

jmmunist Party group? A. I certainlywanted to meet up with; namely, the C
had no doubt about it at the time.

The Chairman. Any further questior
of dues, I realize in most clubs you paid
iu ever see Struik pay his dues? A. As

Q. [By Rep. Tynan.] On this payin:
them down once or twice a year. Did y

I say, I never I certainly don’t know that I ever saw him; certainly never saw
him pay dues. 1 was under the impression I had seen him pay contributions. I

an’t nail that down the way I’d like tc
The Chairman. Have you any further question
Mr. Bresnahan. No.
The Chairman. Professor, in as much as you have come here as a witness, you

are entitled to a witness fee.
The Witness. No. I appreciate the courtesies Mr. Bresnahan and others have

extended me. I certainly appreciate the fact you considered you have a private
hearing. It means a great deal to me. I appreciate your thoughtfulness.

Judge Cashman. I have got to ask one more question. When you did get the
rd, didn’t it say “Communist Party” on it°
The Witness. I don’t remember much about that card. I would assume it

did. I certainly don’t want to say that.
Judge Cashman. It would be a strange kind of card if it didn’t
The Witness. I would assume it did.
Rep. Tynan. When they gave you the card, you certainly must have looked at

it and saw “John Smith” on it, and “John Doe” on there, and said, “That isn’t
my card.” Or, at the time they maybe explained to you that they give a different
name. Did they tell you a different name? W ere you to disown it if it was found
on your person

The Witness. Well, I suppose that I don’t remember any definite explana-
Sk tion, but just the general feeling was it might be just as well not to have your name

on it. We weren’t required I don’t remember anybodj' ever asking to show
mall group of people we knew
your group didn’t change?

your card, or anything. This w
Rep. Tynan. In the six years at MIT

would be turnover and changeThe Witness. Oh, the group there
Rep. Tynan. It would stay about th ame size

another group.The Witness. You might merge with
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The Chairman. Did you meet at any time on the Institute property, or alway
in private homes?

The Witness. The meetings would in general be in private homes, just go
around to people’s houses. Practically all of them were that way.

[Witness excused.]

TESTIMONY IN EXECUTIVE SESSION OF DR. JULIUS A. STRATTON,
DECEMBER 28, 1956.

Julius A. Stratton, Sworn

Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] Your name is what? A. My name is Julius A.
Stratton.

The Chairman. Mr. Counsel, I want to qualify this by saying this is a private
hearing held by a sub-committee of the CommitteeInvestigating Communism and
Subversive Activities.

Q. Where do you live, Mr. Stratton? A. At 100 Memorial Drive, in Cam-
bridge.

Q. And your profession is what? A. My profession was physicist and is now
educational administrator, I think is the best qualification.

Q. And attached where? A. Massachusetts Institute of Technology.
Q. How long have you been with the Institute? A. Off and on since 1928,
Q. And what at present is your title there? A. Mr. Counsel, I said 1928. I

actually came to MIT in 1920 as a freshman, as a student. lam assuming you
mean as a member of the faculty. My first faculty appointment is 1928.

Q. At present have we your official title? A. My official title at present is
Chancellor.

Q. What we are interested in, as you know, is a professor at Technology, Dirk
J. Struik, and you and I have had a number of conferences regarding him. First
Technology and we want to give them all the benefits of having on the record
the actions they have taken in his case. My understanding —ifl am incorrect
you will correct me is that following his indictment in 1951 he was suspended
with full pay, and following the quashing of his indictment in 1956 he was allowed
to resume his position on the faculty in the spring. A. That is substantially
correct. The first part is correct. The date was along about the early part of
June. Following a few days of the quashing of the indictment, the suspension was
revoked and the problem was then immediately referred, as you know, to commit-
tees of the corporation and of the faculty.

Q. And the committee that you refer to is known as the Committee on Aca-
demic Responsibility? A. That was the faculty committee, yes, sir. I would
like to make it clear, of course, that that was an advisory body, and in the end the
responsibility lies with the executive committee of the corporation, the corpora-
tion itself.

Judge Cashman. That executive committee of the corporation, does it have on
it any members who were also on the advisory committee?
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The Witness. No, sir. Our corporation, by the bylaws, does not permit any
member of the teaching staff to participate in the corporation. The executive
committee of the corporation, as its name implies, is the active operating body.
It is a rotating committee of the trustees.

Judge Cashman. Are you, as a non-teaching member, if you are a non-teaching
member, part of the executive board?

The Witness. lam no longer a member of the faculty. When I became an
officer and became a member of the corpoi tion, I gave up that particular privilege,

utive committee of MIT Corporation?Q. And you are a member of the exi

A. Since last June.
Q. At some time in 1956 the Committee on Academic Responsibility made its

investigation and then filed its findings and recommendations in the case of Dirk J.
Struik? A. That is correct.

Q. And is that a copy of the findings and recommendations [indicating]?
A. This appears to be a copy, Mr. Bresnahan.

Mr. Bresnahan. lam going to ask that that be marked “Dr. Stratton Exhibit
No. 1.”

The Chairman. It will be so entered in our record
[Findings and recommendations in the case of Dirk J. Struik by the MIT

Committee on Academic Responsibility, marked “Dr. Stratton Exhibit I.”]

Q. And was that report referred to the executive committee of the MIT Corpo-
ration? A. That report was discussed first verbally with the executive committee
and then was referred to them formally.

Q. And was the formal action taken by the executive committee that which
appears in what I now hand you as a statement of the executive committee of the
MIT Corporation regarding the case of Prof. Dirk J. Struik [indicating]? A. Yes,
Mr. Bresnahan.

Mr. Bresnahan. That is Exhibit No. 2,
The Chairman. It will be so entered in our record

[Statement of Executive Committee of MIT re the case of Dirk J. Struik,
marked “Dr. Stratton Exhibit 2.”]

Q. Now is there anything you want to tell us regarding the case of Professor
Struik and the actions taken by the corporation or would you prefer that I examine
you? A. May I ask your pleasure on this, gentlemen? I have prepared a state-
ment here which I am going to leave with you and I’m agreed obviously it will be
clearer and in fewer words. I think it will be most helpful to you, however, if you
examine me, or if we talk back and forth. If I’m going to make a general statement,
perhaps I ought to read this.

The Chairman. I think perhaps you ought to read the statement first and then
if we have questions we will go on with that.

