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The Miitant tendency
Iz etill parhaps tha
biggest and best-
known of the loft
groups in this country.
But where do Militant
raally stand? Clive
Bradlsy Invoestigatss.
Part Two next wsek

= { you ever hea: the Milifant

tendency talk about the rest

@ of the ‘far Left', you'll
notice they describe everyone as
‘the sccts’, But-.Mllitant are
themselves a real sect, even if an
unusunlly iarge one by British
standards. They're a bit llke n
religious sect — n group walled
off from the rest of the world
convineed they've got the
tablets of stone, and secing thelr
own Infercsfs ns the most
{mportant thing.

Debate on the left is as importunt
as unity, if we're to bufld an
intclilgent aoclalist movement,
Different loft groups should argue,
dcbnte and criticisc each other —
and unitc egainst the right-wing.

What s a Marxist tendency?
Marxism is a way of analysing
soclely which understands politics
as the sum total of struggle between
different classes — mainly between
big business and the working class.
We think regl change comes about
when peopie fight for it. A national
dock strike, if the whole labour and
trade union {and student)
movement back i, will have more
effect in turning the tide on the
Tories than glitzy Labour Party TU
commercials,

So Marxists don’t just analyse the
world — we work {o change it, We
try to ind a link between our ideas
about society and the struggles that
take place,

_ The working class will change
society, And the working class in
Britain has built a movement — the
Labour Party and the trade unions
— over 200 years. We get invoived
to ¢hange this mavement so that 1t
van chanee the world,

The movement won't change 3l
in ane go. The working class learns
iessans from its different stuggles;
but sometimes it Is a slow progess
and the job of Marxists is to help
the sorking class learn, pot like
teachers with a blackboard, but by
being part of the education itsell.

A NMarxist tendeney  is that
section of the movenent that has
studied  and  anderstoed the  big

fessons of the ¢lass strugple, 1t tries
{o help the rest of the movement
learn the same Jossons hy. fighting
alongside it, and within it,

A sect, on the other hand, jusi
sees changing societg as 8 matier of
grnduailg getting bigger. It secs
getting bigger as more Important
than the development of the whole
movement,

ack In the heady days of
1968 Mllitant wae o small
very lacklustre part of the

feft, In the 708 it grew to a few
thousand supporters becguse it had
coniro} of the Labour Party Young
Soclalists (LPYS), It took control in
1969-70, when the rest of the left
hed feft the Labour Party —
sometimes out of stupldity,
sometimes to get Involved In big
stuggies agalnst the Labour
government In the iate *slxties, and
the Torles In the early 'seventies,

The 17 years or 20 durlng which
Militant ran the LPYS were a
strange tlme In the history of
Labour's youth movements.

Qutside those 18 years, the entire
history i{s of radical, combative
groups gaining support among the
youth and coming intc stormy
conflict with Labour’s bureaucratic
leaders, But the [7 years of
‘revolutionary Marxist’ leadership
by Militant were years of peace and
quiet, And then when Neil Kinnock
decided to shut down the LPYS it
went with scarcely a whimper,

When Militant took over the
LPYS, it was a shell with a few right
wingers in it. The Labour Party
leadership had imposed
undemocratic rules on the LPYS,
because in the early ’sixties the
LPYS had been too radical.

Militant never changed those
rules, and flercely opposed those of
us who wanted them changed,

for example, LPYS National
Committee was not giccted by |is
annual national c¢enference —
regional conferences elected one
representatlve each, Insiead. This
meant that the NC was not
accountable te the confcrences that
made the policy it was sypposed to
act on.

{1 also meant that minority vigws
ngver had any hope of
representation. Unlike the National
Lnion of Studcenis for example,
there was never any provision for
minority viewpoints (o be reflected
on the the lepding commitiee, If
NUS Exec was ciected in the way

. LPYS NC was, Militant would not

have anybody on it.

So the LPYS vass generitily not
very democratic, At gational
vonferences the overwheiming
majotity of speaklng time swas

taken up by Mifitant (often through
long 'summing up') with very little
debate. Debates were often stitched-
up to make sure as few non~-Militant
supporters as posaible got to speuk.

emocracy and debate aren't {uut

- nice thoughts for the working class

movement, We noad debate, 30 we
can be sure about what we’re dolng,

Worse, the LPYS was never
much more than a stage with a
Mllitant speaker on it. It never
intervened in the world around i,
Two examples:

1. In the late 19703, there was the
biggest radicalization of youth slnce
the Vietnam war, focussed around
the Anti-Nazi League (ANL).

The ANL was set up by the
Soclallst Workers' Party, It had lots
wrong with it, and eventually
declined because it failed to defend
black people from fascist attacks.
In October 1978, the ANL
deliberately avoided a clash with
fascists threatening the Asian
commuanity in East London, and
marched tens of thousands of
people to a pop concert instead,

Bat thousands of youth involved
in and around the ANL wanted to
do something to stop the National
Front, who had been getting high
votes in by-clections. And the ANL
certainly did hcip force the NF into
the retreat.

A socialist youth movement
should have got involved
wholehcartedly in the ANL, built it,
been the best activists in it, and
tried to give it a'socialist direction,
That way, it would have built itself.

The LPYS largely sat on the
sidelines, complaining that the
ANL wasn't socialist. Militant
wasn’t in East London, hclping the
Asian community to beat back the
fascists — and it wasn't visible at
the ANL pop concert either?

This was typical Militant. Their
argument ran: ‘“We know how to
fight fascism — fight for socialism.
That’s the only way — anything less
is a blind alley. The ANL are
wasting their time.”

