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APPENDIX 2 

Underhill Report 

 

1. Revolutionary Workers Party.        

2. International Socialists.         

3. Militant.           

4. International Marxist Group 

5. Other Trotskyist and Marxist Groups.       

         Workers Socialist League. 

         Workers Fight. 

         Revolutionary Communist Group. 

         Chartists. 

         Big Flame. 

         Revolutionary Marxist Current.  
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APPENDIX 3 

Labour Party and the New Left, Fabian Tract 477 

This is a complete edition please follow contents information on 

its own index page. 
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APPENDIX 4 

Militant’s National Membership growth 

 

                        1964                  40 members 

                                                                   1965                 100 

                                                                   1971                 217 

                                                                   1972                 354   

                                                March         1973                 397 

                                                July            1973                 463 

                                                                  1974                 517 

                                                                  1975                 775 

                                                                  1976               1,000 

                                                                  1977               1,193 

                                                                  1978               1,140 

                                                                  1979               1,621 

                                                 July           1981               2,360 

                                                 Dec           1981               2,500 

                                                 Sept          1982               3,034*                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

                                                           *(Wembley conference 3034 delegates and 1000 visitors)   

 

                                                                        1982              3,438 

                                                                  1983              4,313 

                                                                  1984              6,000 

                                                                  1985              7,000 
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Appendix 5 

 

Militant’s Membership Distribution by Region 

Based on Militant’s Published Targets  

 

 

Regions   Target  %age of Total  

Eastern             £2900              4.7     

East Midlands            £3550    5.8 

Humberside   £1850    3.0 

London East   £3200    5.2 

London West   £2150    3.5 

London South East  £1950              3.0 

London South West  £1650    2.7  

Lancashire   £1950    3.2 

Manchester   £2200    3.6 

Merseyside   £6100    10.0 

Northern   £4400    7.2 

Scotland East  £2950    4.8  

Scotland West  £3650    6.0 

Southern   £5100    8.4 

South West   £2150    3.5  

Wales East   £2550    4.2 

Wales West   £2550    4.2  

West Midlands  £4300    7.1 

Yorkshire   £5350    8.8 
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Table of Militant Distribution of Members by Labour Party Regions 

Based on Militant’s Funding Targets 

 

Region   Target  %age of Total Ranking 

Eastern   £2900    4.7   10th  

East Midlands  £3550    5.8   9th 

London   £8950    14.4   2nd 

North West   £10250   16.8   1st  

Northern   £4400    7.2   7th 

Scotland    £6600    10.8   4th  

South East   £7250    8.4   5th 

South West   £2150    3.5   11th  

Wales    £5100    8.2   6th 

West Midlands  £4300    7.1   8th 

Yorkshire and Humber £7200    11.8   3rd 

Regional Total  £60,500 
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Appendix 6 

 Militants Strength in Parliamentary Constituencies 

 

Greater Manchester, Manchester Withington  

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

Greater Manchester, Oldham 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

Lancashire, Morecombe 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

Lancashire, Chorley 

Source (collective, 1986) 

Merseyside, Liverpool Edge Hill 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

Merseyside, Liverpool West Derby  

Sitting MP Bob Waring supported by Militant, the constituency has a significant 

Militant presence. 

Source (Kilfoyle, 2000, p. 97) 

Merseyside, Liverpool Garston      

Sitting MP Eddie Loyden supported by Militant, the constituency has a significant 

Militant presence. 

Source (Kilfoyle, 2000, p. 98) 

Merseyside, Liverpool Kirkdale  

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

Merseyside, Liverpool Riverside    

Sitting MP Bob Parry supported by Militant, the constituency has a significant  

Militant membership. 

Source (Kilfoyle, 2000, p. 99) 
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Merseyside, Liverpool Toxteth 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

Merseyside, Liverpool Walton     

Sitting MP Eric Heffer supported by Militant, the constituency is heavily dominated by 

Militant. 

Source (Kilfoyle, 2000, p. 100) 

Merseyside, Liverpool Wavertree 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

Merseyside, Liverpool Broadgreen      

Sitting MP Terry Fields, member of Militant, the constituency is heavily dominated by 

Militant. 

Source (Kilfoyle, 2000, p. 101)  

Merseyside, Liverpool Mosley Hill    

Sitting MP David Alton Liberal Party 

Labour Candidate, Joe Devaney, supported illegal deficit budget as a City Councillor 

and voted with Militant in the Broad Left of the Labour Group. 

The Constituency has Militant members in all wards, but they are not dominant. 

Merseyside, Bootle 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51)  

Merseyside Bebington and Ellesmere Port  

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

Merseyside, Birkenhead 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

Lancashire, Blackburn Constituency 

Sitting MP Jack Straw, opposed to Militant,  

In January. 1984, the Blackburn GMC voted by a margin of two to one to expel six of 

eight members who were charged with being members of the Militant Tendency. 

On 5th, April 1984 the NEC voted fourteen to twelve to confirm the expulsions. 

Source (Straw, 2012, pp. 153-4) 

Merseyside, Knowsley North      

Sitting MP Robert Kilroy Silk member of Tribune opposed to Militant. 
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Much publicised attempt to unseat sitting MP by Militant supporters and install Tony 

Mulhearn, prominent member of Militant.  Constituency significantly influenced by 

Militant who controlled the GMC.  A re selection battle took place culminating in a 

GMC meeting in December 1985. 

Source (Silk, 1986)  

Merseyside, Birkenhead     

Sitting MP Frank Field, opposed to Militant. 

Long running battle with far-left elements including significant Militant presence who 

tried to de select the MP unsuccessfully. 

Source numerous articles in the local paper the Liverpool Echo 

East England, Ipswich  

Source (collective, 1986) 

Midlands, Birmingham Handsworth 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51)  

Midlands Birmingham Yardley 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

Midlands, Coventry South East 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

Midlands, Leicester West 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

Midlands, Mid Oxfordshire 

Source, (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

Midlands, Birmingham Sparkbrook 

Source (collective, 1986) 

Midlands, Cannock and Burtonwood 

Source (collective, 1986) 

Midlands, Eddisbury  

(collective, 1986) 

Midlands, Dudley East 

Source (collective, 1986) 
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London, Bermondsey  

Sitting MP Bob Mellish, retired and replaced as candidate in the next election by 

Peter Tatchell. 

Tatchell’s candidacy opposed by Michael Foot but supported by the local party which 

included far left elements including Militant.  Tatchell adopted as a candidate but 

defeated heavily by the SDP. 

Source (Shaw, 1988, p. 226) 

London, Bethnal Green and Bow 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

London, Croyden, Central 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) (Shipley, 1983) 

London, Hayes and Harlington 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

London, Newham North East 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

London, Norwood 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

London, Stepney and Poplar 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

London, Uxbridge 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

London, Chelmsford 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

London, Harrow 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

London, Thanet West 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

London, Deptford 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

North East, Sunderland North 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 
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North East, Walkersfield 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

North East, Middlesborough 

Source (collective, 1986) 

Yorkshire, Bradford North     

Sitting MP Ben Ford.  Prospective candidate, Pat Wall, member of Militant Tendency 

first denied candidacy in a re-selection battle due to irregularities, then approved 

following a re-run. 

Significant Militant presence which led to election of a member of Militant 

Source (Shaw, 1988, p. 228) 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

Yorkshire, Chester-le-Street 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

Yorkshire, Don Valley 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

Yorkshire, Shipley 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

Yorkshire, Sheffield Attercliff 

Source (collective, 1986) 

Hertfordshire, Stevenage 

Source (collective, 1986) 

Hampshire, Brighton Kemptown 

Militant Stronghold 

Source (Shaw, 1988, p. 226) 

Wokingham Constituency  

Source (Seyd, 1987, p. 51)  

South West, Eastleigh 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

South West, Littlehampton 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 
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South West, Isle of Wight 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51)  

South West, Exeter 

Source (collective, 1986) 

South West, Southampton Itchen 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51)  

South West, Torbay 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

South West, Wokingham 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

South West, Yeovil  

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

Wales, Cardiff South, East, North, and West 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

Source (collective, 1986) 

Scotland, Bothwell 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

Scotland, Aberdeen South 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

Scotland, East Kilbride 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

Scotland, Glasgow ,Craigton,Garscadden,Proven and Pollock  

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

Scotland, Edinburgh, East and North  

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

Scotland West Renfrewshire 

Source (Shipley, 1983, p. 51) 

Scotland, Central Fife 

Source (collective, 1986) 
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APPENDIX 7 

LABOUR PARTY NEC INQUIRY REPORT into the 

LIVERPOOL DISTRICT LABOUR PARTY 
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Appendix 8 Interview by the Inquiry Team with Irene Buxton  
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APPENDIX 9 

STONEFROST REPORT 
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Appendix 10 

Minority NEC Inquiry Report into the Liverpool District Labour 

Party   
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APPENDIX 11 

Disciplinary Charges against Tony Mulhearn, President of the 

Liverpool DLP, by the NEC  
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Appendix 12, Transcript of NEC Disciplinary Hearing of Tony 

Mulhearn 

 

Readers of this transcript, please bear in mind that it was taken from an 

audio tape of the hearing and that it is obvious that the transcribers 

found it difficult to hear some contributions, and in some cases identify 

the contributors. The transcription is less than perfect and in some cases 

of poor quality but in general it gives a fair account of the proceedings.          
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Appendix 13 

INTERVIEW WITH DAVID BLUNKETT M.P. HELD AT 

PORTCULLIS HOUSE, WESTMINSTER  

TUESDAY 18TH MARCH 2014 AT 11.00 AM 

 

Question One 

Jim Ferguson (JF):  You are aware of Michael Crick’s book (because you quoted it 

in your own book) The March of Militant remember? Right, question.  According to 

Crick’s book ‘The March of Militant’, Militant, had about 8,000 members, plus in 1986 

two MPs, Terry Fields and David Nellist, Terry of course deceased now, numerous 

councillors, newspaper, circulation about 20,000, and about 300 staff, although OK 

on pretty low wages.  If Neil Kinnock had not driven through from the Bournemouth 

Conference in 1985 the expulsions and then the assault on Militant in your opinion 

do you think if he hadn’t done that (this is a ‘What if? PhD!), if he hadn’t gone on the 

expulsion route, do you think they would have continued to grow or had they by that 

time reached their peak do you think? 

David Blunkett (DB):  I think Michael Crick’s estimates were probably an over-

estimate particularly the circulation of the newspaper and possibly but by and large 

in only 1,000 or 1,500 actual number of members they had because they were very 

fluid.  There were people burned out very quickly with Militant Tendency.  I mean we 

had one councillor who I felt... 

JF:  In Sheffield? 

DB:  Yeah, Paul Green who would have been out of Militant within a couple of years.  

So my answer to the question is that I think that they had plateaued and whilst they 

would have caused enormous continuing damage, they would not have expanded 

further so it would have been a continuing worm inside the apple and it would have 

been destructive in the sense that it would have diverted time and resources and 

attention and would have been divisive inside the party after the years we had ’81 to 

’83, we had had a bellyful of internal divisiveness.  That would have continued to be 

destructive, but I don’t think they would have grown in power and I don’t think 

therefore they would have had a long- term influence, but as I say it would in the 

meantime have been very destructive.  

JF:  You know that destructive period, if Neil hadn’t have gone on the offensive it 

would have taken much longer to get rid of them do you think? 

DB:  I think it would have taken longer.  I mean in ’82, ’83 whilst I had nothing, I had 

no time for them, and when I went across to Liverpool and tried to help the anti-

Militant campaign in those years, I had not taken the view that they were as powerful 

or as insidious as Neil felt they were.  I think that in retrospect he was probably right 

and I was wrong, they did need taking on.  I thought we could defeat them in the 

normal pattern of squeezing them out of power within party branches but in reflecting 
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back on the experience I had in going to Liverpool in ’83 and ’84 and to some extent 

in ’85 I think the tactics they adopted were, as all Trotskyite organisations did, so 

focused and pinpointed, that if we hadn’t endeavoured to get them out they would 

have, they could well have bullied ‘normal’ in quotes, members of the party, out of 

the party.  So, in the areas where they did have strength they would have, in those 

particular areas, they would have remained predominant just by the tactics, not by 

the argument.  

JF:  You mean they would have consolidated? 

DB:  Yes, they would have consolidated.  I mean I sat next to John Hamilton who 

was the titular leader of Liverpool and he was literally physically shaking and it shook 

me in the sense that I’d not realised how terrified people were of what was 

happening and then I started to talk to people on the left in Liverpool, this was not 

the traditional right–left split.  People on what I call the ‘firm’, some people call the 

‘soft’ left, in Liverpool were absolutely clear with me as to the destructive nature of 

what their tactics were. 

JF:  I know this about John because I chauffeured him around.  He didn’t drive. 

DB:  I didn’t know that.  It was very sad. 

JF:  Very, very sad. 

 

Question Two 

JF:  David, what did you think of Neil Kinnock’s speech at the 1985 Labour 

Conference?  Was it brave?  Risky? 

DB:  Well here’s the paradox.  I thought the bits that didn’t deal with the taxis 

scuttling round Liverpool were actually extraordinarily good because he made a case 

for an enabling Labour Government that would be on your side backing you in the 

actions that you would take, as well as the actions government would take.  Had he 

returned to those themes again and again we might have made more progress in ’87 

where we ran a fantastic campaign and were heavily defeated.  And we might have 

actually won the ’92 election because we’d have changed the way in which people 

saw politics.  As far as the Militant Tendency bit is concerned I, I went away from that 

speech and had a swim in the sea because I thought I just need to get my head 

together on this.  So, I wasn’t like Eric Heffer on the verge of walking out but I 

needed to work out what to make of it and how I would deal with it given that I was 

speaking the following day. 

JF:  Yes, you did the local government speech. 

DB:  I did the local government speech and I had to work out how we would turn the 

rhetoric into something practical.  That’s where I worked out that it would be sensible 

to have the inquiry, into their finances, not into Militant, that came later. 

JF:  The Stonefrost Report? 
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DB:  The Stonefrost Report, Yeah.  Because in order for the left to understand what 

was going on in Militant we needed to know, because otherwise you have to take it 

at face value, so getting the agreement to them going in was important because if we 

had not got the agreement how could we possibly have got the books open and 

really got into what was happening there, which was the precursor to the party’s 

inquiry, which incidentally of course Margaret Beckett served on, and the subsequent 

hearings and expulsions.  I had a rule of thumb by the way when I was in those 

hearings which was that you could actually tell the people who were hard-core 

Militant and those who weren’t, partly by their sense of humour, and partly by the 

nature of the answer to the questions, and I tried to distinguish the two because I 

thought we were dealing with the core of the organisation, not being vindictive to 

individuals.  Derek Hatton is a paradox because Derek was a rider on Militant’s back 

rather than a hard-core Militant. 

JF:  He was always difficult to know. 

DB:  He was the face he gave them the cheeky chappie face and articulation, but I 

never felt that his heart was truly in it and I think his subsequent activities 

demonstrated that.  But that’s the answer, I went for a swim and I came to the 

conclusion, that this was an opportunity not a problem.  As you know Neil didn’t like 

my tactic and my speech.  He came up to me when I sat down and said I was 

skating on thin ice.  Which was true by the way, I was skating on incredibly thin ice.  

Gwyneth Dunwoody nearly had a heart attack in the chair and I still don’t know how I 

did it, because if Derek hadn’t walked to the front and said he would agree then my 

tactic would have fallen.  I would have looked a complete and utter prat, so it was 

high stakes stuff. 

JF:  Yeah 

DB:  I’d never do it again, that’s what I’m saying.  It was a one off. 

 

Question Three 

JF:  Well, this really leads into what you were saying about Derek.  At the 

Conference, the ’85 Conference obviously, you persuaded Derek to withdraw a 

motion. 

DB:  We didn’t know he had until he came up.  We’d had a mini negotiation in the 

Gents toilet before the debate, and it wasn’t clear what they were going to do when 

he walked up.  All I knew was that it was worth a try because it would turn Neil’s 

rhetoric into the Stonefrost Report, because we would then have an in, and we would 

then know what was going on and then that would legitimise action against them for 

the left.  Because I was part of the left and didn’t want to be in a situation where the 

left, were battling the leadership on behalf of the Militant Tendency, which was a real 

possibility, that we would have ended up a shield against the Militant Tendency, 

because we didn’t necessarily wholly believe that they were in the practical local 

government finance terms, telling lies.  Because they hadn’t.  Because their housing 

programme was very impressive on paper, superficially, and was quite popular and 
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therefore disengaging the Broad Left from the Militant Tendency at that moment, was 

I thought, pretty crucial.  Whether Neil ever came round to believing that was the 

right thing to do, the two Janes did, Jane Kennedy and Jane Sarin, both of whom I 

got to know very well afterwards.  They were the two brave women from Liverpool, 

they were the NUPE stewards.  Do you remember? 

JF:  Yes, I knew Jane very well. 

DB:  I mean Jane Sarin’s still in Edinburgh, I think.  I saw her up there some years 

ago, because she was part of the LCC and of course Jane Kennedy I helped 

recently in her campaign for Police Commissioner.  So, it really is bringing back 

memories.  

JF:  Just to go back a second.  This is all in hindsight and retrospectively.  Wouldn’t 

it have been better looking back to let the Conference debate the motion which was 

about industrial action in favour of councils who basically confronted the 

government?  Wouldn’t it have been better for it to have gone to the floor?  Because 

subsequently of course Militant always claimed that Kinnock, I know it sounds 

ridiculous, that Kinnock didn’t get support from the floor, in fact Militant got the 

support from the floor? 