The Witness. If you are willing I will do that, because it will be in as few as
possible words.
> Q. I’m going to recommend that. I’m now going to ask that if you have a
prepared statement you read it. A. I will turn the original over to you, and you
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use it for any purpose you please. I would like tire privilege of perhaps changing
or editing a few words and sending in copies for the whole committee.

The Chairman. That will be very satisfactory.
The Witness. The reason I ask that is
Judge Cashman. Before you do, may
The Chairman. Yes.

Dr. Killian only glanced at it this morning,
we go off the record?

[Discussion off the recorc

wish to go back on the record now?
you have a prepared statement that you

: a statement for the Massachusetts State

The Chairman. Mr. Counsel, do you

Q. I’m going to ask, Dr. Stratton, if
will read to the Committee? A. This if
Commission on Communism and Subversive Activities. I wrote it. It has the

it, but you will receive a formal copy andapprobation, the approval, of the Preside
a formal letter indicating his approval.

;en a member of theFaculty of the Massa-
or the past 16 years of that period he has
smatics with tenure. In the early 1920’s

“For 30 years Dirk .1. Struik has b
chusetts Institute of Technology. I
held the rank of Professor of Math
at Delft in Holland and later in Rome and Gottingen,Prof. Struik had acquired
the reputation of a brilliant and creative young mathematician whose inter-
;sts were centered principally in the fields of differential and non-Euclidean
;eometries. It was on the basis of this reputation that he was initially invited

to the Institute and within his professional field he has unfailingly met his
commitments and largely justified his early promise as a mathematician.
Although he has not been outstandingly prolific in the number of his research
papers, their quality has always been judged to be of the highest. The tes-
timony of several generations of students demonstrates that as a teacher he
has been extraordinarily effective.

In the earlier years of his residence at M. I. T. Prof. Struik was known to
hold political views variously described by his associates as ‘extremely liberal’,
‘socialistic’ or ‘left-wing.’ No reliable evidence has ever come to our attention
indicating that he discussed any subject other than mathematics in the
classroom. He has never denied speaking freely on political matters off the
campus, but we have been unable to confirm any specific case of his views
being pressed upon a student or colleague, and in fact several of his former
students, including some now rather distinguished members of our own faculty,
have reported that even in visits to his home the subject of politics did not
arise.”

It might be wise, Mr. Bresnahan, if I just break in herp and comment on these
things. You know very well, and you can well imagine, that we have followed
every single clue that has ever come to us of an indication that we might use one
way or the other, and this has been so for a number of years. We have had to deal
with gossip and rumor. I think what is at the heart of this thing is what does it
mean, what kind of an influence does he have on the students, and is this tolerable?
I do want you to know that we have been diligent to the last degree in searching
out everything.
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Rep. Tynan. May I interrupt you there? With relationship to the effect he
has on students, did you ever run it down with relationship to the effect that he
has had on other members of the faculty?

The Witness. Yes. May I come to that a little late
Rep. Tynan. Surely.
The Witness. I think that will emerge.

“In April 1949, Mr. Herbert Philbrick, a witness in the trial of eleven Com-
munist leaders in New York, testified that Dirk J. Struik had lectured before
Communist groups, and Mr. Philbrick seems clearly to have implied both
then and in subsequent testimony that he considers Professor Struik himself,
to all intents and purposes, to have been a member of the Communist Party.

On July 25, 1951, Professor Struik was called as a witness before a sub-
committee of the House Un-American Activities Committee. He refused to
answer most of the questions put to him and invoked the Fifth Amendment.

On September 11, 1951, Professor Struik was indicted by the Middlesex
County Grand Jury on charges of plotting to overthrow the Government of
Massachusetts and the Government of the United States by force or other
illegal means. The Executive Committee of the M. I. T. Corporation there-
upon immediately suspended him, continuing his compensation but relieving
him of all duties and association with students pending disposition of his case
in the courts. Contrary to expectation, the case did not come promptly to
trial. In May, 1950, the Commonwealth dropped the indictment without
trial in view of a decision of the U. S. Supreme Court with respect to a com-
parable case in the State of Pennsylvania.”ma.

And there again I will insert a comment, if I may. Quite naturally everyone has
been puzzled about this compensation. I must say that we were taken completely
off base by the long period of time that elapsed. The indictment, the testimony,
was in August, right at the end of the summer vacation. We immediately convened
as to what we would do. Then we received reports, in which we had considerable
confidence, that he was about to be indicted, and we held off until that point. The

t the time. We couldn’t have been morecompensation seemed a reasonable thin:
dismayed by the five years that elapse*

only on our own regularly retained legal
ade inquiries from other legal counsel as
ction of one kind or another at that time.

For advice, I might say, we relied not
counsel. Dr. Kelly and Dr. Compton n
to what the implications would be of an a
And you know the background of that.

far as I can, to interrupt at a minimum,
.t this point that your course of conduct

Judge Cashman. I will attempt, in s*
but I think it only fair to state to you

with reference to that seems to be, in my judgment, no different than the course of
conduct of the Government itself which has indicated that Social Security benefits
are payable to individuals despite complicity in the Communist movement, how-

mght about. But the question was asked,
irn citizen who proved to be a member of

ever we may not like the result that is br
“Supposing you did have an American-!
a subversive group and needed to eat?
because of the individual’s complicity.

The welfare payrolls are not stopped
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As much as I don’t like to aid and abet an individual, any individual who might
have a complicity with this movement —he doesn’t need my approval. I happen
to know who it is.

The Witness. Well, there were several. We wanted to be sure. These are
matters in which you well know there is not always complete agreement in the
legal proceedings, and we thought we had better be on the safe side.

Judge Cashman. To wind this up, you resolved this question on the basis of
ild, hard, legalistic grounds rather than emotional grounds, and we are not here

me had the emotional situation been oneto inquire as to what you would have d<
that was controlling.

sents the financial aspect, and I move toThe Witness. Now then, that reprei
another side.

a of illegal action, Professor Struik holds
ipinions that are repugnant to the officers

“Entirely apart from any questic
and has publicly advocated political
and governing bodies of this institution, to its faculty as a whole, and to the
overwhelming preponderance of American citizens. Both his views and his
actions have been the source of grave concern and intense embarrassment to
M.I.T. He in turn has volunteered no tangible concern for the good name
of the Institute, nor for the respect of his colleagues. He has in fact violated
a basic tenet in the whole concept of academic freedom. President Lowell of

s subject of academic freedom in 1917,
be forgotten that all liberty and every
'rofessors should speak in public soberly
self-advertisement, under a deep sense of
the institution and the dignity of their

Harvard, in a noted report on thi
remarked that: ‘. . . it must not
privilege implies responsibilities. I
and seriously, not for notoriety or i
responsibility for the good name oi
profession.’”