For Militant, ‘understanding’ or
‘seeing the need for socialism’, was
an alternative to actual struggle in
the ANL {sometimes fairly, often
not} rather than try to convince
ANL activists by fighting alongside
themn,

The end result, of course, was
that the ANL collapsed and very
few ol the youth in it got involved
in the LPYS. :

2. A lew years latcr, there. was
another youih radicalisation,
around Youth CND, It was a repeat
performance,

The Militani-dominated LPYS
did almost no work in the YCIND.
Instead it lectured YCND that ‘only
socialisin can stop war' (which s



true) and felt very pleased with
itself. Another opportunity was
wasted,

Again, Militant’s arpuments werc
typical of theny. They had a very
oft-hand attitude to the threat of
nuclear war (implying it was
imnossible  beeanse the working
class wng (0@ strong) and were
oppased (0 Britlsh withdrawa] fram
NATO (hecause it would make ne
real difference),

Thcr didn’t uwnderstand that g
stepgple against nuclear weapons —
of NATQ = could make far mere
difference ta people’s
undersignding and to their veal
ablility to achleve soclalism, than
Militapt’s ‘patient  explalnations’.
Explaination is fing — but it musi
be connegted to struggles around
us, or it gogsn’ really cantribute {o
building a soclallst movement,
Miiltant counterpesed @ fulure
soclglist movemsnt (o the current-
day ‘raw materfal', Hke YOND
activists, who could create such a
movement,

Year after year for 17 vyears,
Miiltant had declared nt cach year's
LPYS conference that 1t was the
best ever, "*The Marxiats’ were
going cver onwards and upwnrds,
buliding a strong movement of
working class youth,

When Kinnock finally moved
aguinat i, that movement proved to
be dead and hollow. It crumbied
into duat, Milltant moved shop into
the Youth Trade Unlon Riphts
Campaign and the National Union
of Students -— and there was
nothing feft,

Empty, lifeless, bureaucratic,
radlcal {n its words about 100%
nationalisation but timid and
narrow-minded in activity — thai,
on the evidence of the LPYS, is
what o Militant-led youth
movemnent looks ke, Students
attrected by Milltant’s new upbeat
style In the National Union of
Students should take nate.

—, ecause Militant only saw the
PLPYS as a theatre to per-
l= /form in, it remained small

and ineffective. When the Labour
Party leadership decided to axe it,
they met little real resistance,

The whole story of the witch-
hunt is instructive too. The current
Kinnockite leadership of the
Labour Party came about because
of the ‘rise and fall’ of the Labour

- Left. Militant's scctarianism
throughout that process cut their
own throat {ater.

Thatcher won the clection of
19719 because the previous Labour
government had been a disaster.
Labour Party activists resolved
‘never again’ to allow a Labour
government like it — right-wing,
cul-making, ignoring conference
policy, anti-working class. A
powerful campaign for detocracy
was organised,

Its culmination was the
campaipgn o c¢lect Tony Benn as
Labour Party Deputy leader, in

1981. He was very narrowly
defeated. Other victories had been
won — that Leader and Deputy
Leader were elected at all, for
example. But thereafter, for
reasons we will po inlo, the
movement declined.

Militant played very, very tlittle
role in all this — except in their
usual way of making general
propaganda. When the right wing
counter-attacked after 1981%,
Mititant argued it was impossible
for them to win, because the left
was 100 strong.

Militant itself was a big target for
the right-wing, of course — not
because it had been the main [orce
fighting lor change, but because it
was visible and unpopular. The
witch-hunt was launched.

Just as Militant had little to do
with the deinocracy campaign, it
also had little to do with fighting
the witch-hunt, !t had its own front,
and paid little attention to Labour
Against the witchhunt, the
campaign run by Labour rank and
file activists. In fact, Militant
tended to be fay more timid than
most Labour Party activists.
Instead of mobilising, it went-to the
capitalist courts, This was wrong in
principle — we don’t want the
capilalist courts deciding the
internal affairs of the labour
movement — and foolishly short-
sighted in practice.

When the knives came out for the
LPYS from 1986, Militant put up
very little opposition, LPYS
national conference was abolished
and Militant’s campaign (o save i
was too little, too fate.

—, ¥ then, something cise had

‘2 happened which had shaped
=27 British  polities  generally,
and to which Militant had been
central: Liverpool,

Local povernment proved to be
both an cpportunity and a snare for
the Labour Lelt. The same Labour
Leflt that had fought the right wing
on democracy found itself in many
cases in control of local town halls
in the eariy 1980s.

There was a great opportunity (o
use Labour councils as the
orgamsing centres for war on the
Tery government; instead, over
time, the left councils gave up the
tdea of fighting the Torics and set
about making cuis and in many
instances acting like old-siyle
employers, So the Labour Leflt was
derfcated — and detcat propelled it
to the right,

In Liverpool Myui.ant was the
dominant political (orce. Liverpool
City Council dectded on a policy in
1983, that coinmitied it to an ali-out
fight with the Tories. Unlike otlier
couneils, they worked hard (o
convince local working class people

that a fipht was occessary and

passible. In later 1983, Liverpool
saw a4 onc-day generzl strike in
support ol the council and in
defiance of the Tordes.

But the campaign never reached
such a pitch again,
1t was wound down after the

local elections in May 1984. By then -

the miners' strike was underway —
the biggest single working class
struggle since World War Two.
And the miners’ strike created a
contexl that both Liverpool and the
Tory government had to be aware
of. The Tories were: Militant
weren't, ,

In his book ‘Inside Left’, Derek
Hatton recounts how a Tory MP
told him: **You do rcalise that we
had to tell Patrick to give you the
money, At this stage we wa{ﬁ
Scargill. He’s our priority. But we'll
come lor you later.” .

In short, Liverpool were being
fobbed off to divide the Jabour
movement. This is what Militant
called a 95 per cent victory!

Then things got worse and worse.
Militant began to. alicnate
important sections of the
community in Liverpool, notably
the section of the black community
represented in the Black Caucus.
Tihe Caucus had been recognised as
representative by the council; but
Militant picked a fight with it by
appointing a Militant supporter,
Samson Bond, as Race Relations
ofTicer.