DB:  Well, I don’t think it would have been better because they wouldn’t have agreed 

to the investigation and although they may well have been defeated by the trade 

union block vote it would have made them martyrs, in the sense that they would say 

they were the only ones who were fighting the battle, the only ones who stood 

between the Tory government and the working class.  The only ones who really 

cared.  And they like being martyrs so, you know losing wasn’t a problem to them 

because they always formulated resolutions with the intention that they would be 

defeated. 

JF:  So basically, what you thought was the constituency parties would have 

supported them? 

DB:  We would have defeated them and that would have been another further 

fissure the party could have done without.  At the time their withdrawal actually 

wasn’t felt and seen to be a great victory for them.  I remember having to very 

quickly think what I was going to say so I said “That’s not a victory for Militant.  It’s a 

victory for common sense.”.  But I was thinking on my feet at the time. 

JF:  Yes, that’s difficult! 

DB:  But we are talking about an entirely different era which I am glad to have lived 

through even though I’d rather the party hadn’t had to. 

JF:  It was interesting. 

 

Question Four 

JF:  Right, we are on question four now.  I hope I’m not taking up too much of your 

time. 
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DB:  No, carry on.  It’s bringing back memories. 

JF:  Now this is if you like, the projected forward bit.  Do you think it’s likely that for 

the Labour Party, say for instance the Bournemouth speech hadn’t happened, and 

Neil Kinnock decided he wasn’t going to go for the jugular, could they have been 

accepted long-term as a legitimate section of the party? 

DB:  No, I don’t think they could.  I think not just their philosophy, but their tactics, 

their processes, their way of dealing with other party members, made it impossible. 

JF:  So, you think it would be impossible really? 

DB:  I think it would have been impossible.  And I think it would have been not only a 

running sore which would have caused constant problems inside the party, but a 

great opportunity for our opponents.  I mean they would have been able to use the 

Militant Tendency against us over and over and over again, through the mass media, 

but also it would have eroded the growth of the party itself, because they would 

have, as I have described earlier, they were masterful at being able to drive people 

out of branch meetings. 

JF:  Mmm, you’re right.  But just to amplify a bit more.  Do you think it would have 

been possible for Tony Blair to have gone on to reform the party in terms of Clause 

IV?  I mean basically once Tony Blair became leader and say Militant was still there, 

and Neil Kinnock hadn’t made his Bournemouth speech. 

DB:  Then I think Tony Blair would have had to have dealt with them.  Because I 

think at that stage, I think the divide between a party seeking to win sufficient votes 

across the country, including the south, and the modernisation both of the 

constitution and the reform agenda for policy, would have been at such odds with the 

Trotskyite approach, that the party would not have been able to function so we would 

have had to have got rid of them. 

JF:  Eventually, yes, yes. 

DB:  I think Neil Kinnock did the Labour Party a great service and I think without 

those measures we would have had continuing problems.  I mean we didn’t win the 

’92 election for all the reasons we are fully aware of, but we wouldn’t have got near 

it, and that would have made it more difficult for Tony Blair, because the further you 

are away, just a truism this of history, the further you are away from having the 

numbers, the more difficult it is to win, because governments always have the upper 

hand. 

JF:  That’s right.  The thing there though is......do you think that coloured Tony Blair?  

Because Tony Blair did the legal representation for the NEC on the expulsions.  So, 

from that point of view, if they hadn’t expelled them. 

DB:  To be honest with you, James I hadn’t actually ever thought of that.  That is an 

entirely new angle which I think is very interesting and it would account for Tony’s 

particular take on those who, not those who disagree with them on the Broad Left, 

but his very substantial dislike of anything that smacked of alternative organisation.  

So, I’m responding by saying it’s a lot of thought I hadn’t explored. 
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Question Five    

JF:  Last question you’ll be glad to know.  Some would say that the expulsions of 

Militant, the events of 1985, pave the way to changing Clause IV and of course Tony 

Blair was very keen on that and I’m working back to the fact that he did the legal 

representation and obviously was very much involved in the minutiae of the 

expulsions and bearing in mind he only got the change through on the sort of 60-40 

vote roughly, at conference.  Do you think that Tony Blair really had this long term 

view that he wanted to change the Labour Party from this labour representation 

going back to the turn of the century into a western-style European social democratic 

party, and as the precursor to that he had to get rid of a Marxist tendency within it, 

not a socialist tendency, but a Marxist tendency?      

DB:  I think on the first part of your question he did want the Labour Party to be 

modelled more on a European style social democratic party.  There’s no question 

about that.  I’m not so sure I’m not doing him a disservice in this.  I am not sure he 

himself had that tactical vision from 2006 onwards.  I think that it was much closer to 

’94 when he felt that there had to be a symbolic change that would provide an 

example to people that something seminal was happening to the Labour Party and 

therefore they could be more comfortable with its direction, its make-up and its 

underlying philosophy.  I think that’s where it lay. 

JF:  Yes, I think this is what intrigues me about Clause IV because you know where I 

come from, I spent years in the Communist Party? 

DB:  Yes. 

JF:  Where we had a socialist transformation of society programme? 

DB:  Yes. 

JF:  And putting it before the electorate and getting absolutely trounced.  So, Clause 

IV, when you actually look at it, it’s not far from a socialist transformation of society. 

DB:  I was a very late convert to saying well you know we are not doing anything 

fundamental here because we are never going to implement this anyway.  I mean I 

was chair of the party that year and so he had to tell me before what he was going to 

do.  And a bit like the 1985 Kinnock speech I had to go away and think about.   

JF:  Did you go for a swim? 

DB:  I didn’t go on this occasion.  It was Blackpool and swimming in Blackpool is not 

a good idea.  The weather was brilliant in Bournemouth in ’85.  I went away to think 

about it because I didn’t have an immediate, instinctive ‘Gosh, that’s a really good 

idea, Tony’.  Mine was, I understand where you’re coming from.  Is this really 

necessary?  Because it is embedded in our party constitution, it is part of us, we all 

know what it means in a modern context.  I think within six months I thought well that 

was quite a smart move really.  We hadn’t taken away something that was going to 

happen.  We’ve re-shaped.  I immediately got stuck in as to what the alternative 

should be.  So that like Prescott, I thought, well what are we going to have in its 

place?  Then what are we going to put on the card that actually expresses what we 
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really believe in terms of empowerment and the ability to do more together than we 

can individually? 

JF:  Tony Blair though, by changing Clause IV was saying that is no longer a hook 

where Trotskyite groups could hang their coats? 

DB:  I think the corollary of that was that he could rightly say, I’m sorry, these 

resolutions are no longer relevant at all about the commanding heights of the 

economy and the means of exchange – the means of exchange was always 

interesting, the means of distribution was always a disaster, it was a disaster in the 

soviet bloc, even when they had plenty, they didn’t manage to distribute it.    

JF:  The means of exchange with the internet is a bit out of date.   

DB:  And so, the world was changing.  I mean I did a very short article in The 

Independent on Saturday about Tony Benn and an interview on the Today 

programme on Friday, and I was trying to reflect that it wasn’t values that had to be 

set aside, it was a recognition of the context in which those values had to be 

addressed.  And if the world has changed around you and you just refuse to accept 

that it’s changed you become a munificent, very lovable anachronism.  And the 

Labour Party at one point was in danger of becoming a sort of lovable anachronism 

where we’d constantly throw ourselves against a wall and then pick ourselves up 

after defeat and wipe the blood from our noses and have another go. 

JF:  And I think you feel that would have been your fate if you hadn’t have. 

DB:  I think it would have been the fate of the Labour Party if we hadn’t......I mean, 

I’m biased because I was in the Cabinet for eight years and I wouldn’t have been.  I 

saw a transformation in my constituency which wouldn’t have occurred.  I’m not one 

of those people who believe that we betrayed the British people.  I think we did not 

achieve as much as many of us would have hoped but I don’t think we......I mean 

leave Iraq aside, and the arguments around Iraq, in terms of the living standards, the 

investment in public services, the transformation of the environment in which people 

in my constituency live and work and learn, there’s no comparison.  That for me was 

always the objective, to make a difference to the people I grew up with and even 

now, after four years of grinding austerity, there is still the spark based on what went 

in there.  People are still combining working together, whereas in the ’80s all that civil 

society, all that empowerment had been knocked out of them. 

JF:  So obviously you feel, it’s the obvious question isn’t it, that if you’re not in power, 

you can’t do those things? 

DB:  If you don’t have the power to win power, if you don’t have the wherewithal to 

invest, but also to give people hope...... I came in to make a difference and it isn’t 

that you have to betray your principals and set aside your values in order to win in 

order to do nothing because you’ve set those values and those principles aside.  It’s 

that you have to take cognisance of where you are, but above all where the 

electorate are, and what they are prepared to do, and Margaret Thatcher was a past 

master at that.  She, she took a step forward and then a step back and then two 

steps forward, particularly with the miners, you will remember. 
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JF:  And the teachers. 

DB:  And the teachers. She chose her moments, and she would put a toe forward 

and then she would draw back if it wasn’t the right moment and then have another 

go. 

JF:  That’s right. 

DB:  She also banked on people reacting in the way she expected, and normally 

they did, which then played into her hands.  Politics, as Bernard Crick used to teach 

me, is a messy but fascinating business, but if it’s going to work, we’ve got to get 

people engaged with it and that is the big challenge of the years ahead.  How do we 

get people back engaged? 

JF:  Thank you, David.   
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APPENDIX 14 

Interview with Lord Blunkett on 19th February 2019 at 11.15 a.m. 

at The House of Lords 

In the interview Lord Blunkett will be referred to as LB and James 

Ferguson as JF 

JF.  The PhD started in 2013 and you kindly agreed to be interviewed at that time, 

things have moved on quite a bit and I’ve interviewed quite a lot of people around the 

subject.  I interviewed Peter Taaffe who was editor of Militant and is now General 

Secretary of the Socialist party of England and Wales, his big argument because he 

is trying to affiliate to the Labour Party, his main argument is Militant was no different 

to Tribune, the Co-op party, the St Ermins Group who were very secretive, and the 

only reason they were expelled was because they were better organised than the 

right of the party, what is your view on that? 

LB.  I think this is fantasy land, the RSL the Revolutionary Socialist League and the 

whole intent of Militant was and was declared, after their expulsion by many of their 

leading members to have been an endeavour to enter and take over the Labour 

Party within an entirely separate agenda and set of values and programme and 

although they hid that till sometime following the mass expulsions in 1986. 

Subsequently I think many of them just came clean and said yes, we were, we had 

entirely our own agenda, we were a Trotskyite movement, namely we used cells 

within the Labour Party in order to be able take over branches and constituency 

parties in the usual Trotskyite fashion and that we had an entirely different intended 

outcome to the Labour Party’s agreed policies. 

JF.  Of course, now the Socialist Party which was the Militant Tendency is on the 

verge of applying for membership of the Labour Party en- bloc.  They are saying they 

see no reason why they can’t affiliate on the same terms and constitution as the Co-

op party because the Co-op party has its own organisation, its own constitution, its 

own conference, its own membership lists, its own MPs.  Why can’t they just affiliate 

on that basis? 

LB.  The Co-op party which has been involved with Labour from its foundation is 

open and clear about its acknowledgement of and recognition of Labour conference 

as the supreme decision- making body, of the values laid out in the Labour Party’s 

constitution.  The Socialist party of Great Britain and those who previously operated 

under the banner of Militant and the RSL hold no such allegiance and have never 

acknowledged that they would be part of, and integral to the Labour Party and its 

democratic history and constitution within a parliamentary democracy.  They have 

never acknowledged that and has far as I can see they never will and if they did it 

would be purely to be able to provide a foothold where they cannot gain it by 

standing for election under their own banner.  Just as Militant Tendency didn’t, so 

Labour and Cooperative is where those who are affiliated in that way, stand they 

don’t make any bones about it, but their total adherence is to the Labour Party and 

its historic values and constitution. 
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JF.  In fact, I did actually, look at the constitution of the Co-op party and it only 

seems to differ from the Labour Party on issues of its Cooperative movement, the 

wholesale trade and the retail trade. 

LB.  Yes, which is its raison d’etra and its embedded history and everybody knows 

that. 

JF.  So basically, you feel it is a disingenuous reason?  

LB.  It’s disingenuous I think that it would open the door to Socialist Worker and to all 

those who are claiming that they have a broad interest and commitment to the 

movement and to Jeremy Corbyn becoming prime minister, and that has absolutely 

nothing to do with winning a majority in the British Parliament for an agenda on the 

lines of, and in tune with the Labour party’s constitution. 

JF.  When the Socialist party was formed, Militant, and I’ve researched this figure 

and talked to various people, arrived at a figure of about 8000 members.  

LB.  Yes, that’s sounds about right from my memory, yes. 

JF.  Peter Taaffe tried to egg that up a bit, but he eventually agreed that was round 

about right, but the Socialist Party only took 2,000 members with it and therefore 

6,000 members of the Labour Party decided not to join the Socialist Party who were 

formerly signed up to Militant, and that includes the current General Secretary of the 

Labour Party.  During that period when the Socialist Party was formed in the early 

90s, obviously as a prominent member of the Labour party, were you aware that 

there were still many people left behind who were Militant or ex- Militant?  

LB.  No I wasn’t is the honest truth I believe that many of them were burnt out and 

had left the active political arena I was not aware that a group, if you like a 

substantial group, who had simply gone underground and then re- emerged as part 

of the Labour party as opposed to joining a separate political grouping under the 

auspices of the Socialist Party and I believe we had taken our eye off the ball and we 

were very keen to distinguish between those who disagreed on policy and on 

individual items of manifesto and programme, and who remained in and were 

aligned with the Labour Party and that includes the current leadership of the Labour 

Party, from those who had clearly been involved in what was an entryist endeavour 

to take over the Party and to change completely its direction and its historic 

constitutional programme and maybe we got it wrong. 

JF.  When I interviewed Clare Short, she agreed with me that the Labour Party at 

some stage should surely have erected some political/ ideological barriers to prevent 

entryism by Trotskyist organisations.  In other words, because it did not have much 

competition on the democratic socialist scene, like the continental parties, the Labour 

Party seemed to make do and mend and did not create those political barriers to 

prevent that kind of thing happening. 

LB.  I think that’s part of the fact the Labour Party has never been absolutely clear 

enough, with itself internally, about its differentiation as a social democratic party 

from the revolutionary left and that’s partly because we never had the upheaval the 

Germans had for instance in the late 1950s.  It’s partly complacency built out of the 
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belief that when you have dealt with a particular problem the problem had gone 

away, and its partly the third bit, is a kind of benevolence which I shared back in 83 

and 84 which is, well individuals are not bad men or women and were misguided and 

they don’t really mean any harm, and so long as they are not organised in a formal 

sense then we don’t need to worry about it, and that probably has led us to the 

situation today.  Where for perfectly understandable reasons there is a total lack of 

clarity about the Labour Party’s current relationship with the far left, so if we are a 

social movement rather than a formal political party then we should say so and that 

changes the terms in which we address parliamentary democracy.  Involved regions 

and national parliament and assemblies in Scotland and Wales and obviously the 

regions of England, and we are not clear about that, perhaps the emergence of 

independent groups leaving the Labour Party in parliament, more of which will 

probably happen this week-end, will help to clarify that. 

JF.  When I interviewed Professor Robertson in Liverpool, he made a very 

interesting point and he is a member of the Wavertree constituency Labour Party, 

where obviously Luciana Berger has just recently resigned from the Labour Party.  

He made the point, which I thought was very interesting, that Jeremy Corbyn instead 

of being a traditional leader of a political party is almost the head of a franchise 

where he is franchising the activities of various groups and various individuals and 

as long, as they are all chugging along to the general left- wing tune, he is quite 

happy with that. 

LB.  I feel that’s an interesting way of describing it, the great advantage of someone 

seeing the activities of others is that as a franchise as long as it goes with the 

general movement is that they can disclaim any responsibility for the actions of those 

individuals, or even the organisation that brings them together, and which social 

media communicates, social media has changed so much within the political arena, 

so much can be done quickly easily and privately as opposed to holding meetings.  I 

used to sit in the back of meetings in the 1980s to find out what the Campaign for 

Labour Party Democracy was up to, now everything is on- line people can sign up 

and they can communicate the resolution or the line to be taken or the person to be 

intimidated at the press of a button.  So, I think franchising is a very interesting 

description of the situation which is seen as a social movement rather than a 

coherent political party with an agreed programme based on a set of values which 

most people could sign up to even if they have disagreements about the policy.  But 

the perverse situation at the moment, is that if you look at the 2017 manifesto I have 

very few arguments with the policy objectives, as opposed to the means of getting 

there, my objection was that far from it being a radical left manifesto it was a retail 

offer and lacked any underpinning coherence as a political statement.  You want free 

tuition, you want free child care, you want to give everybody over 65 something free, 

you touch it we will give it you is not a coherent radical alternative social democratic 

programme, and yet people are parading it and many people who have not studied 

politics and been involved for very long in the political arena sincerely believe that 

they were campaigning for, and signed up to something very different and very 

radical compared with the past. 
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JF.  Just going, back a bit, I will return to that it is so interesting at the moment, but 

just to go back a bit.  I read through the diaries of Barbara Castle and even Barbara 

Castle in the 78/ 79 or earlier than that, even, when the Underhill Report came out 

mainly about Militant Tendency but other groups as well, she felt, well if this report 

goes through and there is action on it, all the left will suffer from it so we have to 

protect them.  