If I may insert a personal comment there, it has been our endeavor during this
whole long and difficult discussion in which we felt it necessary to bring the faculty
in. We made every effort, and it had, I think, a rather warm understanding and
responsibility, but a faculty, in defending this idea, this is not just a privilege but
it implies responsibility. And I think that the academic profession has not wholly
understood in this country the sense of responsibility that must go with certain
privileges. This is a footnote.

“Yet despite our antipathy to a view of society openly advocated by Pro-
fessor Struik, despite actions that we find impossible to condone, despite an
apparent total insensitivity to the good name of the Institute, Professor Struik
was restored to active duty following the termination of legal proceedings
against him and his former status was confirmed.

This action on the part of M.I.T. in the face of the popular feeling against
him has quite naturally appeared incomprehensible to many citizens of the
Commonwealth and beyond. The decision was not reached lightly. Indeed
no problem of a comparable character has in the history of this instutition
consumed such an amount of time and study on the part of representative
members of the faculty, of the officers, or of Committees of the Corporation;
nor has any issue led to a comparable degree of soul-searching as to the true
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significance of such academic ideas as freedom and tenure. It is perhaps
meaningful to recall the names of the Executive Committee whose duty it was
to recommend final action to the Corporation. Without exception they are
senior officers and directors of some of America’s largest industrial corpora-
tions, men who have held or who now hold major responsibilities related to
the defense of the United States, and who are thoroughly informed and alert
to the character and potential dangers of Communist infiltration.”

I didn’t in that statement put in those names. I would like to put them in and
comment on the situation. There is a point that should be made here. We would,
I think, operate unwisely and contrary to all of University procedure if we in this
were to ignore the faculty and to fail to take it into account in the discussions. In
the end though, in the final analysis, the responsibility for this decision must rest
upon the trustees. There is just no question about it. They must be the pro-
tagonists of the public interest. They cannot delegate that to anybody else. So
the faculty committee acted in an advisory capacity. It would have been a serious
matter to overrule them but they would have to be overruled if, in the opinion of
this group, it was improper. I’m trying to bring out that these people lay awake
nights with the problem.

Marshall Dalton, as you doubtless ki
facturers Mutual Insurance Company.
Telephone Laboratory and one of our gre
in all his relations with the Department i
of the Standard Oil Company of New Jen
the Paris office for many years. Robert S
Electric and chairman of the local Fedi
general manager of the film department ol
part of that whole group. Thomas D. Ca
D. Vannevar Bush participated in this,
at all meetings. Dr. Proctor, former Guv
who really represented the corporation. I
prepared that was entered into the reco
trustees present.

>w, is President of the Boston Manu-
Mervin Kelly is President of the Bell
atest public servants in the present time
f Defense. David Shepard is a director
ey, lived abroad in the London office and

Sprague, chairman of the board of Sprague
leral Reserve Bank. Donald Carpenter,
af Dupont, which is related to the Dupont,
'abot, son of Godfrey Cabot. In addition,
His name isn’t listed, but he was present

tvernor of Vermont. These are the people
And after this decision, this statement was
ord at a discussion of the whole body of

Judge Cashman. At this time you might repeat the matter was not dealt with
lightly.

The Witness. The matter was not dealt with lightly, and this was not new to
them. Since 1949 we have been back and forth on this.

The Chairman. This was all prior to the testimony given to our Commission
by Philbrick?

The Witness. Yes, sir.
“The basic questions at issue have centered around the nature and meaning

of tenure both in its formal contractual aspects and more significantly as a
part of the common law of universities. Out of the vast amount of study and
discussion that have been applied to this case over the past 7 years, with
particular intensity in recent months, two clear-cut conclusions have become
evident to the administrative officers of the Institute.”
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lam making two points, and lam going to take each one up. I may, by way of
explanation, say that the total problem is more easily looked at by the strictly
legal side. This is the problem which I am sure is bothering you and us, granted
that it is our responsibility, our larger responsibility. First there is this question
of the criminal activity. The second:

“It is our firm belief that the principle of academic tenure is a valid one and
must be respected. Although it might appear expedient at this moment to
dismiss Professor Struik on grounds of fitness as a teacher, we believe that such
an action would violate the highest traditions of a university, would seriously
impair the stand of M. I. T. in the entire academic world, and in the long

it interests of education and, consequently,run would prove contrary to the be;
of the Commonwealth itself.

that M. I. T. does not propose to harbor
ak of tenure who has been found guiltv of

I wish to make abundantly clear
anyone on its faculty under the do
criminal acts by the courts or when
strate without dispute that a crime
examination of all testimony made

lufficient evidence is available to demon-
has been committed. After a painstaking
public relating to the Struik case, we are

advised by our counsel, Mr. Phillips Ketchum of Herrick, Smith, Donald
Farley and Ketchum, that in his opinion M. I. T. does not have in its posse

in anv clear evidence that Professor Struik has been a member of the Com
.unist party since he came to the United States, nor in the opinion of counsel

a we have clear evidence that Professor Struik has ever advocated the over-
throw of our government by force or illegal means.”

He means by that evidence by which in his opinion we would be free to act on a
legal basis.

“It is entirely conceivable that a court of the Commonwealth or of the
Federal Government may, on the basis of this same testimony or on evidence
as yet undisclosed, at some future time find Professor Struik guilty of these
charges, and the Institute will thereupon promptly take appropriate action.
It is our present contention, however, that an educational institution cannot
and should not assume the functions of a court of law. M. I. T. cannot and
should not conduct a trial. It has no facilities for the collection of evidence
and no right to compel testimony. It cannot afford the defendant the right
of trial by jury, which is a basic privilege long established here for the protec-
tion of accused persons.

Whether or not Dr. Struik has nittecl a crime is therefore a matter to
n. Massachusetts initiated proceedingsbe determined by State or Federal act!

which have terminated without de<
Federal Government although it ha

;ion —on jurisdictional grounds. The
had ample opportunity to do so has

taken no action. M. I. T. cannot anticipate the possible outcome of an
eventual court proceeding by a termination of appointment.”