Who was right in the dispute that
followed isn’( really very important.
The council nceded full support
against the Tories; il a fight with
the Black Caucus was necessary, il
could have waited. But to achieve
their own objective — a political
appointment (one of many},
Militant were prepared to provoke 2
bitter and deeply divisive
controversy.

tn typical Militant style, they
then demanded full support against
the Black Caucus from the rest of
the left, denouncing left-wing critics
as ‘witeh hunters’. This was a
technique they repeated throughout
the coming months.

" Meanwhile the council was
sleepwalking towards disaster. it
madc general agitation about
fighting the Tories but ran no real
campaign like the one it organised
in 1983-4. Periodically council
ieaders predicted ali-out struggle in
the next few days, Workers in
Liverpool got confused, then
demoralised. Support for the
council faded,

{n Septeinber 1985, the councit
commitied the fantastic blunder
(later admitied by Militant as ‘a
mistake'} of sending sacking notices
to all 30,000 of its staif, beeause
money was funming out. kn the
chaos that cnsued, 2 Swiss bank
came up with the money, and muore
breathing-space was found.

Bui the council never recovered.

it had been defeated; soon, lefl
wing councillors were fined and
barred from office.

But it turncd out the deal with the
Swiss bank had been concluded two
months before it was made public.
So tor itwo months, the councid had
been playing games with ils own
supporters, That alone is a disgrace.



The dispraceful behaviour of
Derek Iiatton, who increasingly
becaire an  emabarrassinent (o
Militant, was just the public face of
the inner political collapse’ of the
Militant in Liverpool.

Like other Labour lefts, they
iseized control’ of the local
government machine — and in the
end the machine scized them,

Their much-vaunted ‘Marxism’

" ¥  ~—Y (ry
Parr 2

3
D oot week we nipucd that

ihe RMifitont tendoney b a
—typlend soc¥, eelf-abapried,
mvepnnt, dicdoinfal, deoplte
hiavieg its kome in the Labouy
Porty.

Its sectarian appronch — just
betiding itself, increasing the
number of Militant supporters,
even ot the expense of wider steug-
ples, os in Liverpool — is very
sharply expressed in the trade
unions, Here also Militent hos a
‘front organisation?, the Broad Left
Orpanising Committee (BLOC),

BLOC was set up in 1981, Its first
couple of conferences were large
and relatively lively. The platforms
were henvily dominated by Militant
speakers, but many other socialists
turned up, It looked promising.

But soon BLOC became nothing
more than a signboard for Militant
rallics, It ran no campaigning activi-
ty. In late 1983 thousands of ac-
tivists mobilised to support the
NGA prnt union picket lines
against Eddie Shah in Warrington,
K was a crucial test battle for the
Tory anli-union laws, BLOC took
no initiative at all.

In 1984 a BLOC conference coin-
cided with the start of the miners’
strike. The conference passed a
bland resolution of general support
for the miners, and then for the
vthole year of the strke BLOC did
rotking beyond issuing one leaflet
and calling one lobby of the TUC.

When a Mineworkers’ Defence
Cominittee was formed to unite and
organisc activists, it was Socialist
Organiser and Briefing who took
the initiative, not BLOC. BLOC
played no role at all,

Where is BLOC now? Nobody
knows. It has shown no sizns of life
for some time, From the thousands
of activists who were attracted to
BLCC when it was launched Mili-
tant has created something cven
more lifeless than the Communist
Party’s old Liaison Committee for
the Dafence of Trade Unions.

i 'jci’orc the 19505, the old

Ztrade union Broad Lzils
_..)wcre usually dominated by
the Conununist Party, which was a
very bureaucratic organization {and
is now iwo very burcauctalic
ormaisulons — one trendy and
riuht-wing, Ui other pro-ivlioscow),
The Sroad Leits ware never sctive,
dewoeeratic rank  and  file
overnnts: they were machines for
vanning clections, Today's exueve-

* didn't help much. There were two
main reasons for this.

First, Militant sec control of the
machine almost as an end in itself
(as we shall sce when we Jook at the
unions). '

Second, Militant’s ‘‘Marxist
perspective’’ ulways says that the
situation will improve, H the future
s pgoing to prevent Dbetter
opportunities for socialists, why

ly right-wing leadership of, the ¢lec-
tricinns’ union, the EETPU, dates
back to a big scandel in the early
1950s when it was proved that the
previous CP lesdership had ripged
elections to keep control.

By the carty 1980s the old Broad
Lefts had largely died pway and.
been reploced by new ones,
dominnted by Militant. Some of
these are siili mere than Militant
fronts, and other socinlists, like
Socialist Organiser, are often in-
volved in them. But it is an uphill
strugzic to stop Militant stifling
even the best of tham; and they arc
just as much electoral machincs as
the old Broad Lefts,

wilitant looks to capturing the
sovsartus of the trade unions, and
devotes lots of energy to winning
elections in them. In itself, this is
reasonable and necessary; but Mili-
tant lock no further.

The trade unions are the basic,
‘bedrock’ organisations of the
working class. Panly because their
job is to bargrin within capitalism,
the unions have developed 0 power-
ful bureaucrecy — a distinct layer
of full-time officials who sec their
role as negotiators as the be-all and
end-all, Because big strikes often
threaten the position of the
burcaucrats, they frequently sell
them out.

Socialists need to democratisc the
trade unions, and fght to replace.
burecaucrats with a new fighting
leadership. Electiony are important
— it makes a difference wirether a
union is led Ly Eric Hammond or
Arthur Scargil!,

But the key to transforming the
unions is the rank and file itself, A
socindist policy tries to develop the
confidence and organisation of the
rank and file. So while fighting to
replace old, right-wing leaders, we
have to build a rspk and {1}z move-
went that can, to a degree, act in-
dependently of the officials. The
lack of such a rank and file move-
ment across the unions was one of
the reasons the miners’ sirike of
1984-5 lost: when the TUC refused
to do anything to help the miners,
those activists who did wanlt to do
something had no mneans (0 build
solidarity.