LB.  There was a reaction to what happened to the Bevanites in the early fifties of 

course and that affected quite a long way down the line historically, those of the 

broad moderate left who did not want to see persecution of people on grounds of 

their political difference, and were prepared to accept that they were organisationally 

and not just spiritually not with them, and that is difficult, and I understand that 

because if you think back to people of the Tribune group being suspended from the 

Parliamentary Labour Party, and you can see why people would balk at wanting to 

return to anything like that, and of course under Tony Blair there was never any 

suggestion of people being suspended or expelled on the grounds that they had a 

difference of opinion, otherwise Jeremy Corbyn, John McDonnell and Diane Abbot 

would not be in the Labour Party. 

JF.  Yes, he shielded them didn’t he, Tony Blair?  

LB.  Yes, so there was a reaction on both, the if you like the moderate I call it the 

firm left, and on the reformist right not to return to and not to engender that kind of 

environment and I get that completely, but it did affect the way people saw Militant 

and other off- shoots of those who they decided they would not stand under their 

own banner in an electoral democracy. 

JF.  I interviewed Derek Hatton last week, and Derek said that he did not regret 

anything by the way, and he said if all the local authorities that formed the loose 

coalition against the cuts and against the government, including Sheffield Council, 

which you were leader of, if they had of all stood together this opposition would be 

on a par with the miners’ strike, and that the dual effect of the miners’ strike and the 

joint opposition would have brought down the government. 

LB. The problem for Derek’s recollections for this is that the miners’ strike ended on 

the 3rd March 1985 and the authorities he is referring to were still holding firm well 

into April and May by which time the miners had clearly been defeated.  They had 

gone back to work, and the terms of politics had changed.  The government had won 

and so on a practical revolutionary level he is wrong, he’s wrong in the sense that 

the authorities he refers to, other than the leadership of Liverpool, did not see this as 

an objective in bringing down the Tory government that had been elected two years 

previously.  They saw it as an endeavour to try to re- balance the power of central 

and local government and the right to levy a local tax at the level determined locally, 

and to retain the business rate and to retain other powers that the Conservative 

government intended to take away, including the abolition of the GLC and the 

Metropolitan Counties so there was a different objective, and secondly there was a 

different practical political outcome so I am afraid on both accounts he was 

completely wrong.  Had the action of Liverpool the year before not resulted in Patrick 

Jenkin giving a modest capital outlay, which covered the fact that they had not 
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actually won anything at all other than a small amount of freedom to use more 

capital, which they did effectively on house building.  We would never have had the 

85 stand- off with the government at all so it’s interesting it brings back memories 

Jim quite vividly, and we did stand out along with the GLC and some of the London 

boroughs for a time, but although I actually voted into the new financial year to block 

making a budget but enough of my colleagues on the council voted with the 

opposition to set a rate. Once that was done, that was that, and we sought to re- 

heal the wounds in the Labour group and got on with the job. But you see the 

problem with the far left is always they have to be let down by somebody and 

eventually this will happen to Jeremy so there has to be someone who prevented 

them from what they believed to be the logical outcome of their actions, and most of 

the time as with Arthur Scargill, it’s self- delude.  

JF.  They have to blame somebody. 

LD.  They have got to blame somebody not themselves for poor tactics or poor 

political strategy in the first place. 

JF.  This is all about merging the past with the present time which is moving very 

quickly.  

LD.  Incidentally I don’t believe that Momentum is the same as Militant Tendency, I 

think they have things in common in terms of operating as a separate operation 

within a political party.  I don’t think most of the people who are involved who sign up 

to Momentum, actually see themselves in that Trotskyite vein at all. 

JF.  Yes, which brings me on to that question nicely.  When I interviewed Peter 

Taaffe he said he had a meeting with Jon Lansman from Momentum and Jon 

Lansman said that he could not support an affiliation of the Socialist party to 

Momentum, not the Labour Party, but he saw no reason why individual members 

could not hold dual membership of Momentum and the Socialist Party and they 

would join Momentum individually basically, but retain their Socialist Party 

membership.  Now there is already ample evidence, because I’ve done a lot of 

interviews in Liverpool, now that ex- members of Militant, many, many, of them are 

now in Momentum, and, actually in the Labour Party.  

LB.  Yes, because theoretically to be a member of Momentum you have to be a 

member of the Labour Party.  

JF.  Well, that’s a very interesting one because it seems to me, although I have no 

direct evidence of this, is that the membership requirements of Momentum are liberal 

to put it mildly.  How do you feel on the general issue of Momentum as a long, long, 

standing member of the Labour Party and being in government for a long time how 

do you feel about Momentum? 

LB.  I feel extremely uneasy, intellectually I feel there is no reason why a group of 

people should not come together if they are party members, and are prepared to 

adhere to the constitution and values of the Labour Party and design campaigning 

material and motivate and energise party members at local level.  In theory there is 

absolutely no problem with that, in practise when an organisation has its own 
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structures, with its own instructions, with its own determination of candidates for 

office locally and nationally. when it has its own raison d’etra in terms of what it 

expects members to sign up to, and when its activities start to challenge sitting 

members of parliament, on the grounds that they don’t match the objectives of an 

organisation, then you have separated a campaign and social movement from the 

organisation to which it claims to be inherently a child of, ie the party, and when 

there is a party within a party then that actually destroys the parent then that’s how I 

see it. 

JF.  Do you feel Momentum has been intimidating members of parliament?  

LB.  No, I think that members of Momentum, have without the intervention of or clear 

discouragement from the group that operate, run it, and speak on behalf of it, and it’s 

not just giving permission for their members to do things, its actually providing them 

with cover.  With if you like an umbrella that says these are the candidates we want, 

these are the individuals that we would support in a contest, that always centrally 

and locally agree which is quite helpful so sometimes you get Momentum members 

at local level which challenges the designated Momentum candidate from the centre. 

The Scarborough/ Whitby area is an example of that, where people are contesting, 

sometimes they contest between Momentum members which leaves other non- 

Momentum parliamentary candidates to win, but it demonstrates very clearly what 

this is all about, and if you are an organisation of trade unions obviously support and 

nominate and give backing to individuals, who were their members, but it is 

absolutely clear that they are doing it.  You used to have the A list and B list you 

remember this Jim, where the trade union worked the A list and everybody else 

worked the B list, and they were seen to support, it’s absolutely clear that they are 

promoting their own members, whose constituency should be successful, will be 

supported by that trade union. This is what they were doing as opposed to 

something under the surface, and you can see immediately that there was overlap 

and that’s where the party has never sorted it out. 

JF.  One last question and then I will let you go Dave, one thing that intrigues me 

was that, as member of an executive of a trade union at the time, I never quite got 

Liverpool City Council’s bargaining strategy with the government.  I felt the 

government seem to have had all their cards in their hand against Liverpool, except 

one, and that is civil disruption and that if there had not been the redundancy notices 

the unions would have stuck together, and the commissioners would have been sent 

in when the money ran out.  There would have been civil disorder and that’s the one 

thing the government were worried about.  When I interviewed Lord Storey who was 

the deputy leader of the Liberals, and then became leader, he said one of the Liberal 

councillors was working for MI5 quite openly and they had people working on the 

ground, the security service.  You are an ex- home secretary, I mean did you feel 

that was a serious bargaining counter, that there would be civil disorder and the 

government would get very worried about that, and make some kind of settlement?  

LB.  No, I did not, in my heart of hearts I believed there might have been a modest 

deal that would have ensured that local authorities could raise the money to continue 

delivering services at a reasonable level and that was the modest objective that 
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many of us had. Obviously, it was clear that those that believed in revolutionary as 

opposed to parliamentary politics were quite happy with the idea of creating civil 

disobedience but the contradiction within it was not only that the government held all 

the cards, but that the action that needed to be taken to create civil disobedience, 

actually damaged the workers and the recipients of services on which the argument 

was being based in the first place.  We need to pay the wages, we need to deliver 

the services, but we are actually now going to destroy both of those hence the 

scuttling round in taxis and delivering redundancy notices.  Which then changes the 

terms because what you are doing is you are actually damaging to the people that 

you represent, in order to create a situation which down the line might actually help 

them.  That’s quite a difficult ask in a normal parliamentary representative 

democracy. In the circumstance where other revolutionary situations, where other 

revolutionary breeding grounds does not exist, hence the defeat of the miners and 

the refusal of other major trade unions to do other than give cursory support to the 

miners, for all the reasons we know about.  Not least the lack of a ballot actually 

created a situation where there wasn’t a revolutionary outcome, so it was never 

going to happen.  

I am interested about MI5, we all knew that MI5 were obsessed with the left in the 

60s, 70s and 80s, Harold Wilson was not totally paranoid about that. I am amazed 

that when we were in government in the 60s and, late 70s we did not get more of a 

grip.  When I was home secretary, I can’t guarantee that I understood everything that 

MI5 was doing but we did go into it in some detail and of course MI5’s main raison 

d’etra was dealing with the situation post 11th September 2001, and the aftermath 

with the situation in Northern Ireland.  So, they were in a different ball game 

altogether.  I certainly was responsible for signing off orders for intercepts and 

surveillance and only in very, very, rare circumstances were they to do with the 

political arena.  

JF.  One thing that Militant, although they never said it, but in their book, they point 

towards it, the City that Dared to Fight by Peter Taaffe and Tony Mulhearn, it was 

that Liverpool was special because Liverpool had the Toxteth riots, and in the 

Toxteth riots, it’s been commented on that Margaret Thatcher was shaken by it.  

LB.  I think she was shaken because of course there was Brixton as well, there was 

not just Liverpool 8 there was Brixton and there was activity elsewhere, and the first 

round with the miners also took place then, which she deliberately let go in order to 

come back to it.  She was a tactician they were not fools and when they had to give 

their game in order to position themselves as a government at a different time.  So, I 

think there was undoubtably and has been historically greater propensity to street 

politics in Liverpool, but I don’t think that added up to socialism in one city, anymore 

than socialism in one country.  I will finish on this that’s the nub really if you believe 

as they did that, you can bring about socialism in one country then the logic is you 

can start socialism in one city and once you have deluded yourself down that road 

then anything becomes possible.  

 

End of Interview 
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Appendix 15  

Interview with Graham Burgess at his home in Liverpool 

On Thursday 14th February at 11a.m. 2019 

Graham Burgess in the 1970s and 1980s was a member of the NALGO 

National Executive Committee and the branch chair of Liverpool 

NALGO. 

Since leaving those posts he became Chief Executive of Blackburn and 

Darwin Council and later Chief Executive of Wirral Council. 

 

In this transcript Graham Burgess will be referred to as GB and James 

Ferguson as JF. 

 

GB. My name is Graham Burgess. At the time of the dispute, I was Chair of 

Liverpool NALGO which was a full- time position.  I was also Chair of the North 

Western and North Wales region of NALGO.  Following retirement from the trade 

union I went back into my career, ending up as Assistant Director of Social Services, 

Liverpool and then Chief Executive of Blackburn with Darwen Council and Chief 

Executive of Wirral Council.  I am now partially retired and, carrying out a number of, 

non- executive Chair’s roles in Health and Housing 

 

JF. Graham, when you were involved with NALGO in the 1970s and 1980s, and of 

course Militant Tendency, gained a number of seats in the Labour Council and went 

on their campaign to try and get more money from government to fund their housing 

projects.  You were uniquely placed as a member of NALGO where a lot of your 

branch members were employed in the City Treasury.  Did you see the looming 

storm that was coming up, or did it come as a surprise? 

GB.  I think we had a number of members both in the Treasury and who did some 

financial forecasting.  We also had a number of members who played leading roles 

in the policy and campaigning department as well.  So, we had a good insight into 

what was happening in terms of the Central Support Unit, and one of our very close 

colleagues, for the first year of the campaign, a senior manager was head of that 

department, He then subsequently left that department after the first year of the 

campaign.  

JF.  I think Andy Pink took over. 

GB.  Andy Pink was certainly a leading member in that support unit and played a 

major role.  He was also a NALGO shop steward as well, so he played a major role 
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both inside the Branch and without.  In terms of the looming issues, the first year, we 

all felt that was quite a broad campaign, broad based campaign, and that we were 

fully supportive, as indeed most of the trade unions were.  The second year of the 

campaign, gradually support was being eroded by the antics of the Militant 

membership of the council and a whole number of issues arose, disputes arose, 

between the council and trade unions, which eroded the base of that second 

campaign.  

JF.  Part of this thesis is looking at the Vanguard Model that Militant Tendency 

followed.  Decision making was very centralised and then almost handed down for 

members to carry out.  I mean, were you aware of that kind of structure. 

GB.  Yes, very much so.  It was clearly from the Labour councillors, the 47 or so 

Labour councillors, I suspect only 14 or 15 were actually, Militant, but clearly, they 

had a tight organisation and influenced the Labour group as a whole.  And clearly 

they had an organisation in every one of the Constituency Labour Parties, and 

organised that and also influenced a number of trade unions, particularly the GMB 

and we were aware that there were Militant meetings that were being held in 

advance of CLP meetings in advance of Labour group meetings and indeed Militant 

meetings being held even in our union but a number also in advance of branch 

meetings and in advance of our branch Committees to iron out their line. 

JF.  So, did you detect that their policy was standardised then? 

GB.  What you would find is that the same motions would be appearing in a number 

of CLPs, would be appearing in a number of branch meetings.  They would be 

encouraging you to invite speakers from any disputes they were supporting 

nationally or regionally.  Speakers from other councils, speakers over from a number 

of areas.  It was clear that they were extremely well organised.  They had their 

headquarters in the Tuebrook area of Liverpool, which was a reasonably sized 

house, meetings were held there as well. 

JF.  Let me come to the first budget dispute.  The first round of it.  There were two 

opinions.  There was Jack Straw’s opinion, and Cunningham, that they got a bundle 

of special measures which gave Liverpool more money, and then there was Derek 

Hatton’s view that he came back from the settlement from the Secretary of State, 

that they wrestled this money through pressure of the labour movement etc. 

GB.  Certainly, the view and analysis that we did, from our members in the Treasury 

the group analysis of our members in the Treasury, and the group analysis of two of 

our members in the central support unit, who were not Militant but were sensible, 

and their view was that they got some very minor concessions from Patrick Jenkin 

that were dressed up as a great victory.  Probably only worth about a million or two 

pounds, always useful to have, and I’m not denying that but never- the- less, but it 

made no real difference to the council’s budget, but Derek then dressed it up as a 

major, major, victory for the movement brought about by themselves.  Which gave 

them the credibility.  The major mistake then was that Derek came out of the meeting 

with Patrick Jenkin who was then the Secretary of State and he proclaimed the great 

victory and Jenkin had backed down and Jenkin was quoted as saying ‘Derek Hatton 
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danced on my political grave’ which we thought was a huge mistake as we knew  

when we went back the next year no minister was ever going to make concessions 

to Liverpool because of the way they had reached it first time round. 

JF.  Yes, this is interesting because you as a senior member of a union, on the NEC, 

you will well know that if you negotiate with an employer and you reach an 

acceptable settlement the last thing you do is crow from a great height that this was 

a fantastic victory, because you well know you have to go back the following year 

and do it all again. 

GB.  Well, that’s exactly the point.  We made the point to Derek but it was too late he 

had done it, but really, as you say it’s a good settlement, you recommend it, but you 

never crow, you never go to the national press, the national TV , and basically shout 

how you defeated the Tory Government, and defeated that minister, because in our 

view that set the seeds for the government, not unreasonably to say we are not 

going to move again because we would be embarrassed again, and it would do 

damage to us again. 

JF.  So, did you feel that when Kenneth Baker took over that he took a very hard line 

because he certainly wasn’t going to follow in the footsteps of his predecessor? 

GB.  I think there was a direct relationship between the mistake that Derek Hatton 

and Militant made at the first settlement and the treatment Liverpool got the following 

year.  The government could not be seen to back down again, could not be seen to 

be humiliated again the way they felt they were the first- time round. 

JF.  Once they’d reached the impasse of asking for about £30 plus million and 

Kenneth Baker refusing to meet them unless they made a lawful budget, did you 

ever feel that the City council were capable of winning? 

GB.  We felt and unlike some unions we had stuck closely to the city council, I think 

we were the biggest branch of any trade union, we had 6,000 members at that stage, 

despite our reservations, despite the disputes we’d had, the Samson Bond dispute, 

and other disputes, and the major mistakes Militant was making, we stuck with them, 

but the condition we stuck with them on, was if the budget became unlawful, and if 

the council went into special measures, and there was intervention both the council 

and the workforce would jump together.  We’d both be affected in exactly the same 

way.  And provided the Council was prepared to sign up to that approach, a mutually 

assured approach to the end of the dispute, we were willing despite our reservations 

about the tactics, to go along with them and push it along, so the leadership of 

NALGO was probably more on the left than many of the unions, with the exception of 

maybe the GMB, and we were prepared to go along with the council in spite of our 

reservations because we felt the issue was so important and we were prepared to 

take that risk, and it was a risk, but the key thing for us was that the councillors put 

themselves at risk, as well as the workforce and that was the key issue for us. 

JF.  When the issue of the redundancy notices came up there was an air of secrecy 

about it.  Both Peter Taaffe, editor of Militant, and Peter Taaffe speaking for Tony 

Mulhearn, both denied that they had anything to do with the redundancy notices but 
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would not tell me who actually did organise that.  In your view who do you think was 

behind the redundancy issue? 

