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An Open Letter to a Militant Supporter 

Dear Dave, 

MILITANT IS NOW in the middle of a profound crisis. It is not only a crisis 
about your relationship to the Labour Party, though that is one part of it, and im- 
mediately the focus of it. 

It goes deeper and wider. The collapse of Stalinism has brought sharply into 
question — I would say shattered and destroyed — the entire world outlook on 
which Militant has stood for the past 44 years. Every key idea specific to the Militant 
as a political formation lies in ruins, the last of them, your ideas about the Labour 
Party, shattered by your ‘‘open party’’ faction. All Militant’s theories about the 
ever-expanding socialist ‘‘colonial revolution’, all your illusions about the pro- 
gressive role of Stalinism in developing the economies of underdeveloped countries 
have now been reduced to the same degree of credibility as the theory that the 
earth is flat and was created in six days by a benign God four-and-a-half thousand 
years ago! I will return to this fundamental aspect of Militant’s difficulties. 

. I want to discuss Militant’s crisis with you, Dave. It has been a long time since 
we talked. As you know, it is one of the things I hold against Militant most, the 
Stalinist spirit of dogmatic intolerance and hatred of others oh the left in which it 
systematically trains its members, inculcating contempt for the ideas of everyone 
outside your Church of the Lord. 

Given the way you are organised, and the schoolroom sort of internal life you 
have, this means in reality contempt for the ideas of everyone but a tiny group of your own leaders, who give ‘‘the line’’. 

You call this ‘‘Bolshevik discipline’’. But the Bolsheviks were never like that. They had more confidence in their own ideas: their leaders were ideologically 
braver. 

The crisis now is caused by Militant’s turn to electoralism, by the adoption by 
most of Militant’s leaders, of a perspective of ‘‘one, two, many Waltons’’. 

The turn to electoralism against Labour is undoubtedly the turn to ‘‘building 
the open revolutionary party’’, a turn to Gerry Healy’s old politics of ‘building 
the revolutionary party’’. You don’t think so? What is it then? It is not possible to stop halfway down that road, Dave! Already, Militant’s Walton candidacy has led 
to this turn. That logic is irreversible, and the youth who now press for 
‘independence’ will make sure it is. 

You are now en route to the “independent open revolutionary party’’, Dave! 
THE IRONY OF all this is pretty staggering, though, isn’t it Dave? In 1984, 
when the miners were making the biggest attempt the labour movement ever made 
to break Thatcher, Militant had the leadership of the Merseyside labour move-



the miners, Militant left the miners in the lurch and did a deal with the Tories — 

which lasted just a year, and then, the miners beaten, they came for Militant. You 

also played into the hands of Kinnock. 

In 1984 Milttant’s leaders should have been willing to stand up to the Tory 

government, letting the logic of the class struggle decide, and if necessary breaking 

with the Labour leaders. 
Large numbers of labour movement activists could then see plainly that Kin- 

nock was playing the role of outright scab against both the striking miners and the 
Liverpool council. Today, those of them still active are prepared to put up with 
almost anything from Kinnock because they can now see no way of beating the 
Tories except a Kinnock General Election victory. 

If necessary, if the logic of the class struggle dictated it, then Militant should 
then have broken the Liverpool District Labour Party away from the control of 

Kinnock and his friends — and appealed for support from class struggle Labour 
people throughout the country. 

, That would have been the opposite of the little sectarian, electoralist stunt in 
Walton which has now become the occasion for your break with the Labour Party 
— at a time when the class struggle is at the lowest ebb in 50 years, and the Labour 
left is weaker than at any time in 30 years! 

Both the class struggle and the left in the labour movement are now at such a 
low ebb because we suffered defeat in the miners’ strike, and the defeat, or sur- 

render, everywhere, of those who, in the early ’80s, posed as a local government 
left. 

If Militant had pursued different policies in the mid-’80s, it might have made a 
radical difference: we might have won. 

You say Militant was too small, with only a few thousand members? It was 

small, but it held a commanding position in Merseyside. Merseyside could have 

been brought in to struggle against the Tories together with the striking miners. 
The potential leaders of other local government struggles could then — perhaps — 
have followed Liverpool’s lead. 

Yet other workers could have been drawn in to a burgeoning and coalescing 

wave of class struggle — the dockers, for example. 
You will recall that on two occasions during the miners’ strike the dockers 

were on the edge of a national strike. 
That strike alone might have tipped the balance in favour of the miners and 

against the Tories. Not the miners but the Tories would have gone down to defeat. 