The Broad Lefts could have
helped  build  a rank and  file
movement, They didn'’t beeause
silitant had no tnterest in Nghting
tor that, fast Hye ibhe U7 Geiore
thesn, they did not reprresent o
Dphting ieadership in the unions,

visk anything in strugpgles now?
) Due partly to luck and partly to
its position in the Labour Party,

. Militant was able to grow. Even so,

it has always been a sect. it only
acts out of self-interest; when it
conirols something — like the
LPYS — it strangles it, What the
working class needs is a different
sort of ‘Marxist tendency’
altogether,

_The Broad Lefts they dominated

were either Jargely lifeless front
organisations, seen as recruiting
grounds to the Militant or, where

- they did have life, were elcctoral

machines,

==mhe jewel in BLOC's crown
is the Broad Left in the Civil
4 and Public Servants Associa-

" tion (CPSA). This Broad Left is

large and used to be quite active and
lively; but now it does very little
outside of union elections. A Mili-
tant motion to BL conference in
1987 argued: '‘,..the priority must
be the re-clection of the Broad Left
NEC."

That year Militant supporter
John Macreadie had his election as
General Secretary ruied out by the

- CPSA Prcsident, Macreadie took

the CPSA to court — at & cost of
£20,000 — violating the principle of
trade union independence from the
courts, He never consulted the
Broad Left — and then bad the
nerve to nsk the BL to pay foritl He
lost both court case and re-run.

Militant frcqucnt]y oppose the
extension of union demccrncy. For
exampie, they are against the an-
nual election of full-time officers
like Macreadie, who is now Deputy
General Secretary for a five-year
periad. Militant say five years is
short enough...

They see the Broed Left as thar
property. When a policy was passed
by the Droad Leftsthat the Militnnt
leadership disagreed with, commit-
ting the BL 1o fight for action over
the sacking of trade unionists =t
GCHQ. Militant suppertets who
are Broad Left ofTicers just ignorexl
it. They even refused to pul out a
Broad Left leatlet explaining the
policy. A fine example of cominit
ment to rank and tie control and
workers’ democracy!

Broad Left conferences are like
Militant rallies, with auest

“(Mililant) spenkers who even in-

tervene in debates on contentious
issues.

The BL have controlied tiwe
CPS#A  Ezxecutive (wice. The
did so0 in 1982-3 — and their recerd,
miatched against the class strugele,
was not impressive,

The big battle during their period
of office was by DHSS workers in
Cxford and Dirmingham, aoainst
joir cuts. Militant argued tor u
cettrn (0 work from the terhiisg,
Ciiey =aad rhat workery shonld 'ep
ther powder oy for A psar stmg-
ale fater, over pay. They orpanisud
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no saers plokots or denronstraticns,
After  four menths, the NEC
bllogord for o oteea 0 weork.

Kuthiong vwing 0ot ~ cid 80 biasny

straypcle evor pay followcd,
Fa 3037.4, MU wore no bot-
tex, The NJ-.’.E adey $halr esnirol
follzd to orposdoy aey oisile cedon

eendunt YES, elibonch sporpddls -

gisflie ooty wan alvendy  tnking
peca, Thoy stveck to pmdu Iy
fevr slossy cafles,

They fnfl < 10 hold a Lobous Pos-
ty offilintion ballog, althowed 1t vaw

. conferentce policy to do go, because

the Trepsory tlcatened (o siop the
deduction nf union coutributions at
source. There wes no comygaipn
aninst the Treasury, of even nn nf-
tempt {0 Mitd vays round it

The NEC failed to call out civil

servants on the ore-day strike over
the NHS on 14 March 190G, John
Macreadic {who is the CPSA
delepate to the TUC) colled on the

TUC to have a one-day strike in- -

stead, The TUC ghawdd have had a
strike; but Militant’s policy was just
a posture,

The Broad Left MNationa!l Com-
mittce did not meet for fear mentha
after the NEC victory, and ncver
consulted the BL about its actions.

As a result the BL was cffectively
paralysed as a scrious rank and file
organisation in the vital period
of the 1987 pay claim. This
pamlys:s allowed the right-wing to
step in und do their best to sabotage
the ballot for ali our strike action.
The BL lost that ballot and the
seeds were sown for the return of the
right to power in the union in 1988,

That defeat at the '38 confcrence
was rationalised by Militant as a
mere ‘lull before the storm®. We'll
be back next year they vainly
boasted, Tragically the BL's inac-
tivity over the lest few months
makes that prospect unlikely.

Militant ran the DHSS Section
Exccutive from the carly 19803 until
£988, vhen they logt it to the.right-
wing. They ratted on DL and Scc-
tion policy to fght the Fowler
Sccial Eocurity Reviews (1036-7) by
refusing to bnllot on strike ection —
for fear of the courts,

They refuced to spread limited
{but succesaful} action against
Limitcd Period Appointments
{cwunls on fixed contracts) brought
into the DHSS to implement Lhe
Povricr Reviews.
gMow the DHSS leoks =2t to lose
15,C60 jebs. The new right-wing
c:.x.crhm which won’t ﬁ@hl s
veied tn on-a backlasi myninst Miki-
tortt,

“j LCC bzs had Little prescnes

- Zin 1y of the &g batiles of

B2 vt foew pos In the
IfJ"JG PIHES  dispute,  NHlitnnt
s uiomiticsly smwelnd B Lucp
stevnpds’  struciurz that hosdth
WOYRers were  creatiang.  Militat
wrdad the wiicle thing co-gpiad by
RLCC Fadling, ih.’.i Uy ecern’t
mwcreEtdd ol Ty e rank and
LI. % OI','_','.'.'_U.]‘:\H.EUYI.'; 1 .-f_. o] {0 0 Ior-
eoxd,

Ly ihe Dierend of all roceas bartlos,
e osines virive, whlicint could

hnve played om igortant rols —-
vin Livarpaol — ned faifcd, Thoy
Iind Ltske tavelvement in nainers’
support prouns (wsunlly sitting up

ceparate oncs with only themselves
in o).