GB.  I find it very difficult to believe that Peter Taaffe and Tony Mulhearn did not 

know about it in advance.  

JF.  No, they are not saying they did not know, they are saying they were opposed to 

it. 

GB.  Well maybe they were opposed maybe they weren’t but certainly there was a 

huge amount of secrecy because we had heard rumours of redundancy notices 

about three or four weeks before, being suggested that’s the way to make the budget 

legal, on the back of the workforce, issue redundancy notices and save the 

councillors, and protect the councillors by doing that.  So, we arranged with the 

council, and Peter Cresswell, the secretary of the JSSC and, also secretary of 

NALGO wrote to the council asking for reassurances that the redundancy notices 

were not true.  We received a letter back from the council signed by Derek Hatton 

and John Hamilton reassuring us that there would be no redundancies and no 

redundancy notices.  So maybe naively we believed them.  I know they were under 

pressure from the Treasurer of the council, I know that, I suspect they got legal 

advice from the City Solicitor, how to make the budget legal.  So massive secrecy, 

very tight, so when redundancy notices came out two or three weeks later after that 

letter, we were totally surprised by that to be honest.  We thought a letter from the 

leader and deputy leader was sufficient.  I can’t believe that that letter was sent 

without Militant group’s agreement.  Because the council was strictly controlled by 

Militant.  Militant must have had, some decision- making process.  Whether Tony 

Mulhearn or Taaffe voted in favour of that I don’t know but the democratic centralism 

that operated within Militant must have had some say over that decision.  What 

made it even worse was when we actually saw the redundancy letter, when it 

arrived, the date on it was actually printed a couple of weeks before the letter from 

Derek and John Hamilton was sent to us. 

JF.  Really? 

GB.  So, it was actually printed, when they sent us the letter reassuring us, 

promising no redundancies, the redundancy notices had already been printed. 

JF.  That’s very interesting. It’s something I’ve never come across before. 

GB.  What happened they actually crossed the old date out and put a new date on 

them.  They re-dated them, but you could see the date of the original was actually 

printed two or three weeks before the letter was sent out.  

JF.  In the book written by Peter Taaffe and Tony Mulhearn “The City That dared to 

Fight” he talked about the councillors being hamstrung by legal niceties which 

required them to issue the redundancy notices, however in my research the legal 

niceties was the Employment Protection Act 1975 which was actually brought in by a 

Labour Government to protect workers from arbitrary dismissal. 

GB.  I saw the decision to issue redundancy notices as a total cynical decision to 

protect the councillors from surcharge because the issuing of the notices was 
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making the budget legal, so the councillors thought they were avoiding surcharges 

by making the budget legal, they put all the risk on the backs of the workforce.  So, 

our view was that if the Commissioners were sent in by the Government the 

workforce under the notice of redundancy would have no protection, but the 

councillors would be safe and their homes would be safe.  So, my view was that it 

was a totally cynical decision and that’s why NALGO split from those councillors 

because they had broken the bargain they had not jumped together.  They had 

protected themselves and protected their homes and put all the burden of the risk on 

the 30,000 plus workers by being totally vulnerable.  If Commissioners had come in 

and they had balanced the budget and they would be unprotected at that stage, but 

that was the final straw that took NALGO away from the council. 

JF.  What effect, when our Union took the Council to the High Court, because we felt 

the redundancy notices were illegal and that no sensible council would have ever 

come to that conclusion.  What was NALGO’s position then? 

GB.  We supported that decision at that stage we would oppose the redundancy 

notices by all means.  We had major decisions, marches, half day actions against 

the redundancy notices.  On one march we had 5000 of our members down Dale St 

in protest against the redundancy notices. 

So, when we heard of that, your court action we were very supportive of that 

decision.  It seems to be reasonable when that Rubicon had been crossed all trade 

unions, with the exception of most GMB branches, realised that they had been far 

too trusting and that the trust had been broken.  

JF.  The legal action just covered the teachers, but did you feel it had a knock- on 

effect.? 

GB.  I think it was clear it was a test case, because if you won the test case then 

NALGO and other unions would have followed that through in the courts as well. 

Initially we would try to stop them by industrial action, by propaganda, by raising 

matters by the trade unions, by the DLP, the whole way of doing it and you went to 

the courts.  I think both were important, but I thought yours was a test case that we 

would have used. 

JF.  Derek Hatton Deputy Leader of the Council and a Militant supporter he has 

consistently said that the issue of the redundancy notices was a red herring and that 

anyway nobody was ever made redundant and therefore, yes, it was an issue, but 

nobody was ever going to be sacked. 

GB.  Unfortunately, I do not believe that statement.  Two issues are they knew what 

a big issue the redundancy notices were for the workforce.  They had it in writing.  

They were told the unions would break from the council if they issued redundancy 

notices, so they knew it was not a technicality.  If there was a political decision then 

they made that with the full knowledge that most of the unions could well break away 

from them.  Would break from the council if they issued the redundancy notices.  So 

they knew it was not a technicality it was a political decision they made to do that in 

the full knowledge that most of the unions could well break away from them on that 

basis.  We were only not made redundant because of the intervention by the national 



357 
 

Labour Party and other people that that should be the position.  I fully believe it for 

any reason the council had stayed under Militant control those redundancy notices 

would have been implemented.  My view is we were put in an impossibly weak 

position to defend our members with those notices being issued. 

JF.  If the Council had been removed and Commissioners were sent in to the 

Council because the Council had become unmanageable because of the breakdown 

of services, do you believe the Commissioners might have, yes, re-instated a lot of 

redundancy notices because they wanted people to get back to work, but do you feel 

they would not have re-instated all of them? 

GB.  Upon reflection I think clearly when we received the Stonefrost Report, from I 

think he was the Director of Finance from Sheffield City Council, he showed us a 

way around the financial problems which was achievable without major cuts so I 

believe the Commissioners would have had the opportunity to pick off any services 

they did not think as vital or maybe pick off some individuals who were seen as not 

to be helpful, so by the redundancy notices they were putting all the power in the 

hands of the Conservative Government and all the power of the Conservative 

Government could well have been that the most active trade unionists may not have 

been re-employed, that’s happened elsewhere or some services that were vital to 

the people of Liverpool may not have been re-employed.  So, I think they may have 

not only not re-employed 5 or 10% of the workforce but there was a possibility, we 

were giving total control to a Conservative Government to a free hand with no 

employment law protection to carry out their wishes and I believe they would have 

taken the opportunity to change some of the services and make some of the staff 

redundant. 

JF.  Some people would say that if Commissioners came in with all the redundancy 

notices still in place, they were almost going in to a blank sheet situation where they 

could put in what they considered to be, under conservative politics, a lean, fit 

organisation, for the Council. 

GB.  I think that is quite right.  Nobody would have employment rights.  Thirty odd 

thousand workers would be unemployed.  They could have chosen what services 

they maintained and at what level and what services they didn’t maintain and 

therefore what workers they retained or did not retain.  I’m amazed that a Militant run 

Council which in effect it was, would give Conservative Commissioners that much 

power and free reign to carry out Conservative policies in Liverpool.  

JF.  The other thing I am interested in is, when I spoke to Peter Taaffe and read his 

two books on the issue, he raises the issue that the Liverpool budget dispute was a 

second front against the Government with the miners being the first front and he 

raises that kind of magnitude of dispute.  Did you think the national miners’ dispute 

and the Liverpool budget dispute were on a par? 

GB.  No, no, I wouldn’t say they were on a par, the Liverpool dispute was initially part 

of a dispute of a number of councils, Manchester, Sheffield and London boroughs, 

were all going together to push the Government and gradually they all fell away one 

by one.  Liverpool was the only remaining one, I don’t think it could be seen as on a 
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par with the miners’ dispute.  But certainly, the miners’ dispute added to the 

atmosphere of people acting to protect jobs, to protect services and I think we were 

very small fish in comparison to the giant whale of the miners’ dispute.  But it was, it 

impacted on the atmosphere, and set the scene maybe of the Liverpool dispute, but I 

would not say it was on the same level at all. 

JF.  On reflection Militant Tendency is now the Socialist Party and is at the stage 

where it intends to affiliate to the Labour Party as a full affiliate like the Coo-op Party 

but obviously the Co-op Party has quite a distinct constitution. 

As a member of the Labour Party how would you feel about that? 

GB.  I would oppose it, vigorously, I’ve already seen a number of former Militant 

activists be admitted and attending and being very active in the party meetings I 

attend.  They are starting to promote a lot of the similar policies about no cuts, we 

should not be making balanced budgets at the cost of the workers.  I am starting to 

see the same people re-emerging in new roles certainly people in my CLP. 

JF.  Which is? 

GB.  Well, I was Speke /Garston.  People like Julie Lyon- Taylor, very active Militant 

supporter at the time re-emerging and a couple of former councillors as well.  In my 

current party ward, there are also a couple of former Militant councillors active there. 

So, they are getting well back into the organisation. I think it would be a scandal if 

the Socialist Party was allowed to join because it is a democratic centralist party, it is 

a vanguard party, it’s a party which has an organisation and in the past has stood 

candidates against Labour.  I think it would be the death knell of the Labour Party if 

that party was allowed to join formally. 

JF.  I don’t know if you are aware or not but Jeremy Corbyn when Militant was 

subject to discipline at an enquiry into the Liverpool District Labour Party formed an 

organisation against the witch-hunts of which he was secretary.  Does that surprise 

you? 

GB.  I wasn’t aware of that, but it doesn’t surprise me.  Jeremy Corbyn has a long 

history of supporting far left causes.  It doesn’t surprise me at all. 

It’s interesting if he has a background of supporting the people who were expelled 

then, who are now being allowed back into the party. 

JF.  Does it surprise you to know when the Socialist Party was formed, Militant 

Tendency had about 8000 members in the Labour Party, but the Socialist Party only 

took about 2000 with them which left 6000 still in the Party, and would it surprise you 

to know that the current General Secretary of the Labour Party was one of those 

people left behind by the Socialist Party? 

GB.  It wouldn’t surprise me at all, I did not know that, but it would not surprise me.  I 

do know that in various areas of Merseyside where people weren’t expelled some of 

the 6000 are still active in Wirral and elsewhere on Merseyside, they are still active. 
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JF.  There is current talk about splits in the Labour Party at a national level.  If the 

Socialist Party was allowed to affiliate to the Labour Party would many people who 

were non-militant if you like traditional Labour Party members, democratic socialists, 

would they be tempted to leave the Labour Party if that was the case? 

GB.  I think so yes it would be changing the nature of the Labour Party from a social 

democratic party allowing a party in which is a vanguard party, centralist party and 

therefore where you would normally have a free and frank debate inside a ward, ok 

you may disagree at least you would know everyone was coming from a base from 

not having a pre-determined and not being controlled by a democratic centralist 

group. 

JF. A pluralist approach?  

GB.  Yes, a pluralist approach and that clearly would be abandoned if the Socialist 

Party was allowed in on that basis. 

JF.  Would you be, and people of a similar political view of yours, would you be more 

tempted to leave the Labour Party of Jeremy Corbyn if a new party was formed? 

GB.  I would be reluctant to do that.  My history in the trade union movement and my 

history in politics would make it very difficult to leave the Labour Party.  I am also 

concerned that another party, similar to the SDP, might end up allowing the Tories to 

stay in power for a long time.  I’d also be concerned that our first past the post 

electoral system whether they could be successful.  But I would think very hard over 

the issue of Anti-Semitism, Brexit, if the Socialist Party was allowed to join.  I think I 

and others would think very hard about what we did, we may not join something else 

but whether we remained in the Labour Party is another matter. 

JF.  Would it be more attractive if there was a group formed within the Labour Party 

that would seek to oppose Jeremy Corbyn’s leadership? 

GB.  I’d be loathe, to try and set up something which was seen as a more moderate 

or sensible version of Militant because you are in danger of fighting fire with fire but 

certainly I would work with others, not to oppose Jeremy Corbyn as such, I think 

history is better than personalities.  It’s about the policies in politics.  I would be 

happy to work with people of similar minds and try and get the Labour Party politics 

back on more traditional lines that I think could eventually win an election. 

End of interview.    
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Appendix 16 

Interview with Peter Cresswell 

On Friday10th May 2019 at 2.00 pm at his home in Liverpool 

Peter Cresswell during the 1970s and 1980s was secretary of the 

Liverpool City branch of NALGO and secretary of the Liverpool Joint 

Shop Stewards Committee which represented most of the Liverpool 

local authority unions with a total workforce of approx. 31,000.   

In this interview, Peter Cresswell will be referred to as PC and James 

Ferguson as JF. 

 

JF. Well apart from the two positions you held, which were pretty important, obviously 

secretary of the JSSC. Politically, before you joined the Labour Party were you a 

member of anything else? 

PC. I joined the Labour Party in 1965, I drifted away from it in 1968, I guess in the 

early 1970s I joined the International Marxist Group. 

JF. IMG 

PC. IMG and then a small group of us split from the IMG and formed the Revolutionary 

Marxist Group. I lasted there till 1979 but they joined Big Flame and I re-joined the 

Labour Party. It shocked them, Mrs Thatcher winning. 

JF. I won’t go into that at this point because I am not too sure about that split. It’s your 

biographical details really. Part of this thesis is it’s a hybrid, its politics and industrial 

relations. I am really interested in interviewing you about the industrial relations aspect 

of that period, which was fairly unique. Obviously, I was around at the time as well. 

You had your normal trade union structure which I am guessing was very similar to 

my own union, the NUT, and that is you had a group of officers and they would meet, 

you would have a branch committee, a general meeting, that was the decision- making 

process. How did the JSSC come about? 

PC. Its origins were the need for one body to represent, or at least co-ordinate things. 

NALGO retained its own negotiations what we negotiated was different to the other 

unions. We wanted to co-ordinate and have contacts, understandably. I can’t 

remember when it started. It started before 1981 anyway, it was well in existence. 

JF. I think it was in the 1970s.  

PC. Probably. The secretary was John Blevin, who by the time of the crisis had left to 

go to London to work for the Morning Star. 
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JF. That’s right John Blevin, did you feel in a way that the creation of the JSSC was 

playing into the hands of the Trotskyist Rank- and- File, trade unionism where they did 

not trust the bureaucracy and therefore the shop stewards had to have a bigger and 

bigger say in what was going on? Don’t you think all of us at that level of officialdom 

in the trade unions were a bit naive about that? 

PC. Not really. I think it went wrong was when we joined the JSSC we had a clear idea 

of our own autonomy and the things that affected us we were going to negotiate. 

I think during the crisis the Militant Tendency within the JSSC would take decisions, 

so for instance when a strike ballot was held, they totted up all the votes and if the vote 

had gone in favour of a strike they would have said ‘you are all out’. Well, we would 

not accept that. I think that’s where it went wrong. I think in terms of bureaucracy I 

don’t feel it was an issue. I think we all had suspicions about national bureaucracies 

at the time. Wrongly so, as they were helpful in the dispute as it turned out. We had a 

clear sense of our own autonomy, so we did not feel that was a problem. 

JF. Yes, because in NALGO you had the advantage that your branch chair was also 

on the NEC so you had a very close link to the Executive, well you could not get a 

closer link, similarly in my union I was on the NEC and branch secretary as well so I 

did not feel the trade union bureaucracy was overbearing in our branch. But the GMB 

felt that didn’t they? 

PC. They did. I’m not sure UCATT did. I think they were semi-detached from their 

union in some ways. They obviously had full-time officers who did not play any part 

and they didn’t listen to them very much whereas we always operated within the 

strictures of the union. We weren’t prepared to go outside that. So, when it came to 

strike action we knew and we wanted it to be the case if we voted for the strike action 

we would do it, we would not be outvoted by other unions. The GMB shop stewards 

took that view but what the GMB national officers would have said is another matter. 

They would not have supported coming out on someone else’s say so. 

JF. When I was branch secretary, I found it rather difficult reporting back from the 

JSSC because it was outside our structure, or running in parallel I suppose and 

therefore when we had Militant Tendency people on our branch committee they were 

picking me up on the JSSC report trying to say it had legitimacy over and above what 

the branch committee was talking about. Did you ever have that in NALGO? 

PC. No, I did not, possibly when it came to the sharp end of the crisis, it may have 

been said. One of the reasons it didn’t was that up to the point of 1982, I suppose we 

were supporting the council so that the tension was not there. It started to emerge 

obviously when the council went off the rails, and obviously the Sam Bond affair.  

JF. That comes nicely into the next question, when I interviewed Graham Burgess, he 

said that the first stage of the campaign, in fact you had a NALGO member in charge 

of the support unit, Alan Chape.  

PC. Yes. 

JF. Graham was saying it was very much a broad-based campaign and that you were 

quite happy with it. What changed?  



362 
 

PC. Well, the idea behind the campaign was that if the council wasn’t successful in 

getting money off the government, not sure any of us thought that was a possibility, if 

they didn’t then the council would run out of money, that was agreed and then basically 

everyone would be in a mess, and we thought the Government would be in a bigger 

mess than us. So, we accepted they’d run out of money, we would not get paid for a 

certain time, however long it would be, the councillors would get surcharged so they’d 

be in a mess and the government would be faced with almighty chaos. 

Now this sounds eccentric in the light of what happened. That was the plan. 

JF. When you said ‘that was the plan’ who agreed all that? 