Now that, gentlemen, is all legal advice. That is the hard legal side, and I could
be wrong. A lot of it I have quoted, and I would certainly concede these are
matters which, as I said earlier, on which legal people would have to have an
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opinion. I think the most difficult part is what now follows, where we have to do
our own heart searching.

“Let me turn now to the more difficult question of fitne
On May 3, 1949, President Killian made public a statement on freedom of

inquiry and opinion within a faculty. It was quoted in Dr. Killian’s own
testimony before the present Commission and I shall repeat it here since it
lies at the heart of our considerations.”

I quote this because this is what happened in the sequence of events. In May or
late April, the Foster trial was under way in New York, and that was the first time,
when it came to public attention through testimony of Mr. Philbrick the statement
charging that Struik was a Communist involved in Communist activities. As you
recall, there was considerable stir in the newspapers, and we had to say where we
stood on the matter. So he prepared, in one of his first official acts just before his
inauguration as President, this statement which indicated under what circum-
stances we were prepared to take action:

“‘The Institute is unequivocally opposed to Communism; it is also sternly
opposed to the Communistic method of dictating to scholars the opinions they
must have and the doctrines they must teach. M.I.T. seeks first a faculty and
staff of thoroughly competent scholars and teachers of high integrity. Assum-
ing this competence and integrity, it believes that its faculty, as long as its
members abide by the law, and maintain the dignity and responsibilities of
their position, must be free to inquire, to challenge, and to doubt in their search
for what is true and good. They must be free to examine controversial matters,
to reach conclusions of their own, to criticize and be criticized. Only through
such unqualified freedom of thought and investigation can an educational insti-
tution, especially one dealing with science, perform its function of seeking
truth.

‘ The Institute also wishes to make it clear that it believes that the teacher,
as a teacher, must be free of doctrinaire control originating outside of his own
mind. He must be free to be critical and objective in his own way, and above
all he must work in the clear daylight withouthidden allegiances or obligations
which require him to distort his research or teaching in accord with dictates
from without. If a teacher were found to be subject to improper outside con-
trol in his teaching, the Institute would regard him as incompetent.’

It is evident that Professor Struik is a confirmed Marxist. He supports the
theory that the State, rather than private persons or corporations, should own

and operate most real property, and particularly the instruments of production.
His views are squarely in conflict with the private enterprise system of the
United States and are in large measure in accord with the announced principles
of Communism.

At the same time, Professor Struik steadfastly denies that at any time during
the 30-year period of his residence in the United States he has been a member
of the Communist Party, either in the technical sense of paying dues or carry-
ing a card, or in the more significant sense of being subject to its discipline.
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He maintains that he has arrived at each intellectual position by his own
reason and free will, and that he is obedient to no party line or external doc-
trine as such. He vigorously deniesalso that he has ever sought to bring about
changes in the social or political system other than by constitutional means
by his right of free speech and open discussion. M.I.T. has no clear evidence
to the contrary. As a teacher of mathematics he has been outstandingly suc-
cessful. As I have stated earlier, we have no reliable evidence of any kind to
indicate the infusion of Marxist ideas into the classroom.

The remaining problem is whether a man holding such views is an appropri-
ate person to occupy a post on the faculty of M.I.T. Laying aside for lack of
proof the question of the influence on students of Professor Struik’s opinions,
let us concern ourselves with the whole intellectual climate of M.I.T. as a
university. The university is the institution in our society dedicated to the
generation and exchange of ideas. To fulfill its proper function the university
must presume a growing maturity on the part of the student. We shall build
strong minds and independent, sturdy thinkers only as we concede to the
college student a reasonable measure of intellectual responsibility. He should
be exposed to many ideas, many attitudes towards learning and society, but
indoctrinated in none.

This process is not wholly without risk, but to estimate the magnitude of
that risk we must consider also the countervailing forces. I think it unneces-
sary for me to remind this Commission of the role that M.I.T. has played in
our community for more than 90 years, of its insistence upon the development
of thoroughness and integrity in professional education, of its contributions to
the public welfare. Indeed I believe the record of M.I.T. in recent years in its
service to the Commonwealth and to the Federal Government is without a
parallel on the part of any other College. The contributions have been pos-
sible because of the integrity, the competence and the spirit of public service
that prevail in our faculty at every age and rank. It is this same faculty that
sets the true temper and climate of ideas at M.I.T. Our students learn to
think and work in the context of such ideas, and to deepen their sense of
public responsibility. There is no conceivable way in which every student
can be protected from the occasional shallow reasoning of his own mind.
Nonetheless we can assure the Commonwealth that an undergraduate at
M.I.T. dwells in a sound and healthfully invigorating intellectual environment.

Finally, we should like the Commission to share our belief that the freedom
of ideas in a university is more important than the particular fate of the in-
dividual involved. This freedom appears to us to be vital for the very existence
of a university and should be as jealously safeguarded by the legislature as by
the institution itself. It can be maintained only at the price of retaining in
our midst members whose opinions may be unpopular and at times distasteful.
We believe that the harm they may do in a healthy society so long as they
act within the law • is vastly less than the damage that results from sup-
pression or removal. Attempts at compulsion of thought in one domain will
lead to intolerance in another. Elimination of the more radical thinkers from
a faculty will imperceptibly alter the character of the whole body. Without
freedom of expression, fear creeps in. There is no more tragic example of this
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slow yielding to political forces than the gradual surrender of the faculties of
German universities to Nazi-ism in the period from 1928to 1939. Communism
at the moment is a burning issue and rightly so. Nevertheless it is well to
remember that terrible human conflicts have in the past arisen from anti-
Semitism, religious bigotry and racial intolerance. Other similar contro-
versies may affect us in the future. Academic freedom is a subtle conception,
elusive to defineand often difficult to justify. Yet we believe that our country
can best be served in times of great stress and national peril by those institu-
tions who have most firmly preserved their academic liberties and maintained
their virility and freedom of thought.”

Now, of course, the latter part of this is the professional faith which many of
us share, more formal than I would want to make for this Commission. The prob-
lem, you see, comes down to this: First, the division between these legal techni-
calities. The question: “Well, why don’t you face it out and go to court and see
what you can do as a contractor? ” But the problem that has beset us is suppose
we act out of apparent expediency and also, what I have already said to you to
be the opinions of many, and fire this fellow and take the consequences? What
happens then? There you have the responsibility of an administrative officer.
What is the effect? What is the interpretation of what you are doing? So we have
tried to weigh, to balance, these two things. Then, in doing that, we have done
our very utmost to find out what action was taking place.