They playcd stepid pgomoes with
the vital slogan of the general
strike, 1f the labour movernent hiad
nrobilised its fult fores alongside the
runers, they conld have won — and
sanch more coxld hove boci achiey-
ed. Militant called for o ern-Cay
gencral strike oaly, hardly crough
to win,

Breept fnr a couple of dnys, In
the middle of LPYS summer camp
in 19C4, South Wales NUM had its
funds sequestrated, The LPYS NC
called n special mesting, ot which
they colied for an ell-out general
strike, Everyone was very hyped up.

But a Militant Specinl Bdition
that week just called for a one-day
girike apain, The discrepancy wos
never explained. Put the hyping-up
hod served its purpose — to
browbeat the left in the LPYS,

Militant never understood one of
the most important lessons of the
miners’ strike — the role of women,
Women Against Pit Closures — the
organisation of women in pit com-
munitics ~ showed how politically
powerful an independent movesment
of working clasg women could be,
fighting as part of the labour move-
ment.

Militant tried to reinterpret
WAPC eccording to their own
theories, but never very convincing-
ly. For Militant had alwnys opposed
the ‘autonomous’ organisation of
women, or other oppressed groups.
Their support for WAPC (and
other groups, like Lesbians and
Gays Support the Miners), was
always at odds with their general
policies. They hed|jalways argued
that such orgnnisations, and Alack
Sections, were ‘divisive' (althaugh
for a very bricf period, in 19778
they hed built a ‘bleck section’ of
the LPYS — the Youth Section of
the Jamaican Pceople’s Mationa]
Party — under their ovm contrcl,
of course),

lo the 1970s Militant were vehe-
ment encmics of ‘feminism’. And
for years they refused c¢ven to
dinems Iesbian and zay rights at
LPYS netional conferenee.

£ # this oalls into question the

S\ very idea of socialism
£y~ AMilitant have. A test for this
is their attitude towards the so-
called ‘socialist’ - countries, the
USSR, China, Eastern Europe and
31m1L1r socictics.

Following Trotsky, Militant is
very hostile to the governments in
the USSR and similar sccictics. But
they consider the zecial ayotars (na-
tionnlisation and planning) to te an
advance en capitalism. They cali
them ‘degenctzied and deformed
workers’ states, o do many other
would-be, 1rotskyists, But Militant
have 4 version of this theory that is
patticulorly  aporec iative o the
allcacd ceouointe advaaces i those
couwes.

The clearest exaniple of what this

meant in practice for Militant was
the USSK’s invasion of
Afghnnistan at the end of 1972 and
bepinuing of 1080,

Now, in 1089, the USSR haa left
Afphanistan, and scrinligts should
side, for the time being, with the
USER’'s former Afzhen  ettles
speinst the Isinmic fundsusentolists,
Eut for nine yenrs, the USSR cor-
vied out a brutnl colonial-t ‘a wor
to subdue the peoples of
Afghaniston  — using napnlm,
demolition of villages and co on.

“"The Militant
tendency is not
Marxist, and it
is not
revolutionary. It
is a bureaucratic
sect which
destroys what it
runs’’

Militant never supported the in-
vasion itself, but they justified the
accupation — in brutal terms.
Because the USSR would create a
‘deformed warkers’ state’, Militant
argued that their occupation of
Afghanistan was the motor of
historical progress — not ideal, but
the best available. Nothing clse was
possible for what they once called
the ‘dark masses’ of Afghanistan.

This is like the old *white man's
burden’ argument of classical col-
onialism, Imperialism — the USSR
— was bringing ‘progress’. So it
was just tough for the Afghan peo-
ple.

This was an outrageous stand
from a socialist point of view. The
Afghans have every right not to be
napalined into progress; and if the
Mullahs are novs so sirong, it’s the
USSR's fault.

When the USSR decided to
withdraw last year, Militant’s
‘analysis’ was simply ridiculous.
The ‘counter-revolution’, they said,
had been defeated (Militant, 13
pay) — which will come as a shock
to most Afghans. Militant denounc-
cd ‘‘the confused ‘analyses’ of the
capitalist media, which portray the
Russian withdrawal as a defeat.”’

The idea that the USSR and
similar systems are progressive is
common to many socialists, Yet
these regimes are totalitarian police
states in which the working class
has fewer democratic rights than it
does in Western Europe.

Militant agree, in generad, with
making a revolulion against these
regimes, Dut i woskers’ revolution
is not on the cards — like in
Afthanistan — u tosalitarian gelice
state 3y, i Uheir oves, at deast a big
step tovards sociabisme I ells von
something cenvral abeul Militant’s



~ whole idea of socialism,

{t fells you even move when you
read that Mhliiant sees Sialinisia as
the only way. forward not just for

exeeplionatly undevdevetoped
Afghanistan, bt also for most of
the world, “‘Even the victory of a
warxist Party,..would vot be soifi-
cient to prevent the deformation of
the revoluijon on Stalimst lines,’
wrote Militant leader Ted Grant in
his major acticle on the “‘Coloniai
Revolution'”. “‘Revolutionary vie-
tory in backward countries, such as
Algeria, under present conditions,
while constiluting a tremendous vie-
tory for the world revolution and
the world proletariat...cannot but
be on the lines of a totalitarian
Stalinist statc.””

Algena is far from being one of
the world's most backward coun-
tries. if Algeria has no Dbetter
possibilities, then so has most of the
world. The only Third World coun-
triecs for which any Dbetter
possibilities are even hinted at are
India, Sri Lanka and South Africa,
And in its time ti1c Militant tenden-
cy has aiso.welcomed as a huype step
forward the creation of ‘“*deformed
workers’ states’ in Europe — in
Czechoslovakia and in Portugal.