PC. That was the position of the DLP, and our branch went along with it, we agreed 

with it because the financial position looked disastrous. Where it went wrong, possibly 

the financial position was not as bad as it was painted to us, but it was when we were 

faced with the redundancies, we were faced with a prospect of being made redundant 

and the councillors faced the prospect of carrying on because they balanced their 

budget by sacking us. Other people have told me the actual surcharges were an 

accident, there was no illegal budget. 

JF. Yes, but the redundancy notices came about through the Employment Protection 

Act, didn’t they? 

They had to give 90-day notices. 

PC. They didn’t have to. They chose to, legally they did have to, that was never the 

idea it would happen. Their idea was the council would simply run out of money, we’d 

be illegal, and the council would be punished for it, and we’d be punished for it. It was 

never for them to have a nice tidy cut-off point, issuing the redundancy notices.  

JF. When it came to the redundancy notices, when I interviewed Peter Taaffe, he said 

straight away he was opposed to the redundancy notices, thought it was a disaster. 

Tony Mulhearn was of the same opinion. I said to Peter Taaffe well who made the 

decision? Who was leading on this? He said, ‘Well I am not about to stab people in 

the back’. I said well it’s been a number of years, surely you could tell us, and by talking 

about various characters he more or less said who they were. Who do you think it 

was? 

PC. Tony Byrne.  

JF. Tony Byrne.  

PC. He understood the finances and I think the way he saw it this would enable them 

to carry on a little longer doing whatever they wanted to do and Hatton certainly went 

along with it, he didn’t oppose it at all, because he saw it as a way of carrying on 

campaigning. The leadership must have known it was a way of getting them off the 

hook temporarily of the surcharge. So, I think Byrne was behind it but undoubtedly 

Hatton agreed with it. John Hamilton didn’t agree with it, there’s no doubt about it, but 

as so often John went along with things. 

JF. Did you get the impression with Tony Byrne that he would have done almost 

anything to build houses?  
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PC. That was his pre-occupation, it was the housing programme, the urban 

regeneration strategy, and that was when you talk about capitalisation which is what 

they did eventually do of course, it was the obvious way of staving off the crisis, it’s 

what the chief executive supported, I’m sure the City treasurer supported it although 

he did not speak about it. Stocks told me that. But when it came to that they presented 

that as cuts in the capital programme, and making people redundant, well they 

wouldn’t have made anybody redundant because these things were built by the private 

sector obviously. The whole objective of this for Byrne was his housing programme. 

Which wasn’t a bad one as it happened. 

JF. Of all the unions in the JSSC the GMB were very compliant because they had a 

Militant leadership with Ian Lowes. But NALGO really ran the show because you had 

all the feelers into the Treasury, with all your members and the flow of information into 

your leadership was probably pretty good wasn’t it? 

PC. Yes, in particular the branch chair was a top accountant and I’m not sure, the  

Treasury, took kindly to him being our branch chair, a very good bloke, Tony Griffin, 

now dead unfortunately and of course Alan Chape, who you mentioned before was 

very much involved in their campaign committee, whatever it was called?  

JF. The Central Support Unit.  

PC. So, he understood the budget and all that sort of stuff very well, so we got loads 

of detailed information. Where it starts to get hazy is what the effects of capitalisation 

were really. It obviously did mean cutting back or restricting the scope of the capital 

programme, that was something which they’d set down, there didn’t need to be 

anything written in stone about that, whereas the workforce actually existed. The URS 

was a future programme. 

JF. When you first came across the so-called solution, that they were going to make 

everyone redundant to buy them time, did that come as a real shock to you, or where 

you expecting something like that? 

PC. Gob smacked, totally gob smacked. We didn’t expect anything like that. We 

showed you a bulletin I wrote a few days before we got the redundancy notices.  

JF. I’ve got a copy of that bulletin.  

PC. Describing rumours of redundancy notices. There were rumours but they had 

been totally denied to us. We described them as a joke and made light of them. We 

thought it was just a fantasy that someone had dreamt up. So, when they did appear, 

they had actually been there when I had been writing that. It was a bolt from the blue 

from the blue and when you tried to argue with Hatton and Co, they were saying they 

were not really redundancy notices. But that is exactly what they were, redundancy 

notices. 

JF. If there was one union that was a) well informed and b) the council needed to keep 

on side, it was yours. When you actually met them, when you knew they’d issued 

redundancy notices, wasn’t there some form of embarrassment there?  
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PC. No, no. No, they weren’t embarrassed at all. Not the leadership. I think some of 

the lower- level councillors, none of whom would disassociate themselves from it, but 

they said ‘well there’s no option’ but Hatton and Co, were barefaced about it. They just 

said ‘No they aren’t real redundancy notices’ they tried to give reassurances, a letter 

from Hatton and John Hamilton which was no re-assurance at all. It just said if the 

Government give in we’ll withdraw them. Oh well, fine, there you go, I’m sure you will. 

JF. Did you get the impression that the councillors in the Labour Group were mightily 

relieved that they’d issued those notices and saved them from what would have been 

a massive surcharge?  

PC. I’m not sure all of them totally understood the implications of all that stuff really, 

the rank and file. You would have to speak to some of these people like Joe Devaney 

who are still available. I’m not sure how they saw it. They would defend it as buying 

more time for the campaign. If you knew what was going on in local government, no 

campaign was going to change what happened in Lambeth, Liverpool or Sheffield and 

weren’t going to change their minds and do something different. It seemed to us it was 

just a way of spinning things out and having the council with no staff but people doing 

the work voluntarily, that’s exactly what they put to us. The way Hatton and Byrne put 

the case forward was that when we were all made redundant, the council would 

continue running, well we would all be laid off, but they wanted us to carry out essential 

services, such as residential homes, that sort of thing and various other essential 

services. We made it clear we had no intention of doing that, it wasn’t like a strike 

where you had exemptions, this was them, sacking us. If we were sacked, we were 

out the door. I think that shook them really. 

JF. So, they actually thought that you would carry on working?  

PC. Not everyone just essential services.  

JF. Really, Very interesting.   

Moving on to the Labour Party itself. I’ve interviewed quite a few people who described 

how intimidating it was attending DLP meetings. I think you attended DLP meetings 

as a member of the Labour Party? 

PC. I did, yes.   

JF. Obviously, you didn’t attend them all because you were busy being branch 

secretary. 

PC. I attended all the DLP meetings. 

JF. All? 

PC. I used to be on the DLP executive. 

JF. What was your general impression of the way the DLP made decisions? When I 

interviewed Dave Robertson, who you know, he said he was often shouted down, 

things like that. Did you feel the DLP meetings were very intimidatory? 
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PC. By the time it came to the split over the redundancy notices, yes. Before then most 

people were pretty much in agreement, so it wasn’t intimidatory. After the redundancy 

notices I think shouted down is a harsh word, shouted at, definitely. 

Made to feel uncomfortable. Threats, I was never physically threatened but it was 

uncomfortable speaking out, you had to steel yourself, they were big meetings, you 

had to steel yourself to speak against the line of the leadership. I was never stopped 

from speaking. I think they welcomed me speaking in some cases because it suited 

them to characterise the opposition to them as being the white- collar union. So, it was 

them opposed to us. They abused me obviously. 

JF. I’m thinking when you are looking at other delegates, you were in a position of 

being secretary of the largest branch in the council and a lot of the stewards had some 

respect for you because you were secretary of the JSSC, what about the people who 

weren’t in your position, who had fairly minor roles, where they shouted down? 

Shouted at sorry. 

PC. Shouted at, yes. It would be intimidating, but I think people felt there could be a 

physical threat, but I was never physically threatened, There, was one occasion, not 

in the DLP where things got a bit hairy, but I was never attacked or physically 

threatened. 

JF. So, you never felt as though there was any physical intimidation? 

PC. No, but it wasn’t a comfortable experience speaking though. 

JF. I have read some reports from the inquiry that the Labour Party did into the DLP, 

In fact I got the entire transcript, and people did talk about being physically threatened. 

Jane Kennedy gave evidence and she said she was punched and kicked, on the way 

in and out of the meeting. Did you see much of that? 

PC. No, no. 

JF. You didn’t. It was in and out of the meeting so actually probably in the meeting it 

didn’t happen. Yes ok. The DLP in normal circumstances, the DLP was like the old 

borough party which would co-ordinate the constituencies, most probably at election 

times. Did you feel that Militant changed the raison d’etre of the DLP, from a co-

ordinating body, to a sovereign body? They expected people to follow it. 

PC. DLP was there for local elections, constituencies were a relatively minor part, I 

think they had some delegates, but the main body was delegates from the wards. 

Obviously, trade union delegates. It wasn’t about local elections. 

The whole thing changed. It took a much more active view about politics in general, it 

was democratic centralism really, once the DLP made a decision that was it everyone 

was expected to go along with it.  

JF. That’s what I am saying when the DLP made a decision, because there were so 

many delegates, didn’t the councillors feel intimidated into supporting that, because 

otherwise they would have to explain to the DLP why they had made another decision. 
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PC. I think so, You, would need to speak to councillors, but I am sure they felt like that. 

JF. When I interviewed Peter Kilfoyle, he felt there were some very strong characters 

in the Labour Group but there was a fairly large bulk of them who were fairly weak 

characters and would go along with who shouted loudest. 

PC. Well, I wouldn’t want to characterise people like that, but people did go along with 

majority decisions that their life would have been made difficult if they hadn’t, no doubt 

about that. 

JF. Although under the rules and regulations of the Labour Party the Labour Group 

really had the sovereignty not the DLP. 

PC. In practise that did not make any difference because the DLP agreed with the 

Labour Group on these policies. 

JF. Moving on, we had the Inquiry into the DLP by the NEC. There were expulsions, 

16 to begin with and then that was whittled down to 12, they let 4 people off and that 

was the end of that. When I interviewed Peter Taaffe, I said most people were 

surprised that you’d stood in the Walton bye-election because that was clearly against 

every rule in the book of the Labour Party, standing against the official Labour 

candidate. Didn’t you feel it was a big mistake. Did you feel that at the time, that they 

had strayed into a very, very, dangerous area? 

PC. Obviously, I did. It’s, one of the factions, one of the splinters of Militant, who 

highlight that it was a catastrophic error. They see that as a key error, people should 

have stayed in the Labour Party, if people are thrown out, they’re thrown out but from 

outside they behave as if they are in the Labour Party. Not only that they encouraged 

people to believe they were going to win the Walton bye-election, they, didn’t even get 

close. 

JF. No, came third, I think. 

PC. Yes. 

JF. I’ve done quite a bit of research into numbers and when Militant split and there 

was the faction that wanted to go off on their own and contest elections, go against 

Labour party policy on the poll tax, and form the Socialist Party. The entire membership 

has now been more- or- less settled as about 8,000. And I said to Peter Taaffe what 

happened to the rest? He said they just stayed in the Labour Party, 6000 stayed 

behind, and he said including the present General Secretary. Moving on from that, in 

your experience or what you have read, do you think there is still some kind of residual 

Militant influence in Liverpool through Momentum? 

PC. Oh yes, Audrey White, would be an example, an ex- Militant who is active, I think 

she’s under threat of discipline by the Labour Party, I’m no quite sure what for. No 

there are numbers of people. I’m not sure they stayed in, Taaffe would know that better 

than me, Liverpool may have been different from the national picture, but certainly 

people came back and appear to have an influence Julie Lyon Taylor is one, possibly 

only in her ward, and the other one, the Irish teacher, active in the NUT? 

JF. Ruth Knox. 
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PC. Ruth Knox, yes there a number of names and faces that you recognise, but I don’t 

remember them being present during the Blair years. Most Momentum people I come 

across describe themselves as Returners. 

JF. Returners? 

PC. They left over Iraq, I think I think they would say they, left over, some of them may 

have over the militant business, but they came back when Corbyn was elected. 

JC. So, what you are saying is there were a lot of disillusioned Labour Party members 

over the Blair years and the way the Blair Government operated, and they left, and 

now they are coming back. 

PC. Yes, in terms of opposition to the war, and opposition to various Blair policies, 

acadamisation, commercialising the health service, I never recall old Militants playing 

much of a role in that at all. 

JF. No, they were quite quiet or non-existent. 

PC. Or not around, I can’t recall anybody in Riverside Constituency.  

JF. Since, the election of Corbyn and his support group, Momentum, I’ve had lots of 

reports of people leaving the Labour Party, partly because of the anti-semitism row, 

partly because they don’t feel at home with the new influx of Momentum people. Do 

you think the Labour Party has changed for the foreseeable future, in support of 

Corbyn? 

PC. Two things really. I think the policies of the Labour Party have moved to the left 

and aren’t likely to move much back to the centre. How far Corbyn’s central to that I 

don’t know. I don’t disagree with most of Corbyn’s policies really. The way they are 

implemented and some of the stuff around him such as the anti-semitism is a different 

matter. I don’t see the Labour Party moving back towards Brownism, Blairism, it would 

probably move more back towards Milibandism, Ed Milibandism, without some of the 

daft things that surround him like the Ed Stone. 

JF. Is it possible for the Labour Party with people who are still left in it, who are 

prepared to stand up for what they believe in, are there enough of them to pull back a 

bit from Corbyn’s policies or are they fading fast?  

PC. It depends what happens at the next election entirely, I think that would change 

everything. Should Corbyn win then it would become more entrenched and you have 

to wait and see how he performed in government. If we lost the next election I think 

there would be big changes, not necessarily in terms of the detailed policy, policies 

towards Europe and so on may change but some of the core policies will remain the 

same, so the education won’t change much, but I think the image of the party may 

possibly change then. But I think the answer to the question you are asking, it just 

depends on what happens in the election. Most members in Liverpool think we will win 

the next election. 

JF. What do you think?    



368 
 

PC.  I don’t know. I tell you what I thought Trump was going to lose, I thought we would 

stay in the EU, my days of predicting elections are over.  

End of Interview             
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Appendix 17 

Interview with Liam Fogarty 

On Wednesday 13th February 2019 at 10.00am in  

 Liverpool City Centre 

Between 1983 and 1990 Liam Fogarty was a reporter and producer for 

BBC Radio Merseyside and was their local government producer.  He 

now teaches journalism at the University of Central Lancashire.  He 

produced a BBC Radio 4 programme for Archive on Four entitled The 

Mersey Militants, a retrospective view of the Militant era in Liverpool 

which was broadcast in November 2018. 

In this interview, Liam Fogarty will be referred to as LF and James 

Ferguson as JF. 

 

JF.  Did you feel that Militant had any kind of a strategy with the media? 

LF.  Apart from the kind of saturation bombing of the conflict, a media strategy? We 

were not conscious of a media strategy as individual reporters our relationship with 

leading members of the Council was patchy.  Some of those people at the highest 

levels were accommodating and quite happy to talk and others clearly regarded us as 

part of some media monster to be either slayed or ignored.  I was not conscious of any 

kind of a formal Mandelsonian or Alastair Campbell type strategy and I think looking 

back at it everybody was making it up as we went along and that included us. 

JF.  Because obviously you did not know where you were going to end up so you 

played it day by day. 

LF.  Well, you had to, the overriding memory I have is of consistent drama because 

remarkable things happened every other day of the week, for several years whether it 

was mass meetings by local government unions, about, whether or not to join one 

course of action or another, numerous marches whatever the numbers, people argued 

over numbers.  The City was in a state of uproar, and if your job was to report on that 

it was very exciting and I’m sure sometimes we got carried away there was a sense of 

its importance because local government was on the front pages of every newspaper 

in the country, and that does not happen very often.  Apart from the poll tax which was 

much a more diffuse a countrywide phenomenon, here you had this kind of uprising in 

one provincial city which we were living in and reporting on.  

JF.  Did you feel, at the time as a professional journalist, and now you lecture on it, 

did you feel that Militant got a fair press at that time?  

LF.  Well clearly not if you define a fair press nationally.  
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JF.  Take for instance the Liverpool Echo which took a very anti-Militant line in most 

of its editorials.  

LF.  The Daily Post did, in those days we had two papers, both had municipal 

correspondents and there was a sense that Militant was letting the city down.  There 

was the overwhelming majority of the coverage about them negative, but then again 

when the local newspapers were reporting that services were not happening, that the 

city was running out of money, and when there were enormous conflicts, the default 

position of the local press was to oppose the overall strategy.  Although I do recall 

there was an acknowledgement Liverpool had serious problems, and so for instance, 

when the Stonefrost Commission came to look at the city’s books there was a sense, 

there was a case to be made here.  They were not taking the government line that you 

shut up and go away.  I think there is a reaction, what’s the word?  They found the 

tone of the politics of Militant extreme and angry and there was a lot of anger about. 

There was a time where I think where a kind of a cold civil war was going on in the 

city.  You were on one side or another and there were not many bridgeheads between 

those who backed the Liverpool Council one hundred per cent, and those who thought 

they were on the wrong track.  There was very little middle ground in Liverpool at the 

time and I think it was inevitable that saw media coverage and certainly in the papers.   

JF.  Militant was a vanguard party, in other words, they have a very military structure, 

it is not a pluralist party.  Decisions are taken at the top and very rarely are they 

questioned.  They are very military, they styled themselves on the Bolshevik party, in 

my thesis I talked about how the Bolsheviks had to be secretive, being in a police 

state.  Of course Militant were not in a police state they were just being very, very, 

secretive because they did not want to be kicked out of the Labour Party. 