Now I think it wouldbe irresponsible on my part to come here to try to guarantee
to you that he has had no effect upon anyone. All I can say is that I can’t find
that effect. And let me say there is a great deal of evidence and testimony on the
part of students for years, and faculty members that I have talked to going around
to bear this out. The man is an extraordinarily effective teacher of mathematics.
One of our most conservative trustees, who did not share wholly this conclusion,
has called me from New York and said, “I must tell you that my son is a student
there in these classes, and he feels very strongly that this man is the best teacher
you ever had. This will amuse you. I must quote it to you.”

Then the next question is what about off the campus? Now Struik was perfectly
free to say that he has had students at home. He says perfectly freely that he talks
about political matters and expresses his philosophy. Now on the question of
influence upon his colleagues, I don’t know. You are probably better informed than
I am. Ido know that I have talked of the proceedings before the Velde Committee
and the McCarthy Committee. The other members of our faculty who have had
histories all came to me and talked with great freedom. They were always warned
that I was prepared to testify to anything they may have said to me, but they
each gave an account of how they got into this, what their doubts were with
regard to Struik. They also volunteered that Struik was not the cause of their
trouble. So I don’t know about his influence on his colleagues.

The Chairman. In other words, you are saying that it was not Professor Struik
that influenced them to join the movement?

The Witness. That is precisely my statement. Martin has told me, and so has
Amdur and Levinson. That is an entirely fascinating history that is due to a set
of circumstances.
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The Chaibman. Has Professor Struik been as frank with you and those who are
joined with you in positions of authority who have had cause to talk with him
about this subject? Has he been as frank with you and these others as these other
professors that you now allude to? Has Dr. Struik let his hair down and talked
with you at length, or has he been reticent and withheld or given the appearance of
withholding?

The Witness. In my opinion he has not been frank, but I would like to amend
that part to supplement that by a statement. I have known Struik as a colleague
since about 1930 to 1935. I happened to be a theoretical physicist at one point,
and I was concerned with the kind of problems he was concerned with. So I know
pretty much about his technical side. On the political side, I first dealt with him
intimately in about 1938 and ’39 and ’4O. And out of a context that you will
readily recognize, this is the period when at Harvard there was considerable
agitation for the establishment of a teachers’ union. We have every reason to
believe now that although there were a number of people involved in that dis-
cussion who clearly were not Communists and I speak probably with knowledge
there because some of them have been cleared by the FBI since then. Neverthe-
less, behind it there was no question that Communists groups in Cambridge were
encouraging us. There began to be some talk about the impossible development of
this sort of thing at MIT. Members of the faculty, of which I happened to be one,
were bitterly opposed to the very idea, thought that this should never happen.
There was established a committee of which I at one time became chairman, which
was a staff administration committee, so to speak, to discuss, toward the beginning
of the war, a large number of problems which affected both the Institute and the
faculty, to provide a channel for communication. Prof. Struik was a member of
that committee at my request. Prof. Amdur was also a member of that committee,
not at my request. He just came in.

At the time the question was raised as to whether I wanted Struik on there,
because this was a period when it was beginning to be seen that he was pretty far
over on the left side, and I insisted that he remain, that he be nominated. it was
a faculty election because it has always appeared to me you should take the
ground out from under that movement and give these people every opportunity
to say what is on their minds, to give them no opportunity of pretending that they
had no channel of communication. I have to admit that in the two and a half
years that I acted as such, Struik never proposed anything in this group about
which I could complain.

That was the first instance in which I began to have some feeling though of what
his views were. It was a time of the Spanish Loyalist cause. There was no question
of how he stood on that.

The next instance was the reported memos in your possession that he just so
happened that he refused to testify before a Congressional Committee. I was
present, and Dr. Compton and Dr. Killian were not. He came in and he said he
would report what had taken place and would I like to hear it. I said that was
up to him. If he wished to speak I would be glad to listen. You have a report of
that memorandum. You may want to examine me on it.

Mr. Bresnahan. At this time I would like to introduce an exhibit.
[Discussion off the record.]
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The Chairman. One of the questions we usually ask the witness is have you ever
been or are you now a member of the Communist Party?

The Witness. I have not been and am not now and to my knowledge have
aever been a member of any organization which is on the Attorney General’s list.

Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] Dr. Stratton, might I affirmatively say that you
are, like Caesar’s wife, beyond suspicion, as far as we are concerned, in relation to
Communism and matters of subversion. The question that has been asked you
has only been a formal matter in order that it may formally appear on the record.
A. I understand it entirely, Mr. Bresnahan, and I can reply in the affirmative,
and I think the documentation is the fact that I have held, since 1939 or 1940 at
all times, clearances up to and beyond top secret and that this has been reaffirmed

ir several agencies besides the Department of Defen
Judge Cashman. Have you a Q clearance

The Witness. I have a Q clearance.
Tynan. Did Struik have any clearance of that sort

The Witness. Never at any tir
Judge Cashman. Off the record

iscussion off the record

Mr. Bresnahan. I ask that this be marked Dr. Stratton Exhibit 3, a memo-
randum of July 27, 1951, regarding his conversation with Prof. Stn

The Chairman. It will be so entered in our record.

‘Memorandu
1951, signed

regarding conversation with Prof.document en

J. A. Stratton, marked “Dr. Stratton
Exhibi

Q. Now, Doctor, could I direct Mention to that memorandum? This
at you had with him on Julynemoranc

25th, several days after he appeared befon
gating subversion and Communism in wl

Committee in invest!(

i he invoked the Fifth Amendment.
At that time he told you that he had idea that the Cambridge group before
which Mr. Philbrick had said he had giv ax a lecture was a C
A. That is right. I think that is what tl s referring to and I think
that was very candid. You can say he wa. ing, or you can also take the position
that it was none of my business

Q. Well, subsequent events in his own itimony have indicated that he wasn’t
telling you the truth when he told you th
the truth, except I have to, in all equity, p(

at? A. I’m sure he wasn’t telling me
it out that he was under no obligation

to answer my questior

Q. No. But he was reporting to you a an official of MIT and on a voluntary
basis. A. You are quite right, Mr. I ban. We had attempted at this and

mtional dishonesty.every other point to find out if it was an i
The Chairman. Had he come to you iluntarily in this particular instance?
The Witness. Entirely voluntary

The Chairman. You hadn’t sent word to him?
The Witness. That is right. I would put a little different connotation in there.