And the dockers would not later have been defeated and the National Dock 

Labour Board destroyed, as it was two years ago. 

I put it to you that such a scenario is not mere fantasy. All the elements were 

there in the labour movement at that time. All those possibilities were there in the 
real situation. They only needed a catalyst. 

Defiance of the Tory government by Liverpool council might have been that 
catalyst.



pelt he ocnt te yeddines and eried, and to funerals where he eiueled... 
BUT THE LABOUR Party is only a part of your crisis, and politically not the 
Mest ompertant one. Your entire “opumistic world outlook has naw heen 
destroaved. Havas based —- cinee 1947 -— on the idea that the expanston of Rursstan 
Stvinisma in Eastern Europe and the victory of Stalinism in China and elsewhere 
was Che seat sectalist revalution, 

OF comse vou denounced Stalinism and advocated a “political revolution’ 
Bat you were grotesquely enthusiastic for the expansion of Stalinism, 

It must he one of the most shameful episodes in the history of any of the 
groups calling themselves Trotskyist that from January 1980 to the withdrawal ‘of 
Russian troops in 1988 Afilitant supported and, indeed, glorified, Russia’s ‘Vict- 
nam svar in Afghanistan, 

Ieowoe awar in which the Russians napalm-bombed villages and destroved 
crepe, wesing the tretics the US used in Vietnam, and the French in Algeria and 
Viet, S qrarter of the people in Afghanistan — about five million people! — 
were teen aver the border as refugees, 

And von supported Russian impertalistn’s bloody wart Your preposterous 
dormas led vou to define it as the expansion of the “world socialist recolution’’ 

You wound Np accepling, advocating, defending and elorifstig the in 
evitability of Stalinism in most of the less developed counties aso progr oi 
stage in the movement of the world toward socialism. Ag late ae O22 yee Heat 
v= “Ped Grant looked forward to a Stalinist officers’ compan Portigall ein the ard 
cle in the Summer 1978 edition of your magazine.) 

You don't want to accept that this was the Implication of what yan said and 
wrote? Edomt blame you, Dave! But you will find that it is the unaveidable can: 
clusion from what your organisation wrote. | analysed all this in a pamphlet some 
years ago, and there you will find all the relevant quotations from your organisa- 
tion's articles and pamphlets. 

But it was worse than that. The Mandelites and those who have had — again 
and again -- ridiculous illusions in Tito and Mao or Castro usually need to tell 
themselves lies about it. They needed pretences and fantasies about what went on 
in these Stalinist states. You told yourselves a large part of the truth about them 
You knew and said that they were totalitarian societies where the wor king clase cs 
Tuthlessly oppressed. And tel] yor supported them, still you erowed in tinmaph far 
every advance by Stalinism (in Afghanistan, for example), 
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the Stalinist political centres of command and terror have broken down —~ prove ta 
bans eapitalie try Atreetionl! 
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Your pictipe ofa world tnowhich « apitalism is dying anda form of workers” 

poet este in ferge parts of the glabe is shown to have been delirium, fantasy, 
polity al fool's cold 

What is left of Afiiitant's “world outlook’ now? What enn be left of the 

pobteal authority of leaders who have peddled such sellevident gibberish —- reac- 

Honary gibberish! — for nearhk halfa century? Ved Grant's political authority is in 
erisig = tacise the term Tyn Woods used when be talked to the Guardian reporter 

notoonty. and not fundamentally, where the Labour Party is concerned. But 

Shavtoabeant the onthorite of people sneh as Paste and Wate who have rin the 

organisation fora quarter ofa century? 

Now, your “ovorld ontlook’” — spun outofridientous psendo Protskyist pret: 
Hh ine elosses on Stalinism — was never either coherent or iitellectnally worthy ol 
respect, Atone and the same time a Aihtaot aippeorter could cing the praises ober 

ponding oo Stalinist - “Sworld revedotien’  enpbeateally cite the  onenpasee’ af 

me trorabiged property ye cocpilict erreceger es orn? denaree Stata fotalitay tartan! 