LF.  But that secrecy extended into you can see that in that the way that it was almost 

impossible to get a straight answer to a very simple question, and that question was 

are you a member of Militant Tendency?  And you can ask very senior figures, cabinet 

post holders, the Deputy Leader of the Council, and not get a straight answer.  It was 

very difficult because you had to assume everybody knows that Ian Lowes in the GMB 

is one, Pauline Dunlop is definitely one, Tony is one because we have read his writings 

and has published them.  But is Tony Byrne one?  He hovers around above everything 

ideogically, extremley pure.  His obsession with housing, but as a journalist you don’t 

know which party or which faction these people, actually belong to.  You started on 

the back foot and there was a lot of that but if they can’t be trusted to tell us to whom 

they are loyal politically, how can we trust them for anything else or any other 

arguments they make or the facts they give. 

JF.  If they lie about that they could lie about anything? 

LF.  They are not lies they don’t give a straight answer, I read the newspaper, I 

subscribe to the newspaper. 

JF.  With this vanguardism that they operate, which they deny, but at the time they 

were very much so.  Where you conscious of, as a journalist, that a lot of decisions 

were coming from Militant head-quarters, in London, rather than the City Council. 
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LF.  It kind of hovered like a cloud over everything.  You could not tell for sure whether 

the agenda was being written in the Municipal Annexe or in the Vernon Arms or 200 

miles away.  You could not tell in my relatively own minor roll we were not expected to 

have contacts insights and contacts with the inner workings of this extremely small 

faction and the Peter Taaffe’s the Pat Wall’s all these other people, the Ted Grant’s. 

They came in on our radar, we recognised them not least that Pat Wall was a Scouser 

so we had a connection there, but we never really never had any accuracy in the 

decision making process.  There was a sense, they have some input because their 

people who follow them and who are their comrades in the city.  But we are not quite 

sure how that works. 

JF.  One of the issues I have raised in this thesis as well, is that Militant took the 

leadership of the budget crisis.  They identified how much money the city was short, 

they said how they were going to get it, by confrontation, and you said earlier there 

was a genuine case.  Liverpool had had a hard time of it.  If there had have been a 

broad campaign involving obviously not the Conservative Party but say the more 

radical wing of the Liberal Party, the Labour Party, even the churches, the community 

groups.  Given the case that Liverpool had a genuine case do you think that would 

have taken off and would have some kind of effect on government? 

LF.  It is interesting you mentioned the churches because post the 81 riots when you 

had Derek Warlock and David Shepherd kind of emerging on the national stage for a 

fairer deal.  All that was completely marginalised from 84 onwards, maybe that’s a 

resource that the Labour Council might have used better I don’t know.  It became 

identified as their struggle, as their struggle as the party’s struggle, the majority group’s 

struggle rather than a city-wide struggle.  Because in the way of things, certainly the 

broadcast media always tried to balance things out so every person who said yes, we 

are behind the Council and Derek and Tony and John and all the others.  It would be 

an immediate counter balancing view of all those that thought they were an 

embarrassment, all this language why can’t we get together.  In terms of a broadcast 

meeting you would get this automatic balancing of views and there was a sense, the  

city, was divided on those divisions on full.  If you would have got Trevor Jones and 

the Liberal Party on board and even the two or three remaining Conservative 

councillors to make a joint appeal.  If you look at the LGA, the LGA is more effective 

as a body because it does speak for all councils of all stripes and it tends not to 

fragment and issue majority and minority reports, but it was the mid-eighties.  You got 

the miners strikes and the industrial stripping out of Northern England and you have 

got stuff going on in Northern Ireland and you’ve got inner city riots.  There doesn’t 

seem to be much room for Kumbaya and hands across the aisle politics.  We have got 

this temptation Jim towards Liverpool’s exceptionalism.  That the city that dared to 

fight. Other cities fought but in another way, the idea that this was an historic moment, 

an historic opportunity so you have that culture already and it’s a perfect fit speaking 

electorally for 65 /70 percent if you go back to the election results for that year, and 

yes there was polarisation, but there was an enormous increase in interest, and so the 

turnout for the 85 election, the one straight after the first well over 50 per cent, and 

there is a sense that it certainly engaged people, and got people active. It divided on 
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class lines it divided on North and South of the city, it divided on trades unions and 

some trades unions were less inclined to follow the Militant path than others. 

JF.  I am interested in the thesis on the issue that they were intimidating the internal 

opposition in the Labour party through their use of the DLP the District Labour Party 

and that people who had legitimate concerns were either shouted down or physically 

assaulted.  

LF.  That was extensively reported because the … 

JF.  Did you report that? 

LF.  I can’t remember personally but it was commonly reported then that individuals 

had spoken out against the policy and they were shouted down ejected from meetings 

and abused in and out of meetings.  I remember standing outside the Trade Union 

Resource Centre in Hardman St, and there was some crisis meeting because every 

meeting was a crisis meeting, and the TV cameras were there.  Newsnight was coming 

live from outside, and Jane Kennedy came in with her NUPE colleagues and it was 

pretty vile stuff. 

JF.  in what way? 

LF.  Just verbal abuse and jostling and stuff and you talk to people on the other side 

of the debate as it were, on the non-Militant side.  They have all got anecdotes about 

uncomradely behaviour.  

JF.  Mike Storey talked about having his tyres slashed.  

LF.  In the interview I did with him he spoke about the kind of intimidation he was 

getting at the time, when his wife was very ill and was very upset by it.  And he was 

still very upset by it.  He was getting phone calls from people making threatening phone 

calls. 

JF.  Mike Storey said he had a death threat which is very concerning.  

LF.  Thank god Twitter did not exist in the mid-80s the whole thing would have 

exploded in bile.  As a journalist you tread very carefully so it’s perfectly routine to hear 

that the BBC, you are all Tories backing the other people and it’s not unique to 

Liverpool and it’s not unique to that moment.  If you cover any industrial dispute people 

take a point of view on anti-media hostility, there is a rich tradition and it’s not just a 

Liverpool thing.  

JF.  The Militant Tendency always say that during that time, there is the miners’ strike 

as well and that they had opened up a second front against the Government and all 

that was needed was to stand fast and with the miners.  There were two fighting fronts 

they could force a general election or a general strike.  I mean as a journalist looking 

at it how likely was that? 

LF.  At the time we treated it as rhetoric, it is part of what they did, this is the language 

of the far left, historically always treated it is as that the revolution is just round the 

corner another general strike and another election where the scales will fall from the 

populations eyes and they can emerge and take a leading role.  I mean there is a lot 
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of noise around and I think until local trade unions actually did come out on strike and 

make it real it was a lot of hot air.  This was also at a time of this ferocious opposition 

to Thatcher and Thatcherism in the city, you don’t need to be a card-carrying member 

of Militant to feel that vibe.  They were a conduit for being left behind for being betrayed 

attacked economically, Black Stuff was on the air in 83.  

JF.  Boys from the Black Stuff.  

LF.  That had, whatever its merits as a drama which are many and fantastic.  You also 

had the sense of speaking for the city I don’t know whether that was Alan Bleasdale’s 

purpose but there was a sense we are up against the Tories and people were prepared 

to cut the council leadership a lot of slack even though you might be a bit queasy.  The 

language or the tactics or the personalities and they certainly people were prepared 

to back that they certainly did in the election.  

JF.  Did you feel that as Militant would argue that opening up a second front was on a 

par with the miners’ strike in other words the amount of pressure on the government 

was similar to the pressure the miners were putting on them?  

LF.  I wouldn’t have a view to be honest, I wasn’t close enough to the miners.  Around 

Parkside and other places around St Helens at the time the strike was on.  It was on 

the 84 cup final, there was a banner saying victory to the miners and Everton it was 

with certain people it was a sense we were fighting the same battle but people would 

fall away as a pincer movement and somehow beating down Thatcherism. 

JF.  Derek Hatton was very much the voice of the City Council and Militant merged.  

In his book he makes no bones about it, he started to fall in love with the media.  

LF.  It was mutual it was a mutual love affair.  

JF.  In what way? 

LF.  Because he was always good for a quote and he had impact he was forceful 

articulate and box office.  And over time that starts to trigger the anti-bodies in the 

reporting eco-system.  Can we get somebody else on, let’s talk to Dominic Brady or 

let’s talk to somebody else because you want new voices.  He became identifiable as 

a national figure very quickly.  

JF.  He was on Spitting Image.  

LF.  No greater.  He, galvanised, Derek is one of those people about whom people 

had an opinion. 

 

End of interview 
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Appendix 18 

Interview with Derek Hatton  

4pm on 14th February 2019 at Derek Hatton’s Liverpool city centre office. 

Derek Hatton was the former Deputy leader of Liverpool City Council 

from 1983 to 1987 

In this interview Derek Hatton will be referred to as DH and James Ferguson as JF. 

DH.  On the basis of what Jim has told me who he has interviewed, my worry is this 

is going to be a very one sided thesis with the likes of so far, he tells me the only two 

people he has interviewed Peter Taaffe and myself and people like Neil Kinnock, like 

David Blunkett, Mike Storey and Clare Short etc are still very anti, very anti, what 

really happened and the very fact that Mike Storey can say without fear or foe that 

his tyres were slashed in the eighties he is a total liar. 

JF.  And if you could add that I am making attempts to interview Tony Mulhearn.  

DH.  I am hoping you are. 

JF.  As soon as I have the phone number from you. 

In your own words, when you came to power it was a bit of a shock wasn’t it when 

you won the election. 

DH.  There is no doubt about it I mean we thought that it was going to be another 

year before we took control.  I first got elected in 79 and then it was still very much a 

middle to right wing controlled Labour Group and even some of the lefts tended to 

take the other side.  And each year as new people came on who were left wing and 

each year the left group within the Labour group got bigger and bigger and stronger 

and stronger and more and more influential. And it’s fair to say by 83 the left 

controlled the Labour Group.  People came from different quarters and ages people, 

like Eddie Loyden and Alec Doswell, people like Ken Stuart people like Hughie 

Dalton, who had been in the party for a thousand years, and right down to people 

like myself, and others who had only recently joined the Labour Group.  I mean I was 

one of the youngest around I was only 35 when we took control of the Council, so we 

had a real mixed bag and that was such a joke about being parachuted in.  The likes 

of Ken Stuart and Hughie Dalton, Alec Doswell and people like Eddie Loyden.  They 

had been in the party for years and so come 83 we thought we would probably have 

another year however the irony was I always remember we went down to Netherley, 

to the count the votes, you weigh the votes there you don’t count them and we got in 

a car four of us in a car driving into town driving over the fly-over and next minute I 

heard that we had won Warbreck and Warbreck at the time had a Tory councillor the 

last remaining two Tory councillors.  A lad called Reg Flude, he was a working- class 

cockney who we always used to say to each other come the barricades we would 

shoot each other but until then he was actually very good as a fella.  And he had a 
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very good backing in Warbreck he had a carpet shop, and everybody knew him the 

fact that he got beat in Warbreck, we knew we had had done it at that moment and 

sure enough we had. 

JF.  What do you think, because I am very much from the Northern end of the county 

in Burnley, why do you think, which always surprised me when I moved to Liverpool, 

why did you think it took so long to get a Labour Council with a reasonable majority,  

I mean with the other Northern towns and cities like you said they weighed the 

Labour vote but there was never any hint of a Council not being Labour. 

DH.  I think it was a combination of first of all with the docks dying, Liverpool don’t 

forget at the beginning of the 1900s Liverpool had more millionaires than anywhere 

else in the country outside London and it was all based on the ships, on the port, the 

insurance, see the size of the houses, they were owned by very wealthy people, so it 

had a very, very, rich wealthy tradition. It was only really after the war a little bit but 

much more before going into the 60s before there were threats to the docks and the 

70s were a real threat to the docks and by the 80s, they were virtually all shutting 

down.  So, it was only at that time that people were saying what’s going on? 

Something has to be done, at the same time there was a very lazy Labour Council 

when there was a Labour council in the Bill Sefton days.  People thought so the 

areas they stood in there whatever happens it will always be Labour.  And of course, 

you got young Liberals who would knock on the door said to Mrs Smith how long has 

this flag stone been cracked?  She said for years lad.  They go away and have it 

repaired so she thinks it’s worthwhile.  They never ever told a single political truth in 

their life, but they got the vote. 

JF.  I think religion had something to do with it as well didn’t it?  

DH.  No, I didn’t think it did, I certainly think at one stage there was quite a strong 

protestant Tory element but I am going back a long time but equally there was a 

massive catholic mafia as well going on who was supporting the Labour Party. 

JF.  Because in the northern towns which I am just comparing it to, in that sort of 

Methodist chapel tradition which fitted easily into the Labour Party.  There was no 

large catholic population outside Liverpool was there of any major size only perhaps 

Manchester. 

After you gained power you became deputy leader pretty quickly, didn’t you? 

DH.  Yes, I suppose again for the first four years 79 to 83, Eddie Loyden was deputy 

leader and Eddie Loyden got elected in 83.  

JF.  As an MP. 

DH.  So, for that reason there was going to be a vacancy, and everyone knew that 

was happening, so he didn’t want to stand as deputy leader.  So obviously there was 

a vacancy, and I was, just was the right person at the right time. 

JF.  I mean did you attribute that, you had quite a strong trade union background in 

the fire brigade’s union didn’t you and then you became involved in NALGO and then 

became a Labour councillor, do you think that trade union background helped? 
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DH.  It makes me laugh today, I can’t remember anybody getting elected to anything 

without a few years in the party and probably years in the trade union movement as 

well you know, you see MPs from school to university to research assistant for an 

MP to an MP.  That would as you know never would have had happened in our day 

a trade union, Labour Party history so everybody was in that position Jim. You had to 

be somewhere in the movement. 

JF.  When you became deputy leader obviously the broad left had control of the 

Labour Group.  When I said control it was a majority, I am saying that because I was 

chair of the broad left of our Union, I know how that section works.  You want to 

move the party to the left.  Now when did it come about when you decided you 

weren’t going to along and control the budget as other administrations had done, you 

decided to take a stand.  

DH.  We decided that in 79. 

JF.  As early as that? 

DH.  Yes, from the moment Thatcher got elected and she came out with what she 

did.  We knew that we would be put into power to actually carry out the cuts there is 

a record of me moving resolutions time and time again when we were in opposition 

to actually take the sort of line, we took later on but we were in a minority, so it didn’t 

go anywhere.  I am on record as taking that line for four years before we took control 

nobody thought we would actually do it once we took control nobody thought we 

would take a real stand everybody thought, alright you said all that, but you don’t 

mean it.  

JF. When you see the full thesis you will see a letter you may not have seen from 

about 79 when Trevor Jones wrote to John Hamilton as leader of the Party saying is 

this your policy?  Which you have just said no cuts in jobs and services, and Trevor 

Jones was asking John Hamilton, to if you like deny that part of the policy.  I don’t 

know if you ever saw that letter?  Anyway, you will see that in the thesis.  

DH. What did John say?  

JF. There was not a reply from John.  

DH.  John would not reply. 

JF.  No, I don’t think it was that kind of a letter you would reply to, it was an open 

letter. 

DH.  Also, John disliked the Liberals intensely, intensely, in fact John was a lovely, 

lovely, man.  In fact, he hated the Liberals probably more than the Tories he was a 

lovely fellow John.  He liked everybody he was an absolute joy to work with but his 

anger towards the Liberals what they have done to the city was probably the most 

ferocious I have heard him against anyone.  

JF.  When I did interview Mike Storey, I said from Michael Parkinson’s book he had 

dug a big hole for the Labour Party by either no rate rises, or negative rate rises.  Of 

all the cities in the north, Liverpool was the one that needed the higher rating.  They 

were basically digging you a hole there is no dispute about that.  



377 
 

DH.  It cost about £50 million then. 

JF.  Fast forward a bit, you put forward your budget, you needed more money, you 

saw Jenkin in London and you secured more money. 

DH.  About 30 million-ish. 

JF.  You needed 30 million? 

DH.  No that’s what we got.  

JF.  And that was the first round of the budget not the second?  

I was around about that time and Jack Straw has gone on record in his auto 

biography, I haven’t, interviewed him yet, he categorically said that he and Jack 

Cunningham negotiated that.  

DH.  That 30 million?  

JF.  Yes. 

DH.  Nowhere, near. 

JF.  There were grants and various things. 

DH.  They were not even in the meeting.  

There is no way, there was only one group of people who negotiated that it was the 

people of Liverpool showing that they were not prepared to budge and the 

demonstrations that we had, and they showed that this was for real.  I remember 

doing a television programme after it all happened in the late 80s and on the panel 

with me was Teddy Taylor an old Scottish MP, a hang them and flog type of Tory. 

JF.  I think he was Monday club. 

DH.  I remember he said to me two things, Margaret Thatcher from the word go 

never wanted to have a joint fight with Liverpool and the miners and she said one of 

the reasons why she stood aside and let Patrick Jenkin give that money was 

because of the fact that she did not want a joint fight, but when she was ready for the 

fight, she could not believe Kinnock did it for her. 

JF.  And that was his view? 

DH.  That was Teddy Taylor saying it to me. 

JF.  Some people would say, some of your critics would say, there is no way that the 

Liverpool budget dispute could be put on a par with the miners’ strike, the miners’ 

strike was a whale, the Liverpool budget dispute was a minnow.  

DH.  Yes, but don’t forget Jim that at that time 83/84/85 we used to go around the 

country speaking at rallies there was two or three thousand people at those rallies. 

We used to go to Sheffield, London boroughs.  They used to phone us up, and say 

can we speak on your platform?  Because they knew if they had called a rally, they 

could not fill a phone box and we had two or three thousand people at our rallies in a 

situation where they were not actually involved.  So, what Thatcher saw and also, I 



378 
 

believe, Kinnock saw, why he was frightened of Liverpool, was if we had have 

actually won more local authorities would have taken the same line.  