For Militant, progress means #a-
iinratlsations — carricd out Ly

STy e 070 Vilitnat  hne
: T{“ e 1 alve any goppost
C- i e straaptos of e ope
swamed Cotholle mailnory o
rMloriizaen Ialand,

Spport for workion elass unity
nired soeilism a net nn!un:- to M-
tat, Wit by uu!::w‘ 5 1he use of
nteset dautng Ir-rm{ souialism to
syacday e b “nrt Che atereaden or
Ui heie el .m‘.r.

’m{luﬂ‘/ I eppoad i dﬂnlny»
M| ui By !!l..n :rc e O 13 nel
Sl A it 60, and uim i
ity hl Vel 11;1(11[;'1. It agnichily woor s‘ti
Coy P27 o V1Y) to an aniinde of
eonnanhitg G retingilan® and
then  the  “Crpopbim’ of  (he
hotlea, 10w 1l i stfonede (o
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*whom, and under what conditions

for the workers, is sccondary.
Workers® libecty ts a desirable but

opiional, and in most circumstances

mpossible, exira, The emancipa-
tion of the working class is not for
h.mn, as i was f01 Moo, the task
of the workers ihunrc,lzu.s, but the
task  of the progressive stale
bureatirals,

\0(:1“]1%{ Orpaniser is a veyg-

. «\; stoneary sociudist tendency,

'\ *_/noi beeanse we think revolu-

tion is » nice, romanfic idea, but

Lecause revolution is peccssary to

defeat once and for all the capitalist
clnss,

_They won’t give up powcer
without a fight, if occescary a
viclent one, Morecover, rral

socialisnt — democratic workers’
conirol of sacicly — will have to be
created from by, No povern-

- ment in Parlioment can introduce

sociallsm from above.

QOn both these aspects of a revein.
oy programsne, Militant are a
fong way [rom Marxism. Each week
i their Where Ve Stand column
they arpuc that gpeaeceful chanpe —
without serious ruling class
resistance — is possible through an
Enabling Act in Parliament. Afier

six Counties uniti

“If the demands {(minimum
wage; cqual pay; crash building
programme; take over big building
companjes; bnproved sacial ser-
vicas) wre pressed home in action, it
can be Jinked up to the deinand for
the taking over of (he Dbig
monopolics and the esiablishiment
oi a demceeraiic socialist society —
wriich wonld have iinmeediate raper-
cussions in the South, i Britain,
and o internationally..”’ (it
clay 1569).

Then, responding to the slaughter
of 14 Catholies by the Bntisit Army
in January 1972, MNiilitant waxed
cloguent about...orsanising  the
British Army for sociniisin.

“A campatgn ol individual
assassinations...of the British
soldiers can oaly provide excuse (or
furtiier repressions., Also it can on-
ly reinforee the hostility of the or-
dinary  soldier to the Cathelie
population...(Rani and fiile
soiiders) could be appealed to ena

class basis and won away [rowm tie

arny brass, if a clear seciaiist alter-
aative was piven to them.”' (2l
tnd, February 4, 19720).

Faced with what looked like cied
war i nud-"72, Peter Taalte wrote
this: v, wiven dhe filure of <0
trade vnon leadeasdiny 1o initiate
tradde Gion delence Tores, overy
woriane cliass area must bave the
right (o defend atseli” {(Mifianr

’

scenes during the miners® strike or
at Wapping, who could believe
that?

Militant’s call for a government
to ‘nationalise the monopolies® by
passing an ‘Enabling Act’ in Parlia-
ment is a stralegy {or socialism
‘from above’, which wouldn't
work, and wouldn't achicve
sociatisni,

Revolutionaries don't  ignore
Parliament. And we do want a
Labour government! But we don’t
pretenad that such a government
could achieve socialisih — although
we wou'd fight for a left iLabour
government to support workers in
struggle, who could achieve
socialism,

The Militant tendency is not

‘ Marxist, and it is not revolutionary,

It is a bureaucratic sect that
destroys what it rugs, and par-
ticipates only to take controi. The
front orgasisations it has sel up

- have all been exactly that — fronts,

woefully inadequate to the tasks of
the class strugel:.,

Socialists need a different sort of
Marxist tendency — one that builds
the brond movemenl as well as
itself, and sces no confliet between
its own interests and those of the
working class as a whole. That is
what Socialist Organiser aims to be.

no. 113, July 1972).
You're on your own boys! In {act
this was (o pive the seal of Milant's

approval (o the Protestant-bigol
Ulster Defence Association (LIDA).
{t should be rernembered :hnl it was
the Catholics who were likely to
need defending if it came io an ail-

outl war.
Militant’s main sloaan hoas ': :
the "trade union defence foroe’, s

thougzh the communai G
against  which  defence
orsanised were 1m oa Jdifferent workd
from the trade umons.,

At the same Gme Militant Guas
speculated abont the processes no-
ing ot in the UDA that would pro-
duce ¢lass Consciousness.

“The deveiopment of the U\
withh  its  vencer  of - class. con-
scicusness shows that Prolesiants
are well aware of tha LI.]\\, nOsi-

ton..."” iln, eeast

Mt e

{(Midlitent no. i
13, 1972).

During the Orange gener, 1: ~:r-;.'
of 17 Militant oppoesed ey
by the Labour government to b
the renctionary — ind ewon
— strike, thus  leliny 3

workers ihat the stoke was en
to G treated oy oeooehing :'!':'-;'. A
tien, i not quite wnop Se nar
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were oppressed by DBritlsh im-
perinlism. In 1920-21 Southern
Ireland won. independence — but
half a million Cathotics were trap-
ped in a ‘Protestant state for Pro-
testant people’ in Northern Ireland.
The British government, allied with
the Northern Protestants, partition-
ed [reland undemocratically,

In the 1960s the Northern
Catholics finally rebelled, Signs of
some desire for reform from Britain
-~ which had mended its relations
with Southern Ireland — and the
mode! of the Civil Rights Move-
muent in the USA encouraged them.