Yor eatled your theory “aorkers’ stademe hat the terme of vor oe tpl 
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Honatised economies were not in antagonistn with the burcancrace Dit were caren 
fern of Property, created by itself, fora long transitional stage of history. ba fet von 
deserthed Statinist soctetices —- with the exception, perhaps, of the CISSR -= where, 

von said. conditions were now objectively ripe for a working class “political 

recohation = inoawhich the bureancracy had a necessary and progressive function 
« inthe economy and was not at all the “cancerous growth’? Stalin's bureaucracy 

was for ED Trotsky’s “degenerated workers’ state’? theory in 1940, 

Under the workers’ state name tag you actually described a new form of class 
society in which the bureaucracy had the role of a progressive ruling class, You 
described the sort of society Shachtnan described (and LE believe accurately 

’ described) except that you believed it was progressive. ‘The ‘workers’ state’? name 
ce tag was merely vour way of saying it was ‘‘post-capitalist’’ and progressive. 

In fact. fer Stalinism, you had exactly the polities of Bruno Rizzi against 

whom Protsky polemicises in J Defence af Afareton, Rizzi considered bath fascism Vt i y 
and Stalinism te be “bureaucratic collectivist’ societies, and that they were pro- 

eresepoe omosing towards socialise, 

Troooacy, that fact alone stuns up Atihtant's political and thearetical level hac. 
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A Liverpool general strike alone — and an opinion poll in 1983 showed that a 
majority of Liverpool workers would have backed a general strike in support of 
Liverpool council if it had confronted the ‘Tories, as its leaders promised the great 
mass demonstration they led through the centre of Liverpool that they intended to 
~~ would have decisively ended the isolation of the miners. 

Everything in the last seven years might have been different, Dave. ‘Thatcher 
was not as strong as she seemed, nor were the Tories: they seemed so strong, and 
looked so invulnerable only after they had beat the miners. 

The way in which the panicky Tory MPs ditched Thatcher last year showed 
decisively that Thatcher was never as strong as she seemed. ‘ 

And even if the miners, dockers and left-led local government had combined 
and coaleseed their interests in 1984, and had nevertheless still suffered defeat, 
even then, things would be better than now. The labour movement would have 
heen beaten in a fight, not suffered the demoralising horrors of a major defeat 
withont a fied 

In fret, of conrse, only the miners fought, while the rest of the labour move- 
ment, from the TUG leaders to Afthtant — where Afvitant was ina position to lead 
a fight, and aeracial one o- stunk away instead of fighting. 

Vhatis the shameful reality behind Militant’s Dig talk about “Ticerpool, the 
city that dared to fight’. Liverpool dared to fol: Mritant did yet! 

Vhis may seem avery harsh judgement, Dave. Teas harsh Tar inde fon 
judgement, and true to reality. 

Miltiant chose to do a deal with the Tories, left the miners in the birch. and 
allowed the mass support in Liverpool for a fight to bleed away slowly. Why people 
who call themselves Trotskyists did this is a mystery tome. But many things that 
happened in Liverpool then are beyond my comprehension, especially the bizarre 
doings of Derek Hatton, your leader there — and that, Dave, is what he was, 
whatever place he had in your hidden inner hierarchy. 

That was the time to break with Kinnock! If you wanted to make this turn out 
of the Labour Party, if such an attempt was to be anything other than a politically 
suicidal desertion of the political labour movement, there was your chance. 

It would have been the Liverpool Labour Party backed by much of the work. 
me class in the area. After it, others areas night have followed, in an anmosplere 
of solidarity strikes with the miners. Not only could the Teries have been brenett 
davon but the “Rinnockite Tendeney™ in the Labour Party could hace been top 
pecbin ite facks by the working class movement Militant nuvht have unleached 
Lhadipe teaders dod the atemsach far it 
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if. bearer el seyeb tbetesb deve ceefes olesrg phe ahs elespyrrse yt eobovoseep ope oahaytheraey 

party 7 -- yon would have had a vastly greater number of people around vou to 
build your organisation from, many of them tempered clacs ctrioate flehters foo 
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Gre fe fot yor casyn apparatis Serving | politi congendered, 

\ tab ness vou stride off dewn the read to the political wilderness eng age 

heaten hs Cerny Elealy... 

ADU WHERE DOES oll this leave vour once priged OTahout Party porsper 

tive’ to which a number of generations of vonr tendency’s supporters were 

recruited? 