JF.  And he was worried about that? 

DH.  Thatcher was worried about it because it would have been as big as the miners 

maybe bigger and involving more people and secondly Kinnock was petrified, and he 

knew his power base would go.  

JF.  Because? 

DH.  Because he did not support the miners. 

JF.  You could easily characterise Kinnock’s position in that he wanted to keep 

opposition within parliament.  

DH.  He wanted to do what? 

JF.  Keep opposition to the Tories within parliament. 

DH.  He wouldn’t even stand on a miner’s picket line and he was from a miners area.  

JF.  He wanted to confine it to the area of parliament.  

DH.  Exactly he had nothing in common with the struggles that were going on of the 

trade unions at that time.  

JF.  You got the settlement there was a dispute about who got it.  

Now you are on to another year and things are getting difficult because you have 

Kenneth Baker now, he became Environment Secretary didn’t he and I’ve seen 

letters to Eric Heffer, Eric used to write on your behalf a lot and Kenneth Baker sent 

him a tiny little letter, what’s the name it not A4 it’s the one down from A4 and is 

designed to belittle people and he was saying he won’t meet you until there was a 

legal budget.  

DH.  What year was that?  

JF.  84 /85.  

DH.  Yes, there was three budgets 83/4 got the money, 84/85 didn’t get the money 

but we didn’t make any cuts either come 85/86 that was the year we had to do the 

redundancy notice as a tactic as you know, that was the year it was Kinnock’s 

speech then.  

JF.  Basically, Baker was doing a stonewall with you, he wasn’t really negotiating 

with you was he?  

DH.  No, he wasn’t he met us, he wasn’t particularly interested in talking to us 

because he had seen what had happened to Patrick Jenkin, Patrick Jenkin got 

sacked. 

JF.  So, in other words the talks were not meaningful. 

DH.  Thatcher used it, according to what was the name of the Scottish fella? 
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JF.  Teddy Taylor.  

DH.  She told him it was ok to give us the money because she did not want a joint 

fight with local government and the miners together. 

JF.  The Chancellor of the Exchequer Geoffrey Howe wrote her a letter before that 

because he is not happy about Heseltine getting any money because he doesn’t 

believe in pumping water up a hill. 

DH.  Heseltine did not get any money you know, the Garden Festival, all the publicity 

about the wonderful Garden Festival, the exact same amount of money was taken 

out of the housing revenue account.  

JF.  That was interesting, Baker basically stonewalled you as the city is running out 

of money, you have not yet set a legal budget you have already been identified that 

about £100,000 is in lost interest. 

DH.  Which year are you alluding to?  

JF.  That final budget 1985/86 that amount of money was identified which ok was a 

large amount of money £100,000 but it was achievable to get that kind of money 

back.  But then of course, now this why I’m talking about Peter Taaffe not opposition 

people like Clare Short, Peter Taaffe told me that when it came to the redundancy 

notices he was absolutely opposed to them and so was Tony Mulhearn, totally and 

utterly opposed to them, he has gone on record.  

DH.  I don’t think Peter might not have liked it and Tony Mulhearn did not like it and I 

did not like it.  

JF.  Nobody liked it.  

DH.  Those of us who were on the coal face which includes Tony Mulhearn, all 

acknowledged it had to be, because don’t forget as you know we got all the trade 

union branches, spoke to public meetings explained what was going to happen. 

There was not a single trade union where we did not go and speak to the 

membership about that before it happened.  Not a single one, and there wasn’t a 

single employee that didn’t, not a single employee that didn’t get a letter signed by 

me and John Hamilton saying, along with the redundancy notice, attached to it 

saying none of this will happen. 

Did you have that?  

JF.  I’ve got it.  

DH.  The one that says there is a letter from the Leaders office signed by me and 

John have you got that copy? 

JF.  Yes, but to be fair I put that to our Union solicitor, and he said only one side of 

the letter counts and that was the redundancy notice.  

DH.  The relationship that those trade unions had with us had nothing to do with that 

the legality, we were telling them what was going to happen.  The point of the matter 
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was the moment that that budget was passed the redundancy notices were ripped 

up and not a single job was lost. 

JF.  Yes, but that redundancy notice withdrawal, that came after our legal action 

didn’t it?  

DH.  No legal action got nowhere went anywhere not one single legal action against 

us won not one.   

JF.  Ok, do you think it was a mistake though? 

DH.  I think it I wish it could have been handled better, I really wish it could have 

been handled better.  I am not sure it could have been handled better because it’s a 

hard one to explain a very hard one to explain.  I don’t know what more we could 

have done, and I tell you what I think again it was the Kinnock element of the Party in 

their opposition to it, from the beginning, that made people concerned and worried 

and that was the problem we had.  We had people asking what was going on here 

why isn’t the Labour Party united here.  

JF.  Forget the legalities of the redundancy notices, that’s debateable your right, 

politically wasn’t it a mistake?  

DH.  Yes, because the day after the budget went through every single one was 

ripped up so if we hadn’t have had the right wing trade unions the right wing MPs 

and the Leader of the Party having a go at us constantly, after we had ripped them 

up, after they had been ripped up we wouldn’t have had that.  

JF.  How did the budget stay legal?  

DH.  Once we had set a budget, we added x no of millions it was for the next year 

say for the sake of argument, March 31st, we save, 100 million pounds, budget goes 

through new year so you spend an extra 100 million.  So, at the end of the year you 

have a massive problem, but you worry about it then.    

JF.  Fast forward a bit because I am interested in the developments within the 

current Labour Party under Jeremy Corbyn etc.  Peter Taaffe’s Socialist party wants 

to affiliate to the Labour Party on the same grounds as the Co-op Party, what do you 

think about that? 

DH.  I have got no involvement with them.  I’ve never ever joined any of the parties 

that’s been set up since 1987 or factions, Socialist party, I’ve stayed a Labour Party 

supporter, I’ve never campaigned against the Labour Party, I’ve never joined an 

organisation that’s not the Labour Party, I’ve never voted for any other than the 

Labour Party even when good friends of mine have stood against the Labour Party 

like Tony and others.  I’ve never campaigned for them and now I’ve re-joined the 

Labour Party and that was part of my argument I gave.  

JF.  So, in terms of the affiliation of the Socialist party, you are kind of neutral on 

that?  

DH.  All I would say is I’ve nothing against it because if the Labour Party felt that was 

a good idea I would be delighted, because there are good people within the Socialist 
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Party who I think are a loss to the movement.  I just wish they would join the Labour 

Party like I did.  

JF.  And dissolved. 

DH.  What they do is up to them.  There are lots of groups of people who meet in all 

sorts of different ways.  

JF.  One last quickie, you organised the campaign, no cuts in jobs and services, get 

more money from the Government with a united front as a Labour Council.  The case 

for Liverpool getting more money I think, was at that time, without a doubt the 

argument was there, the city was on its knees economically.  Michael Parkinson’s 

book completely nails that down.  Don’t you feel that the campaign, that you as a 

Labour Group waged could have involved more people, more groups, more 

organisations, a broader front, within Liverpool I mean?  

DH.  It may or may not I don’t think it would have been right to involve, the Labour 

Party, trades unions led that campaign if people wanted to join that campaign that 

was fine.  We were not going to have a common front with for example the Liberals, 

we were not going to have a common front with people who were opposed to the 

Labour Party.  We were not going to do that it was the Labour Party and trade union 

movement that led that, so if people were not prepared to get involved in that, so be 

it.  

JF.  I am talking about say for instance some community groups.  

DH.  They were welcome to get involved do it in fact some of them did, many were 

encouraged.  Where I was a councillor in Netherley there was a very powerful 

community which started as the flat dwellers then became a community group.  They 

were right behind the campaign.  There were lots of community groups that were 

involved.  Croxteth had a great community involvement loads of them.  There were 

certain Mickey Mouse community groups who would use any excuse to have a go at 

us because they were being used by other people but in the main, they were 

involved. 

                                                  End of interview 
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Appendix 19 

Interview with Peter Kilfoyle at his home in Liverpool on the 9th May 2019 

at 1pm 

Peter Kilfoyle was a North West Regional Officer for the Labour Party in 

the 1980s.  He later became the MP for the Liverpool Walton 

constituency, vacated by Eric Heffer, and subsequently served as a 

Government Minister in the Blair Government. 

In this transcript Peter Kilfoyle will be referred to as PK  

and James Ferguson as JF     

 

PK.  I am Peter Kilfoyle I had the doubtful pleasure of working for the Labour Party in 

the North West and in particular on Merseyside, Liverpool.  I also went on to become 

an MP for Liverpool Walton which is often described as the birthplace of Militant by 

many people, and many people thought that in Walton.  I then became a Minister in 

the Government and then resigned and eventually retired.  

JF.  I did a very long interview with Peter Taaffe, who was editor of Militant and then 

became the General Secretary of the Socialist Party of England and Wales.  In that 

interview I asked him, how come, the Labour Party purged Militant out of the Labour 

Party and how did you feel about that?  He alleges this is his argument that Militant 

was no different to the Co-op Party within the Labour Party, no different to Tribune 

and also I have done quite a lot of work on the St Ermins Group which you may or 

may not have heard of which was a secretive group of trade union officials who met 

in the St Ermins hotel in London.  Their aim was to regain a majority on the NEC of 

the Labour Party and expel Militant that was their twin aims they were very secretive, 

no membership list, no finances etc.  So, Peter Taaffe is saying well that the only 

difference between Militant and all those other groups was that we were better 

organised, were larger so the attack on Militant and the subsequent expulsions was 

simply a purge of the left. 

PK.  No as you would expect I do not agree with that.  The Militant or the 

Revolutionary Socialist League they were quite definitely a separate political party.  

They were not a section of that Labour Party or a pressure group within it. God 

knows there were plenty of them and not all of them to this day remain groups that I 

would think have necessarily a common interest with the vast majority of people in 

the Labour Party but Militant were as you rightly pointed out better organised far 

more disciplined far more focused, but they were very, very, distinctly a separate 

party with its own agenda and its own programme that goes with being a party.  The 

comparison with the Co-op party, I would say is superficially attractive except that 

the Co-op party is not as I would see it, as much more than a vehicle a connection, 
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or maintaining a connection, between the broader Co-operative movement and its 

votes with the Labour Party. To put it simply not very well organised.  

JF.  I have researched the constitution of the Co-op Party when I interviewed Peter 

Taaffe because I was interested in that because the Socialist Party is trying to 

affiliate on the basis of the Co-op Party, so I looked into the constitution of the Co-op 

Party.  It is exactly the same as the Labour Party apart from one small clause which 

gives them autonomy on their retail trade and wholesale trade so in other words it 

was the same. 

PK.  And of course, with Militant they had quite distinct policies, together with their 

transitional programme, distinct policies which were anathema to the Labour Party 

where traditionally policy was established on a year- by- year basis at various 

conferences.  They tried to get things accepted as party policy, not very successfully 

but they may very well have been if they were allowed to flourish any further; and 

they weren’t just anathema to the Labour Party in an organisational or a 

constitutional way but the very values and principles on which I understand the 

Labour Party to be about. These were very, very, different from the type of things 

that Militant would ultimately be shown to believe in.  For example, unless I am very 

much mistaken, down the line for hardcore members of Militant, they did believe in 

the potential of a violent revolution. That’s not in line with either traditional or current 

Labour Party thinking.  The Labour Party still remains, for better or for worse, a party 

of the rule book, its constitutional, it doesn’t seek to overthrow the existing system in 

our country by any means whatsoever in order to achieve some kind of utopia.  I 

found Militant and the people in Militant are of a very, very, different persuasion. I 

have not attended meetings of say their central committee, of course, or whatever 

and of course but the other critical thing, they believe is, democratic centralism as 

opposed to democratic socialism. So, there is that big ideological divide between 

Militant and the Labour Party. 

JF.  If Peter Taaffe was sat here now countering you, he would say well hold on a 

second when the Labour Party was formed in the last century it was very much an 

affiliate party, trade unions affiliated, Communist Party all sorts.  Something like sixty 

affiliates eventually were affiliated and one of those was the ILP the Independent 

Labour Party which again had a different programme to the main- stream Labour 

Party and in fact many, many, constituencies of the Labour Party were at the time 

affiliated to the Communist Party so his argument was that we were in line with the 

original Labour Party as it was formed and since then it has been distorted. 

PK. He may well say that but over a period of fifty years whether consciously or 

unconsciously, the party as an organisation- its organic- doesn’t remain preserved in 

aspic.  In some ways what it was trying to do over time was to coordinate and to 

declutter itself as an organisation and provide a sense of coherence because going 

right back to its inception, obviously there were elements that were vastly at odds 

with each other.  In those early days, there were things that its various elements had 

in common, but it would have been very easy for the Labour Party to atomise if it 

tried to be a party of all things to all people.  It had to be coherent in a political sense 

and there were purges of ILP members and CP members as you know. The idea 
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was to maintain the integrity of the Labour Party as most people understood it to be 

and was it was about.  Let’s not forget the Peter Taaffe’s of this world as I think there 

were many who come into the Labour Party again under the guise of Momentum.  

They believe in a broad front kind of approach, broad left approach; but ultimately, 

wherever they came from, their aim is to dominate. That is not in my understanding 

compatible with either the history or the overall ideology of the Labour Party.  Most of 

the groups you said Peter Taaffe may have mentioned are pressure groups and 

there are lots of them, so that you can make a case of chucking some people out 

from the right and left within the Labour Party. The danger is you become so diluted, 

when you have all these people within the party that it loses any sense of real 

intellectual and ideological coherence. 

JF.  When I interviewed Neil Kinnock, I did very much put him on the spot and said 

when you made that great speech in Bournemouth, the taxis speech you had the 

Labour Party in your hands you were telling them things they wanted to hear wasn’t 

that the time to clear up things in the Labour Party, set down an agenda for a 

democratic socialist party and modernise Clause IV.  I said to him because Clause 

IV was the hook that any Trotskyist revolutionary could hang their coat on, Clause 

IV, it is very wide ranging, ok some would say that it is very, so wide ranging that 

anybody could interpret it any way, but it is very specific about the means of 

production and exchange and so on what do you think about that? 

PK.  You know as well as I do the history of Clause IV with Sydney and Beatrix 

Webb writing a paper.  You wondered why in God’s name it was put into the 

constitution in the first place.  It was just like a sop to some people.  Having said that 

back to 1985 and Neil and what he could and could not get away with.  He was still 

as leader very unsure of his ground with the NEC with the parliamentary Labour 

Party, and with the wider Labour Party itself; and he also had to consider as all 

leaders do, the a balancing act they have got to maintain with the electorate, and the 

way in which leaders or potential leaders can get carved up by the media if they take 

a step wrong.  For Neil, I would have thought coming to the Labour Party leadership 

from what was seen as a left position, it would have been seen as a step too far in so 

many people’s eyes in the wider party in the parliamentary party.  Certainly, the 

media would have used to belt him over his head in the same way as I suppose as 

Corbyn is regularly hit over the head because of his support for the Palestinians, 

repeatedly and wrongly portrayed him as an anti-semite.  What you had in short in 

Neil’s case was a man with a lot of baggage to carry.  I have watched the 

machinations in the NEC.  What amazed me was how Neil managed to stay sane 

through all of that because there were people who would use the Militant issue, for 

example, to attack him because of their own personal ambitions or because of 

pressure within their union.  There was a classic NEC which I attended where I 

reported back on the deselection of Frank Field and the deselection of Gerry 

Bermingham and the very different reactions from members on the NEC to that and 

where they were coming from politically and organisationally.  You had an unholy 

alliance of people who were using the situation against Neil.  I was the ostensible 

punch bag but Neil was the real target. He was trying to hold together this  party of 

very disparate elements with very different pressures on him and that was certainly 
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the case at the height over the issue of Militant.  I mean you get people like Margaret 

Beckett who eventually became deputy leader, and pro-tem leader for a while. She 

was one of the people who signed the minority report over Militant in Liverpool; and 

you think she wasn’t just alone in this kind of position?  She was surrounded by 

people with similar views or people who would love to see him done in, simply 

because of perceived personal or political slights for when he was on the left.  

JF.  If he would have said, which a lot of sane people would say look Clause IV is 

never going to be enacted by the Labour Party it is never going to happen, therefore 

it is irrelevant and a) it needs putting into context b) it was written at the time like you 

say by the Webbs, who had their agenda about the early Bolshevik influence and so 

on and therefore he is trying to move on.  He is trying to put down that marker, you 

obviously believe that if he had tried to do that he would have been squashed? 

PK.  I don’t know whether he would, but I do believe is that at the time it’s the old 

saying hindsight is 20/20 vision.  It might have been very opportune to have done 

something at that stage.  What he did was produce a paper on Labour values and he 

tried to come at it from that angle, updating Labour values so people could have 

some common idea of what bound them together as members of the Labour Party 

and illustrate how far removed from those values were Militant.  Now how far do you 

go?  When Blair did what he did, for example over Clause IV, he did it knowing pretty 

well that the time was so right in the sense that, when John Smith died, (you have 

got to go right back to the death of John Smith) the party was absolutely desperate 

at each level because everybody thought it would be a shoo-in in 1992.  It wasn’t 

and then when John Smith died, there was a real feeling that if we don’t get it right 

here if we don’t do something, the whole party is going to atomise, and it is going to 

be a one party Tory state for the rest of my life.  Blair knew this - he wasn’t entirely 

stupid. He knew he could just about get away with anything, but the party by Blair’s 

time had shifted that much it was far easier for him than it would have been for Neil.  