I was surprised by the visit. He came in and said in effect, “Well, you have seen
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the headlines. I’m sure you are wondering why I did what I did.” And I said,
“Yes, I am.” He said, “Would you like me to tell you about it?” I said, “You
are free to tell me anything you please, but you do this at your own risk.”

Now when we got into the discussion I began to lead him on, and I have to
admit

The Chairman. How many days after his testimony?
The Witness. About three days.
Judge Cashman. You started to say you have to admit what? You admit what,

Doctor?
The Witness. I was leading him on in matters. First, it is clear that despite

all he was emotionally upset. He felt he should make some report. In answer to
the earlier question, Sen. Bowker, I did not feel then that he came in as these other
fellows did and sat down and talked about their problems. I have talked to them
by the hour in trying to work them around to the point where they would have to
deal with their conscience. Struik has never done that with me.

I said, “I read these things in the paper. What do they mean? Did you go to
such and such a place?” “Yes, I did gi

“Was it Communist dominated?” “I didn’t know
Judge Cashman. He didn’t much care.
The Witness. He didn’t care. That is the whole point. This is the essence of

this, whatever you and I may think, if we get down into the legal technicalities of
proving that he lied, this is awfully difficult. After all, this was made after he was
out of the room. This is my trouble, you se

Q. Well, now, he didn’t at any time tell you he was in attendance over a period
of years in a group of Harvard and MIT faculty members that were Communist?
A. No, sir, he did not volunteer that fact.

Q. And did he deny that he ever attended any Communist, closed Communist,
meetings? A. No, sir

Q. Was it ever brought to his attenti
the fact as to whether or not he had attenc
Tech professors who admitted their Cornu
although we were beginning to have some
the open that these other men were mem

m, or did you bring it to his attention,
sd meetings in the same group with other
unism? A. At that time, in this period,
ideas of our own, it had not come out in
lers. I couldn’t reproach him with that.

[Discussion off the record.]

The Witness, tie was not completely candid with me, in my opinion. The
difficulty was he was under no obligation, any legal obligation, to volunteer his
statement. Then he went before the faculty committee. It was their feeling that
if he had fallen down on the same point that he might be subject to censure. They
came to the conclusion and they spent the better part of the summer on it.
They spent days in the office with Struik and every witness they could get their
hands on that was related to it and they came to the conclusion that he had
spoken very freely with them.

Q. When you say every witness that they could get their hands on, it appears
in our records that Mr. Philbrick in testifying said that he was not asked by any-
body at Tech to give any of his information and that he was always available.
A. That is correct.
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Q. It is correct that he was not approached by anybody? A. This was con-
sidered, and I suspect, frankly, they regretted they didn’t do it. The reasons for
it are very clear. That testimony of Mr. Philbrick was gone over backward and
forward by counsel. It wasn’t that there was any doubt of what he said. The
presumption was that he had disclosed most of what hehad, and this left us still with
the question of are we going to talk of the legality of whether it is a crime or are we
going to talk about his fitness? Their conclusion was that we cannot adjudicate the
problem of the action and that is the only reason for not calling in Mr. Philbrick.

Q. Is one of the requisites of a professor at a university to be a professor that
he be truthful? A. Yes, sir.

Q. Well, I rather hope and I expect that this Commission will turn over to
MIT the transcripts of testimony taken before it of Mr. Philbrick. A. We
would like to have it.

Q. And of Mr. Struik also, so that the University can examine into whether or
not he was candid before you and what he has testified to under oath, where it is
not voluntary but is strictly under oath.

I’m going to ask this. Was this memorandum of your conversation with Pro-
fessor Struik on July 27, 1951, marked Exhibit 3, turned over to the Committee on
Academic Responsibility? A. It was.

Q, The professors of Technology who had appeared before the Congressional
Committee and named Struik as a Communist, were they available and did they
appear before the Committee on Academic Responsibility? A. Yes, sir.

Q. The MIT Committee? A. You are referring to Martin?
Q. Martin, Amdur and Levinson. A. Amdur was not called because he was

in California. They thought the evidence was sufficient in saying that they wouldn’t
call him. That was the reason for that. Thejr were concerned about their failure
to do that as a formality, but the reason was he was on leave of absence in Cali-
fornia at the time.

The Chairman. I believe one question was asked of Mr. Philbrick when he
testified before us as to whether or not anyone from MIT, any official from MIT,
had asked for his judgment on this matter, or any information from him, and he
replied in the negative. And the further question was asked him whether he had
any knowledge transmitted to him by the FBI as to whether or not the FBI in
turn had been asked by any officials at MIT as to their information in respect to
Professor Struik, and he answered in the negative on that also.

The Witness. Would Ibe permitted to go off the record?
Mr. Beesnahan. Surely.

[Discussion off the record.]

Rep. Tynan. As you know, Doctor, we should come up with some recommenda-
tions to the Legislature from our work. And you being in the academic line, I
wonder if you would give me your opinion relative to perhaps an amendment to
the teachers’ oath law which would stipulate that failure of a teacher, professor or
anyone in that particular field to give responsive answers to questions regarding
the upholding of the Constitution of either the State or the Federal government
and failure to give a responsive answer would deem their unfitness? Would that
in some cases solve the solution for the institutions?