Thos cd that “predichon” cor! Phere would bea powe ful growth ofa oniass 

Jeftwing?, the rieht wine of the labour movement contd he slommhed off, and after 

awhile “the Marxist tendeney would gain the leadership of the brand politica! 

labour movement, Remember? 
There aqvns ahlvavs far too ach fortes oreb deep paar. virva pry ath thay toot ! ' : 

tree tovetes. Yoong Serappy a Wp the pational recede © dro Mbeaetete charade cob tn thre 

boatone Parts hecause itis the palifiest ine ef the trade umions, the trade 

mons ty politics ean OWA Moores Nparerae ets be predi¢ tions 

Bat osensa. con atdeaet understood that the revobationaries can tat ill pagap 

coer themes reformat taborur movement ond obaill the revelationary partes” 

You knew something about the history of sic hattempts in the past, and why thes 

all had to end. as they didbend, in defeat, failure and the wasting of would-be 

revolutionary socialists, 

And this is all now forgotten? You didwt mean i@ The Labour Party has 
ceased fo he the mass reformist workers? party? (Ebat seems to be the underlying 

dhiff of your majority's thinking: it is absurd!) 
Orwas itall just political patter to rationalise an existence in the Labour Party 

which you feund comfortable and profitable — vou ran the Labour Party's youth 

organisation, financially subsidised by the J.abour Party for 15 years! -— until vou 

got hig enough and brave enough to...switch to Gerry Healy’s sectarian politics 

around the ery: “Build the revolutionary party’? 

That has to be the retraspective verdict. Dave. Tnever had mach time for Ted 

Crant’s definition of Marxism, as ‘the science of prediction’. But} will venture a 

prediction: onee vou starton the Healy read, vor will keep eat. Yor nia roy a 

lar in the peried immediately ahead: von will rapidly decline and fall apart 
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Coherent, properly worked out, or intellectually respect-worthy this stuff 
surely never was, Dave. But it was quite powerful as a poltical artefact. If you 
didn’t think about it, it would explain the world to you and your own place in it as 
a Trotskyist. And now, it is gone where the Berlin Wall went! 
WHAT IS LEFT of your world outlook now? It is in tatters. And it is in this condi- 

tion you set out on Healy’s road to ‘‘build the revolutionary party’’! Physic, heal 
thyself! Before you appeal to working class people to join this party, tell them first 
what you now stand for. Tell yourselves what you stand for. 

Demand that your leaders — on both sides of the present dispute — tell you 
how they could have been so wrong on everything for so long! ‘ 

Your tendency was built through routine propaganda activities within the 
protected environs of Labour’s youth movement: and it is now quite plain that it 
was built on myths — the myths about ‘‘Labour’s mass left wing’? and your 
predestined place within it, and Militant’s peculiar myth about ‘‘the world revolu- 
tion’’ ever-expanding by way of a ‘‘colonial revolution’’ that would inevitably — 
even in Portugal at the end of the 70s — produce progressive Stalinst ‘‘deformed 
workers’ states’’. 

Probably it was inevitable that people with such a political record on the big 
questions would bungle things as badly as they did in Liverpool in the mid-’80s — 
and in Walton recently, where their stupid adventurism gave the Kinnockites the 
excuse for a new purge, and may well cost Dave Nellist and Terry Fields their seats 
in parliament. Some strategists! 

This letter is overlong, and I must finish. Dave, for decades Militant has lived 
cut off from dialogue with the left. You poisoned the youth with bile and hatred 
against all the rest of the left. You affected disdain, and indifference, while your in- 
ternal bulletin published vicious political misrepresentations, and often libels, of 
other left wingers — which their victims were not even supposed to know about, let 
alone have the change to reply to. 

You should break with the hermit habits of the ‘‘Exclusive Bretheren’’, Dave, 
and develop contact and dialogue with others of us on the left. In Socialist Organiser 
and the Alliance for Workers’ Liberty we have long been grappling with the ques- 
tions now placed brutally on Militant’s agenda by the collapse of Stalinism in th: 
USSR. 

You have built an organisation akin to a religious cult, not a healthy politi: al 
party. Now some of those who built it find it turned on them. The organisation is 
starting out on a Healyite aventure, its ideas in shreds and tatters. 

God knows what this organisation will now mutate into. But it won't — it 
can’t — evolve into a serious revolutionary force in the British working class 
movement. For there to be any hope of that, you must first settle accounts with 
your history and draw up an honest political balance sheet of what you are, now 
that all your old ideas have collapsed, like your ‘‘perspectives’’ for the Labour Par- 
ty. 

Sean Matgamna



What happened in Liverpool 

29 Mar 

"84 

May ’84 

July °84 

Oct ’84 

Mar ’85 

June ’85 

Budget day for the council. Despite a one-day strike by council 
workers and a big demonstration at the Town Hall, Labour’s ‘un- 
balanced’ no-cuts budget is defeated by 3 Labour right-wingers 
voting with the Liberals and Tories. All other budgets are defeated 
too. 