Northern Irefand had been run as
a one-party Protestant state, vfith
Protestant workers getting
preference for scarce jobs and
rouses. Behind the Catholic revolt
the Protestant workers saw tlic pro-
spect of a reunited Ireland with a

The CPSA.— the uusion which
orpenises clerical wovizers in the
civil service — has Lnd » .oonad
Left majorify on ifs Natieial
Executive Commiftee for ¢iie
fast year.

The dominant force in that Broad
Lefu is ‘Militant’, an avowcdly
Marxist tendency. As the CPSA ap-
proaches this year's conference, on
7-13 May, and awaits the resuits of
this year’s clections for the NEC,
what is the record of the vear of
Broad [.eft leadership?

The first major issuc conlionting
the new feadership in June List year
was the ballot for all out strike ac-
tion over the pay claim, Ui ivok
ptacc in extremely difficuit rir-
cumstances. The right had cclused
to hand over the leadership; the
Broad l.eft didn’t take vver vati
the beginning of Junc. The call for
all out action did not come until {4
June, with two weeks of selective
action still to go. CPSA members
were tired after the long drossit-out
sclective action under the oidd right-
wing leadership. The SCPS {now
the NUCPS) had withdrawn from
the joint action after Thatcher’s vic-
tory in the general election. The
vote went against an all-out strike,
although there was a substantial
minority for action.

Probably the vote could not have
been won even if the Broad Left
had run the best campaign im-
aginable. But it did not. The Broad
Left machine was set into operation
as if this was another election, it
was assumed that {elt branches
would dcliver the vote. The
argtnents for the strike were sinip-
v not put.

That ballot delea led siraight in
(o anamportaat chimbdown o he
1YHSS secrion.

There was s seven month struggle

Catholic government in- Dublin *”’

which would oppress them as they
hiad oppressed the Catholics in the
North. They reacted with panic and
bigotry. .

The artificial Northern Ireland
state began to fall apar{ into civil
war. British troops went on the
streets to hold it together. Britain's
strategy was to control the situation
by beating down the rebellious
Catholics, then impose reforms.

The reforms faded away after a
Protestant general strike in 1974
toppled a British-sponsored *power-
sharing’ (joint Catholic-Proteslant)
government in Northern Ireland,
The repression against the Catholics
remained.

The Catholics are fighting against
British repression, and & British-
dominated state, that they never
wanted to be part of. Socialists

must support them. At the same
time we must put forward ideas for

a positive sofution.

Replacing a half-million oppress-
ed minority of Catholics in Nor-
thern Ireland by a million-strong
oppressed minority of Protestants
in o united Ireland would not be

_progress; and anyway, given the

strength of the Protestants, it is not
possible.

A serious drive to push the Pro-
testants into a united Ireland by
brute force would result only in
full-scale civil war and repartition,
That is why Socialist Organiser
argues for a free federal united
Ireland, with regional autonomy
for the mainjy-Protestant areas.

Militant answers none of the
issues, Instead it preaches about
abstract socialism to evade them,

balance-she:. . of the
Broad Left NEwL  1987-8

in the DPHSS around the introdue-
tion of the Tories’ social security
changes (the Fowler Reviews) and
of lLimjted Period Appointments
{LPAs). February 1987 saw the
begining of stalf (raining for the
new system. The policy of the
CPSA’s IDHSS Section conference
was for non-cooperation and
himited industrial action. Depart-
mental manarement said  they
would apply for a writ as the action
was political,

The Section Executive was split
between the Militant majority and a
left-wing minority including the
Soctalist Caucus {a left grouping
within the Broad l.eft which in-
cludes SO supporters}, SWP and
others. Militant argued for a
retreat, The DHSS was only one
section of a right wing dominated
union, Any action would thercfore
be unofficial, The only course open
was a 'political campaign’.

Victory for the Broad lLeft in
May radically changed that situa-
tuon. Here was an opportunity tor
the left under the leadership of the
‘Marxists' to put info practice what
it preaches about the need to turn
back the Tories' offensive. The left
could use its new position as leader-
ship (0 mobilise against the Tories.

fn June the Fowler issue was
shelved in favour of the campaign
for an all-ont stethe on pay — even
thouph by this time the second stage
of the reform  was  beng  int-
plemented,  the  introduction  of

Limited {eriod Appointinents or
casual workers,

The upion was told that 1.PAs
would only be introduced to help
gel over the inttial work on the
Fowler pckage, But in fact these
casual voockers have been earmark-
cel, are central to the Government's
strateny for undermining the unions
amd reshaping the civil service, For
instance they will be used to help
the introduction of new technology,
which will result in the loss of
26,000 inbs in the DHSS alone.

In carly June the Section Ex-
ecutive ngreed to launch a campaign
over LPAs. No clear strategy was
adopted; they just wanted to get
something going.

(he July Quarterly Executive
reviewed the situation. The left
wanted the fight against LPAs to be
linked to a fight against the whole
Fowler ‘package, duc to come into
ctlect from April 1988, Bul now
- hlitant argued that the union was
in no position to break the law...
They had moved the goal posts. The
conclusion — no industrial action
— was the same as before; only its
justification had changed.

A campaign  was launched
around LPAs. The Section Ex-
ccutive decided on a four-week
campaign leading up to a ballot on
ali-out strike aciton, And there was
o militant  response  from the
members: over 70 offices ook de-
tion 4 or 5 all.out strike action, the
rest taking repular sclecuve strike



aclion,

Within two weeks, Militant catled
an  Emergency Executive which
overturned the strike calj,

What had changed? According to
Militant, losing the cariier bLallot
over pay would mean losing on this
issue as well — and we must avoid
another defeat for the left.