[Mar.HOUSE — No. 2828.200

ft

■. I anticipate, I realize your problem,
at we avoid formulating or introducing
arry out. It must be operable. Some of

The Witness. I honestly don’t kno
The only warning that I can offer is tl
legislation which we don’t know how to c

ay, a Communist-thinking fellow. And
enough law and the kinds of difficulties

the objections concern how you identif
the same way on the oath. I don’t kno\>
you get into. I don’t mean to avoid your question

ilv the number of instances over the lastJudge Cashman. I think that
sition which indicates anfew years in which the Supreme Cc

investigating committee did not have the right to ask certain questions or to com

pel answers thereto is so great that you don’t quite know what to d
on and I am not a lawyer, but I do
was in Boston or one of the adjoining

Reo. Tynan. May I I ttcnt
recall the case. I don’t know whether it

of the failure to respond he w'as removedareas, when it was determined because
the case to the Supreme Court it wasfrom his position, and later on when he tc

ruled that there was no guarantee
Faxon caseJudge Cashman. That

tlRep. Tynan. I was thinking along that line, because you could come into a
point of what determines fitness. I think you will eventually see the report of theJj

that certainlyng. I think th
Mr. Struik was quite insulting to a legislative group. I certainly don’t think thatiup. I

itv of a professor. I know of one illus-arries on with the position or with the
tration that you people had before I was on this Committee where one professor

a demonstration. I think that certainlybrought his students in here and put
who is in control of thesiwould be grounds for an institution to remove

ling theiryoungsters, and perl
it might be grounds. Let us concedeThe Witness. The difficulty is

pact of that particular action onit away with it neatl
the whole university? The same problem that you have, let us say, with General

Why didn’t you deal with the man asElectric or anyone else, the question i;
If you look more and more at the patternyou do in an industrial corporation

of industrial matters, you recognize that it doesn’t rest upon the legal right to do
roll as what the consequences of what your action are and the wholethe th

morale, the character, the production of the organization. This is theresponsibility
of management, and when you try to make bylaws and rules that pin them down,

not only of MIT but of this country has
Are they intelligent? Have they got

The second thing is the influence on the

your faith, your confidence in the security
got to rest in the belief: Are they alert
courage? Do they know their business?
students. The point I’m most anxious to convey to you in this document is that I
can’t tell you that he has perhaps had an influence on the students. The boys
don’twarp quite so easily. But it can happen. But you must look at this as a boy
with one Struik and several other hundred fellows who are doing these things to
make MIT what it is all over the world, the kind of asset I think it is to this com-
munity.

Rep. Tynan. I see that side, but I’m wondering if you see the side that I’m
thinking of: taking somebody and letting them perhaps flout the law without any
reactions, like taking a gangster, who, because he has a smart lawyer, and yet
everybodyknows that he is guilty. What reaction does that have upon the student?
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The Witness. I think you can’t put that responsibility on an educational in-
stitution. I think that judicial bodies have got to defend that.

Rep. Tynan. Or the legislative body writing law.
The Witness. Providing you don’t have laws that do more damage to the in-

stitution. If you will forgive me, this is a digression, but it is a thing that I’m
terribly anxious to state to you. I’m sitting here with you. I’m just as much in
accord with your feelings as anybody cduld be. But to convey to the people of
this state that because of this one case MIT is therefore flouting the law, approving
or condoning this kind of thing and is not a good place for parents to send their
boys would be a grave disservice surely. I say this very respectfully, but I think
that is part of your problem too.

Just to conclude, to formulate legislation, if it accomplishes the purpose, God
bless you. If it merely leads into inquisitions to try to decide things, then we are
in trouble. Let me tell you off the record.

[Discussion off the record.]
The Chairman. I would like to get back on the record and go back a little bit

beyond this statement you were asking questions on. Just prior to Mr. Struik
going into this matter of the testimony concerning the eleven Communists and the
other three professors, did any of the three and Dr. Struik consult with you or
other, either faculty or administrative, authorities at MIT in respect to the retain-
ing of counsel

The Witness. Struik did not. The others dr
The Chairman. The other three professors did talk with you folks about

counse

The Witness. And I may say that we urged very strongly that they get the
best possible counsel. I will not comment on the record on Air. Struik’s counsel,
but he has had that counsel quite a long tir

that counsel prior to this particular caseThe Chairman. Did Mr. Struik have
at which he testified?

Congressional Committee in 1951The Witness. The hearings before tl
The Chairman. Yes.
The Witness. He did.

; in 1951 did he at any time consult in
,y or administrative, at MIT in refer-

The Chairman. And prior to the hear
that instance wr ith authorities, either fac
ence to his choice of counsel?

ilge anyway. I was not an administra-The Witness. No, sir, not to my know!
tive officer before 1949, and he had had a number of discussions with Dr. Compton.
I refresh my memory now that as in the case of Martin, Dr. Compton called
Struik in and had a series of conferences with him. The reports are not very con-
clusive, except that he was not very pleased with the discussion.

The Chairman. I just wanted to develop the fact that Dr. Struik did not con-
sult at MIT in regard to counsel at any time as far as you know?

The Witness. Yes.
[Discussion off the record.]

Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] Before Struik’s appearance as a witness in front of
this Commission, had you had a conversation with him regarding his testimony?
A. Yes, I did.
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Q. Will you tell us about that? A. Professor Struik made an appointment
and came to my office. He referred to the newspaper statement that the Com-
mission was going to have hearings involving him, that I would like to know that
he had been subpoenaed to appear and he was going to appear on a certain date,
that the faculty committee had made references to his lack of candor and that
he wanted to repair any defect in the future and he was doing it first by telling me.
I said, “That is very interesting.” He said, “Would you like to know what I’m
going to do?” I said, “That is entirely up to you, but I think it highly likely
that I’m going to be called also by the Commission or that one of us will and I
must feel free to say that I see fit to answer any question regarding our conversa-
tion that may arise.”

He said, “I understand.”
He then said, “I intend to refuse to testify. I’m going to stand first on” what

he called “the Einstein position. Second, at my lawyer’s suggestion, I’m going
to question the technical or legal competence of the committee. Third, I’m going
to plead the Twelfth Amendment and refuse to answer about names on principle.”

I said, “if you refuse to say where you stand, you who say that all your actions
are governed by principle and yet you are unwilling to stand on principle and
state publicly right or wrong what these things are, how do you expect MIT to
continue in its embarrassment and to ignore its own convenience and good name
and support and maintain you on the faculty?”

He said, “Well, my lawyer tells me that this is the absolute safe legal position,
and if Ido this I can neither be cited for contempt not perjury.” I said, “I think
you have had for a long time, if I may volunteer this, bad legal advice and that you
would have been in a far better position and we in a far better position” because
he has repeatedly protested his concern about the good name of MIT “were
you to speak frankly and openly as to where you stand. If you have committed
no crime, even though I disagree with everything for which you stand, I at least
can defend your record there.”

He said, “I have put up with an awful lot. I have had a very bad time for five
years. I don’t want to go through it again. I simply refuse to talk about people.
In principle I think that is wrong, and I’m told if I begin then I will be legally
committed to go one after the other or else I will be judged in contempt.”