New council elections. Labour wins solid majority. An opinion poll 
shows that 55% of Labour voters would back a local general strike 
if the Tories intervened against the Council. But the Militant-led 
Labour Council does not vote through the unbalanced budget. The 
mass campaign is wound down in favour of negotiations with the 
Tary government. This is the decisive turning-point when confron- 
tation with the government could have linked up with the miners’s 
strike and given a lead to all other councils. 

The council leaders announce a deal with the government. Some of 
the financial problems are postponed to the next year, and the 
Council can get through with a 17% rate rise. Militant call it ‘fa 
95% victory’, but the Tories are quietly satisfied: they have evaded 
the danger of a fight on two fronts, with the miners and local 
government at once. 

The Council appoints Sampson Bond, a Militant supporter, as its 
race relations officer, against the strong wishes of the City’s Black 
Caucus. The ensuing row wrecks the Council Unions’ Joint Shop 
Stewards’ Committee and alienates Liverpool’s black community. 
Throughout the country — in LPYS branches for example — Mili- 
tant wages a savage campaign of racist stereotyping against the 
leaders of the Black Caucus, denouncing them as ‘‘Pimps and 
Gangsters’’. 

The miners, defeated, are forced back to work after 13 months. 
Liverpool Labour Council has not yet said anything definite about 
plans for a confrontation with the government over the budget for 
the financial year starting April 1985. Instead, it delays setting a 
budget — a policy also followed by a few other Labour councils. 
Councillors propose a budget with a 20% rate rise and some finan- 
cial juggling to see them through the year without a showdown. 
The council workers’ unions say no. The Council sets an ‘unbalanc- 
ed’ budget — yet starts no clear campaign for action.



Sept "85 

20 Nov 

‘AS 

Mar ‘86 

The Council announces that it is about to run out of cash and will 
issue 90 day redundancy notices to all employees ‘‘as a legal 
device’. The council unions protest. The council leaders withdraw 
the notices. The council shop stewards call a ballot for an all-out 
strike. The vote goes against the strike, 47% to 53%. The council 
Jeaders send out the redundancy notices again — some by taxi to 
bypass a teachers’ picket line. NALGO members strike in protest. 

The Council is forced to withdraw the redundancy notices by legal 
action brought by the NUT. It proposes another ‘legal device’ — 
laying off the whole council workforce from 1-28 January! 

Labour's National Executive sets up a kangaroo court ‘inquiry’ into 
Liverpool District Labour Party. This is simply the Kinnock faction 
seizing its chance. 

The Council announces a deal. It gets a loan from Swiss banks on 
condition that it makes cuts and stays legal in future. It reveals that 
the required cuts have already, quietly, been made! And it 500n 
comes out that the loan had been negotiated back in August! The 
entire saga of redundancy notices, taxis, clashes with the workforce 
etc. is rendered inexplicable. To this day Militant has offered no 
credible account of what it thought it was doing. Liverpool, the Ci- 
ty that Dared to Fight by Peter Taaffe and Tony Mulhearn relies 
on lies and bombast. 

A court declares that the Liverpool Labour councillors must be sur- 
charged and disqualified because of their delay in setting a budget.



“The government were fighting Arthur Scargill on 
one front. They didn’t want a second front with 
Derek Hatton, Militant and all that entailed. Jenkin 

was under pressure to find a solution... 
‘You do realise,’ [Teddy Taylor MP] said, ‘that we 

had to tell Patrick [Jenkin] to give you the money. 
At this stage we want Scargill. He’s our priority. 

But we'll come for you later’. 
To the best of my recollection, these were the 

words he used, and how true they turned out to 
be.”’ 

Derek Hatton, recalling the events of July 1984, before Militant-led 
Liverpool City Council did a deal with the Tories (from “Inside Left”) 

“These tribesmen are ‘dark masses’, sunk in the 
gloom of barbarism, whose conditions of life and 
psychology have not changed fundamentally in 
2,000 years...the task of dragging the Afghan 

countryside out of the slough of primeval 
backwardness and into the 20th century [falls to] 

the Russian bureaucracy and their Afghan 
supporters [who] are in effect carrying through the 

task of the bourgeois-democratic revolution in 
Afghanistan. ’’ 

‘lan Woods, Militant Journal, 1980, in support of the Bussian troops in 
Afghanistan