Militant explained the climbdown
as a ‘necessary retreat’ and they
congratulated those members who
had taken strike action. But what
about the needs of the members to

- defend their jobs? In fact Militant
were putting their own prestige and
power within the union above their
members’ interests. Defeat in a
ballot would underinine the
‘socialist leadership’ within the
branches.

it wasn’t deliberate betrayal. But
the union, unuer the leadership of
the ‘Marxists’, went from a policy
of industrial action to defeat the
legislation to a policy not even of
paper opposition. This resulted in
demoralisation among the most ac-

"tive members and a mangagement
offensive.

The government now has a toe-
hold for LPAs. After this debacle
the union effectively lost any
overall strategy of Mghting govern-
inent attacks.

Since then the policy of the Mili-
tant supporters on the NEC has
been to support Jocal strikes —
which is good — but to refuse to
give any lead themseives. Meun-
white they are busy trying to fill the
union's appointed full-time official
positions with Militant supporters
— and they do not want [0 tuke any
risks which could upstt that.

The Camden DE strikers had to
fight to overturn the Militant's
position that the strike could be
won in one office. At the national
exccutive the Socialist Caucus sup-
poriers were the only two to sup-
port the sirikers cali for official ac-
tion. Militant initially wanied to put
it through the unions’ dispute
pancl,

The role of John Macreadic —
the union’s Assistant  General
Secretary, and a Militant supporter
— in the health dispute is also in-
steuctive. He quite correctly called
on the TUC (o cail a onec-day
ceneral sirike for the 14 March Day
of Action. But propaganda on the
TUC General Counctl is one thing,
action is another. In face, there was
no  real commitment  from  the
CPSA leadership o winning
workers o strike action over the
i3,

The central problem here was the
[aw. The lett had been told by John
Ellis, the right-wing  General
secretary of the CPSAL 1hat the ag-
sien wouald he Siecondary” and so be
ken to conrd,

Ny cioer trade umosts did
Aok i P4 Narch o sethout gedninn

saken o eourt. But sull, maybe you
caould argae that this was not the

issue to fight on. The problem was
that Tor the Militant {eadership 1o
issuc is the right onc to light on.

And the union leadership's line
was weak even if you agree that it
would Le too risky to make an of-
ficial strike call. There wasn’t much
of an unefficial campaign, either. A
circular calling for tocal ballots was
put out, The right wing on the NEC
blocked them getting the baliot
papers out.

A circular went to branches a
week before the 14th which said
that if the branch wished the Ex-
ccutive would give backing to take
action. There was no real co-
ordination, no use of the Broad
Left to plan for unofficial action. It
was just left to individual branches
to orgdnise.

The other probiem about the way
the Militant koo led the union has
been the lack of accountability of
the Broad Left members on the
NEC to the Broad Left rank and
file.

in August the left leadership did
begin to develop closer links with its
basc in the Broad Left. Under
pressure from the Socialist Caucus
and some Militant supporters a {wo
day meeting took placc in Liverpool
with ail the Broad Left Convenors
and left NEC members.

The meeting set out a programme
for the coming year, For example a
prograinme was agreed for a cam-
paign around Labour Pany affilia-
tion which would start in Qctober,
with the bailot held in March.

it still hasn’t happened. Meetings
between the leadership and  the
Broad Left have been minimal, At
the November Broad Left Con-
ference, @ ¢onsure motion over this
put by Socialist Caucus supporters
was passed. The NEC lefts’ defence
for loosening their links with their

~ base has been lack of time.

Mcanwhile, they arc losing
precious time for the union by con-
stantly postponing a serious fight
with the Government.

The Tories’ plans are clear: large-
scale jub cuts, attacks on working
practices, and privatisation. Either
the unions capitulate, and just try
1o reeutate job losses and changes in
working practices: or they realise
that they are going (o come Inio
direct conflrontation with the
government.

The CPSA, like other public sec-
tor unions, has very little cconomic
power in the individud workplace,
In ord.r o win On a major issue,
the union niust see it as a national
strugele rat:er than the concern of
only one section.

A nanonal sceategy very quickly
merees inlo a strugele arainst the
governmest, For example a na-
tional strike by the CPSA amtinst
the atraduction of a4 privarised
Lthour Torce is not only g Gelensive
strusaic around jobsand services: i
also is o direct vhallenge to vovern-
ment policy.

How has Militant squared up to
this task? Their record is not one of
this or that crror, this or that
mistake, but a consistent pattern of
evasions and climbdowns ‘which
stem from their basic understanding
of the struggle for socialism.

Central to this is a division bet-
ween propaganda f{or socialist ideas .
and the day-to-day struggles within
the working class.

For.Militant the most important
thing is to be in 2 position of power
within thc movement, to make pro-
paganda for Militant, In their
brain-damaging “‘Marxist view of
history’ the class is driven cver-
onwards towards ‘Marxism’. They
see themselves pradually ‘becom-
ing' the labour movement. Until
that day ‘the Tendency’ has got to
be defended first and the class se-
cond. This is the core of their con-
servatism and timdity.

They cut out the central question
of self-nctivity: the implicit power
ot the working class which finds ex-
piession in the trade unions and
which socialists attempt to unleash.
The question of being part of that
struggle is never posed. The strug-
gles are just another vehicle for pro-
paganda for Militant; so ultimately
they are secondary.

Militant’s view of the unions
allows them (o inhabit the higher
echetons without fundamentally
challenging the bureaucracy. Their
central project in the unions is to
win the teadership — so that they
can make propaganda Jor
‘sovialism’ (ie the Mibicant). In this
way they are beginning o Nl the
position once held by the Com-
wuitist Pary,

They are becoming the left wing
of the wrade union bureaucracy.
How lar they will go down this road
is still an open question. However,
the failure (o bring Derek Haton 1o
account tn Liverpool has led 1o 3
further decline into evangelism,
Their record in the CPSA all points
(o the ‘machine’ dictating the
politics to the supportets.