I said, “Well, on the matter of whether you tell names on that principle I can’t
speak about that. I recognize that is a very difficult moral problem on which I’m
not going to attempt a judgment. There are differences of view. But others have
taken that position and at least I would like to know why you aren’t going to
speak openly.” Then I said, “Remember, anything that goes on here I’m free to
repeat. I’m going to ask you again some direct questions that have been on my
mind for many years. Are you or have you been a Communist?” He said, “I
have held aloof from the Communist Party.” I replied, “I don’t know what that
means. I will put it another way. I’m going to ask you two things. First, are you
or have you been a member of the Communist Party in any of these technical
senses to which I don’t attach much meaning dues, card, all those things? ”

He said, “Absolutely not.”
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I said, “Now you know as well as I do, or I know as well as you do, that that
doesn’t mean a thing really, because one can be a member of the party without
having cards, paying dues and so on. But you tell me that you are not a member
and have not been a member of the Communist Party in this sense, that you are
free of any doctrine from without, any party line, that although not only these
positions that you hold are largely in accord with what the Communists theoreti-
cally advocate, that they are your own positions, that you feel free to depart from
them, that you have indeed departed from them from time to time, that you are a
free agent.” I said, “Because without that I won’t defend you. In fact, I will
institute proceedings against you. I have to fall back on Dr. Killian’s statement
that if a man can clearly be demonstrated to be a free agent and that he can be
shown to have not conspired or engaged in any criminal activities, then at least we
can defend him. But without that I can’t.” He said, “This is absolutely true.”

Then he went on to say, “In 1920 or ’2l in Holland, at one point I followed the
Communist line. I followed it against my better judgment. It had to do with
some interests in national affairs. I thought it was wrong. I have never ceased
to regret it. I have made many mistakes, but I have never done that. Every
decision I arrive at is my own and it continues to be so.”

I said, “Then why don’t you stand up, whatever the consequences, and speak
openly? I don't think, but I don’t know, that this Commission is after you on the
technicality of perjury or contempt, although they are perfectly prepared to do
that if that is the line you adopt. We must know publicly what you stand for.”

He said, “Well, I’m told repeatedly by my lawyer that I will then run the risk
of perjury if I do that, because I was in so many different things at so many times
that I really frankly don’t remember. I’m sure there is evidence that will prove
that I was wrong.”

“In short, Professor Struik, you are saying that your actions are going to be
governed by your personal convenience and that this course of action has been
dictated by your counsel and that you ask at the same time that MIT ignore its
own convenience and continue to defend your status on the faculty.”

He said, “Those are very harsh words.”
I said, “It is about time somebody said some harsh words to you.” He said,

“Well, you sting me very much.”
I said, “I think it is more than time.” He said, “You advise me to undertake

the Furry position?” I said, “I advise you nothing.”
He said, “If I take this position and go to jail for contempt, what will MIT do?”
I made no commitment. “We will look at the case on its merits at the time.

You make up your mind. You say you are standing on principle. You still have
to demonstrate that this is an overriding principle.”

He said, “Well I’m very much shaken. I will consult with my lawyer this
evening.”

The next day he came back this was in a private session and he came in to
see me. He said, “I did what you told me. I don’t know what the result will be.”

[Discussion off the record.]
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Q. [By Mr. Bkesnahan.] Let me ask you, Doctor, what, if any, benefit do
you feel has come to universities as the result of legislative investigations in the
field of education in Massachusetts? A. I think their effect has been salutary
to the extent that they have compelled the universities to look and see that their
houses are in order. Now if they are carried to the point of embarrassing and
intervening in the very delicate management of this academic enterprise, then I

more harm can be done than good. I
ople of the Commonwealth do look at
uals might not approve certainly of the
fisdom of the institution in taking the
ou rest your final judgment upon the

think rapidly one reaches the point where
think it is important that you and the pe
this in its entirety. Though you as individ
individual himself or even concur in the \
action which it has, I recommend that y
quality and the achievement and the largi tributions of MIT as a whole. I
urge you in discussing this, as you shall and in your report, to point out that we

ideas we neither condone nor share;
if a faculty, let us say, of 700 people,

are dealing here with one individual whose
but the student comes under the influence c
and what they stand for, what ideas they co
is demonstrated by the achievements of MT
and to the nation at large. And no studen
climate without being exposed to these peoj:
or contributing their own efforts really unsp;

mvey about our American institutions
T as an institution to this community

Nt, it seems to me, can live in such a
iple who are on the frontiers of science
oaringly for the national interest. And

the amount of this on the part of the individual, through advice, through sacrifice,
verjr largely coming out of the earning capacity of the faculty member himself,
that devotion to public interest, that sense of duty, cannot fail to be transmitted
to the student himself. You don’t want unknowingly to leave the public with a
feeling, because necessarily of the publicity surrounding this particular case and
all its more spectacular aspects, that this is MIT. That would be to damage, I
think, one of the great institutions, and I am very proud of my institution.

Q. But also, Dr. Stratton, you have to take into account that one who is a
member of the faculty of MIT, when he speaks he speaks with a greater recogni-
tion than an ordinary citizen. A. That is right

Q. And if there is on the faculty of MIT one who lends his name to organiza-
tions and becomes a member of an organization that is inimical to our form of
government, as far as the public is concerned, the effect is far greater because of his
connection with MIT. Isn’t that why there must be a very close examination
into the moral and intellectual fitness of the professors? A. We are making, and
will make again, that kind of an examination. I have to fall back on the statement
I made earlier that in the final analysis of the judgment you make it is not to say
that we disregard this point you are making, because we don’t. But when you
move and say this man is unfit and you discharge him, what is the interpretation?
What is this large academic world upon which after all we depend? What is the
effect upon them? This is managerial responsibility. It is as simple as that.

Q. If we can assist you in any way, we will turn over all the information and the
transcripts of the testimony that we have. A. We will make immediately a
formal request for all the transcripts that you are willing to submit to us for ex-
amination. We will look at this not only through counsel but through the execu-
tive committee. May I ask this? This is an executive session. There is a meet-
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ing of our executive committee of our corporation next week, and I will report
fully what transpired here.

Q. Surely.
The Chairman. Mr. Counsel, we are through with the witness?
Mr. Beesnahan. Yes.
The Chairman. Then you are excused, Doctor.

[Hearing closed.]
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