Even knowing what you did at the time and looking back, it was a good opportunity, 

but it would have been a brave, brave, man to make the move.  You remember he 

was taking the cosh over Scargill and the miners’ strike.  In fact, he was getting it 

from all sides. 

JF.  When I heard that speech it was a very brave thing he did and what I am saying 

is he missed that moment and that they felt that there was a turning point, a tipping 

point and his speech was the tipping point.  Now I know organisationally if you have 

to get a majority here you have got to be a majority there.  It’s all irrelevant if you are 

going to be turned over but they felt they were people who were ready to be turned 

over they were ready to change. 

PK.  I have got to say there were changes that which took place between 1985 and 

1994 in terms of the party’s organisation and constitution which also contributed 

towards the creation of an environment that Blair could do what he did but they were 

not there for Neil in 1985.  What I am trying to say but I can’t remember the details, is 

that much would have to be done at Conference composite meetings. You would 

have Scargill and other bloody-minded people trotting round full of themselves. 

There were still people voting in a way that you knew what the objective reality was 
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in terms of policy issues.  I just feel that it was one thing to try to take on Militant.  If 

he had tried at that time to take on a battle on two fronts, I just think he would have 

been clobbered.  It wasn’t just through the party it was through the trade unions as 

well.  

JF.  What I am interested in is to go back to your first role as clearing up the 

Liverpool Labour Party.  I intended to interview Tony Mulhearn, but unfortunately he 

was very, very ill and so the possibilities of interviewing him are very slim.  When you 

were clearing up Tony Mulhearn was president/chairman of the DLP it came over to 

me with all the disciplinary papers that I have read about it he was in a sense 

creating a vanguard structure within a democratic socialist party and the DLP was 

very much a vanguard organisation.  

PK.  I do not doubt that Mulhearn in his own way is quite sincere in his beliefs and 

has maintained those all the way through and he writes letters occasionally on behalf 

on the Merseyside Pensioners Association so even if he is very ill, he still sees 

himself as campaigning.  When you read what he writes, you say that’s the Tony 

Mulhearn of old.  I don’t know how you define a vanguardist socialist organisation?  

JF.  I give you an example I have read a lot about the status of the Liverpool Trades 

Council and how power shifted from the Trades Council over to the DLP and how 

Militant through its nomination rights, somebody who was unemployed suddenly 

became employed with a union card and a shop steward card and a delegacy to the 

DLP.  In other words, they had stacked the DLP with their supporters a common 

policy and were pushing forward with the that vanguard leadership role. 

PK.  It was a national decision to split the trades council and DLP and of course it 

split in Liverpool like everywhere else.  Former joint secretary Simon Fraser stuck 

with the Trades Council because there were many people in the broader Labour 

movement who still had the fervent belief, that the way forward was through the 

trade unions not through the Labour Party so you get somebody like Frank Marsden 

who was a local MP but became a trade union official general secretary I think, 

because he saw the future through the unions and that was fair enough.  But once 

you had separated them out, Militant just went with the flow from the early days of 

Militant in places like Walton. You need to speak to Laura Kirton or Gertie Dean, 

unfortunately long since dead, to understand the RSL thinking. They were 

Trotskyites between the wars as was Jimmy Dean and Billy Hunter.  They were 

putting their all into the trade union movement. 

JF.  Workers Revolutionary Party    

PK.  Billy was from the west country - at least, he had a west country accent he 

would be ranting and raving, and I was a young man. I will be hones t- it was over 

my head, the nuances between the different sects; and the Labour Party was initially 

just a repository for worthy burgers; the real action was in the Trades Council.  There 

were aldermen and all this nonsense, and they were there for life so whatever 

Mulhearn was trying to achieve later on I think he was trying to make up for lost time 

because after all that effort it was rather late in the day before they began to spread 

their wings and have an effect in the DLP.  Because if you cast your mind back the 
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real stronghold, and it had been for a long time was the Walton constituency.  In 

other constituencies, there was no Militant or Trotskyist presence of note, so it took 

time to build it up.  Obviously, it not only took time there but as you rightly point out, 

there were people in the trade unions who had got their people nominated delegates. 

That took time and then it was in the early 80s in a relatively short period they 

dominated the scene.  They were never numerically dominant but there where a load 

of people who were time servers.  It is very much the Labour way in Liverpool where 

you have a handful of people dominating a so, called democratic party.  

JF.  Don’t you think Peter that the vanguard position then moved into areas where 

people hadn’t made their mind up about things and in the absence of ideas, they 

were cutting through. 

PK.   Their transitional programme was designed and their slogans to appeal to 

rather simple- minded people who were being offered nothing other than tribalism 

really, we are your tribe vote for us.  This is what your family had always done - we 

are working class, will you vote for us blah, blah.  But there was nothing there; it was 

empty. It was a shell, and they filled that vacuum.  I appreciate that and the way they 

got themselves organised. They saw how to effect, the domination as a means to 

another end because what they were doing in the meantime was to raise money and 

new members for the RSL from within the Labour Party, so it was useful in that 

sense. That was always their guiding principle it seems to me it wasn’t about turning 

Labour into a vanguardist organisation.  As Lenin put, supporting Labour as the rope 

supports the hanging man. 

JF.  Didn’t you think that by using the DLP and their resolutions and so on they were 

intimidating the Labour group?  In other words, there were two hundred delegates or 

whatever passing resolutions quite aggressively shouting down opposition and that it 

would be a brave councillor who would go against those resolutions. 

PK.  There is truth in that in terms of the intimidatory effect of the way in which they 

operated.  I would accept that unequivocally but that doesn’t excuse the people who 

were intimidated you either have convictions and you have the courage of your 

convictions or you don’t but so many didn’t.  

JF.  You felt they were quite weak? 

PK.  A lot of them were weak yes without a doubt, without a doubt. It hasn’t changed 

a great deal today.  I mean you get somebody like Joe Anderson as the elected 

mayor he is not a councillor.  He would shout and bawl at people. The people as a 

cross section of the council as it stands today, I would say they were weak, as 

historically it has been the case on Liverpool Council.  I am not saying that’s the sole 

criterion for such a group but it’s having the ability and the determination and the 

intelligence to force through a particular line and Militant would do it at that time in all 

variety of ways.  Yes, they would intimidate but they would bribe, and the bribe would 

take the form as jobs, not just jobs, but you would get a preferred job.  You could be 

a shop steward on permanent union duties, so you get basically a sinecure.  That to 

me is corrupt, its corrupt political practice.  It happens not just on the left but on the 

right as well. 
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JF.  Just to move on a bit I am trying to work out how their vanguard structure broke 

down over the issue of the redundancy notices where famous story of taxis around 

the city.  Now I spoke to Peter Taaffe about this, and I said your vanguard structure 

broke down didn’t it?  Who on earth other than a tight group of people who were out 

of touch would ever make that decision, because it was bound to cause whatever 

level of decision making that you went down to, they would have said come on this is 

way, way, out of line.  And he said it was a big mistake I argued against it from day 

one, Tony Mulhearn argued against it from day one.  And I said hold on a second I 

didn’t see that.  I was very close with the action in fact I was down to the high court 

with it.  I didn’t see that I didn’t pick that up at all so who made that decision? 

PK.  If it wasn’t the local bosses of Militant or senior members Peter Taaffe and Tony 

Mulhearn on the central committee, if they weren’t making the decisions who was 

making the decisions Ted Grant?  Ted Grant was the ideologue. 

JF.  Ted Grant would not have been involved with that nitty gritty.  

PK.  That’s what I am saying he was the ideologue he was like Michael Suslov, the 

old communist party in the USSR.  His job was to come up with the ideas within the 

framework.  Who made that decision?  Was it a sudden rush of blood to the head?  

JF.  I asked Peter Taaffe that.  I said who made the decision, Peter?  He said I am 

not going round stabbing people in the back at this stage, and I felt to myself if it was 

at that time, if it was such an important thing like that, isn’t it time it was cleared up 

but anyway he wouldn’t talk about it.  I think it was partly due to the fact that Tony 

Byrne had just died, and I don’t think he wanted to get into that.  

PK.  Tony Byrne to my knowledge again was not a member of Militant but Peter 

Taaffe might say different.  

JF.  I don’t think he was.   

PK.  Tony Byrne, before he joined the Labour Party when he was involved with 

housing and he spoke to Ken Stewart who was chair of housing before he went into 

the European Parliament and wanted to know whether he would be better off joining 

the Labour Party or the Liberal Party if he was to have an effect on housing policy, 

so there you go. 

JF.  What year was that?   

PK.  It’s going to be in the 70s.  So, he goes into the Labour Party.  He used to pick 

up his nephews from school when I picked up one of my sons.  Tony Byrne and his 

influence over the group was one of the strangest things I ever saw because the 

whole thing, the surcharge, it was the notional loss of £106,000 because he set the 

rate a day late and that was it.  He cocked that up a wee bit, so the idea that he was 

some kind of great tactician or indeed a strategist doesn’t wash with me.  What he 

was, what I saw with Tony Byrne was arrogance, a man who saw the weakness of 

so many around him and he just bulldozed through them. 

JF.  At the time it was one incident which showed to me his power over the Labour 

Group because I got the impression that Tony Byrne, he really had done his 
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homework on the maths of the City Council budget and there was nobody in the 

Labour Group who would contradict him in any shape or form.  In other words, if he 

said something about the budget that was it that was the truth of the matter.  It came 

to a head when he and Derek and a few others met the EC of the JSSC, and I said 

to him look Tony we have a problem with some of our members who are maths 

graduates.  They can do the sums as you can do them, and I’ve worked out that if 

you get us on strike for three weeks that will solve the budget problem.  It won’t solve 

our problem we will have lost three weeks, pay and he said where did you get that 

from?   In other words, he thought I had brought in some great consultant to come in 

and analyse the books, but the arithmetic was easy enough and none of the Labour 

Group was aware of it.  

PK.  That goes back to the composition of the Labour Group and the abilities of 

them.  It was woeful, it was absolutely woeful.  I couldn’t believe how bad it was. , 

even today  some of them are woeful but just feel intimidated by anybody who 

shouts their mouth off.  Most people don’t want to be bullied and hectored, so that 

combination of their reluctance to undergo confrontation if you like with a, in many 

cases a complete absence of any nous whatsoever, was fatal  

JF.  Or again a sign of weakness? 

PK.  You show weakness in the eyes of a bully by backing down.  These are human 

factors which played their part with Byrne.  I remember when Larry Whitty came up 

to a meeting and he was chair of the Labour Group and he just stood in front of him 

and took the meeting over, Byrne took the meeting over. 

JF.   The other thing I am interested in is I interviewed Dave Robertson because he 

attended all the DLP meetings, a regular attender, and he used to be shouted down 

as the delegate from ‘muesli hill’ a pun on Mossley Hill and what he said about the 

present situation with Momentum and of course he has a lot of people from 

Momentum. 

PK.  And his wife is a councillor. 

JF.   Yes, that’s right.  He was talking about Corbyn and he said well the problem is 

that he is not so much a leader as a leader of a franchise and that he is not leading 

the party he is just saying to various groups within the party on the left, and are 

jogging along in a left wing way, and you can carry on doing what you want as long 

as we are all in roughly the same caravan, and that he is not leading. 

PK.  Remember the last person who expected to be leader was Corbyn and it is 

interesting to know the sequence of events in 2007 when Blair stood down.  

McDonnell was trying to get a nomination to be leader, but he couldn’t get enough 

MPs behind him and rang me up. They had a very small group in the Campaign 

group in parliament. 

JF.  Can I just take you back a bit Peter because I would like to get this, on tape, 

when Mcdonnell rang you up what kind of pitch did he make to you?  

PK.  I can’t recall but it was the usual stuff.  Anyway in 2010 Diane Abbott ran.  I was 

out then in that small Campaign group; and then when Ed Milliband stood, it was 
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Corbyn.  What they said was that “I’ve stood now it’s your turn”.  It was like tokenism 

somebody to run, somebody from the Campaign group - it was only a handful of 

people - and if anybody would have said to me first of all he would have got a 

nomination, I would have laughed.  He only got it because people like Frank Field 

and Margaret Beckett gave him the nomination, but that’s history.  Given her 

signature on the minority report says a lot about her political judgement.  

JF.  She regretted it since  

PK.  She regrets everything since.  I have heard that from her many times but so to 

me you have a party that it is leaderless in the sense that he is the elected leader.  I 

recognise that he has got the votes but there seemed to be a sublime ignorance of 

what is needed if you are going to win an election and rally everybody in one 

direction, and to give the party and the country a sense of direction, and then go into 

government and put into effect at least some of the things you aspire to.  I mean 

there is a very rude awakening coming for us but having said that, the Tories are in 

an even worse boat because there is a huge schism.  It’s almost as if the whole 

political world is changing and you have got to redefine what you believe in and they 

- the current leadership rumps of Labour and the Tories are stuck in a time warp.  It 

goes back to the post imperial phase. They have never got their heads round the fact 

that they are no longer a world power and all that goes with it.  The time warp, which, 

it takes us back to Jeremy, is stuck in a time frame in the 70s to my mind. 

JF.  I have been speaking to people who have left the Labour Party and couldn’t 

stand it anymore, for various reasons, and I spoke to this woman who had been in 

the Labour Party for about 30 years outside of Liverpool.  I won’t name her because I 

have no permission to do that.  But she said the reason I left, every year I did the 

leaflet distribution, and she went along to a party meeting and she was saying what 

people were saying on the doorstep.  But of course, it was out of step with what 

Momentum was pushing for and a group of people got up one at a time, saying you 

are in the wrong party, its no good you putting these views forward, and you are now 

out of the party because of your views and then she left. 

PK.  I am not very surprised by that.  You got that in Liverpool during Militant.  You 

could get that in a branch meeting being told you don’t belong in the Labour Party 

unless you subscribe to the Militant line.  Over the Iraq war where there were people 

who said I should consider whether I belong in the Labour Party over opposing the 

Iraq war and all this stuff.  We are now in a phase where there is a sort of huge 

maelstrom where with regard to the big issues, there is often no great dividing line on 

some of the current issues where you can say that is Tory and that is Labour.  There 

are the ongoing issues about health, education and welfare.  But if I was asked 

about the major issues facing this country today - Brexit and environmental issues, 

climate change - you can get people in either party that have far more in common 

with each other than people in their own party. That is just a fact. 

JF.  One last question Peter which I would be very interested to hear your views on.  

We know that the Labour Party is in flux, it’s obvious, do you see significant 

members of the PLP leaving?  
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PK.  I don’t see there is any difference over the days of the gang of 4, the SDP.  I 

think that there are an awful lot are chancers in the PLP (there always have been) 

and they will wait and see which way the wind blows.  If they think their chances lie - 

and by chancers, I mean political career type chancers. If they lie with the 

Independent Party say, they would go.  

JF.  Let’s take an example, the likes of Hilary Benn, if he left would that make a mark 

on the Labour Party? 

PK.  I don’t know because I don’t know what people think of in the party of Hilary 

Benn.  Hilary Benn, I associate with the previous generation of MPs were just sort of 

working in the usual approved occupations in London waiting for the chance a safe 

provincial seat to come up and then going into parliament.  What used to be seen in 

pejorative terms as a careerist.  I am not saying he is an out and out careerist I am 

sure he took his lead from his father, but they have a very different take on 

parliament from the notion of people who go into parliament trying to do an honest 

job on behalf of the Labour Party and their constituents.  There were so many of 

them but Hilary Benn, I don’t know why you picked Hilary Benn as an example.  Is it 

because of the name for example? 

JF.  Because of the things he has said in parliament.  

PK.  He is the only person who can answer that so I really would not know.  It is very 

hard to go through the ranks of the party and I probably watch more what goes on in 

the chamber from when I was down there.  

JF.  Because of the Parliament Channel? 

PK.  And time on your hands.  I’m very aware of danger you fall into.  It was better 

before.  The old- mans, disease, if you like.  It has changed its nature of the place 

and its composition, how it does business.  Everything about it is so very, very, 

different over the last nine years.  It has changed incredibly, and I know talking to 

people who are still down there the difference in it is quite remarkable.  Now whether 

that’s for good or bad, time will tell.  The quality of debate is atrocious.  It is very low - 

they are reading out a question they are reading it from an i phone or something.  

Some people would say that’s modernisation, I think its diluting the quality. 

JF.  And the fluidity of the debate?  

PK.  The fluidity of the debate depends on how well informed they are, and how 

capable they are, and picking up on things as they occur in the real world.  It just 

seems to be very, very, poor.  So, when it comes to make some big decision on 

whether you stay in or out of the EU, I don’t know.  When I saw those people, who 

left to form the independent group, I mean there is one, Joan Ryan who was a whip, 

one of those who said to me “Don’t you think you should leave the Labour Party for 

voting against the war?”  What was she talking about?  I mean, I her find her totally 

vacuous to put it mildly.  Anne Coffey, a former social worker, saying about the killers 

of James Bulger, that they should have been strung up!  At best a knee jerk reaction 

what kind of person is that we have in parliament?  Chuka Umunna, his grandfather 

was a high court judge, an eminent judge and famed within the legal establishment, 
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so Chuka is not quite the regular guy from the ghetto. He had a woman hanging on 

his arm when he was going for the leadership until people discovered he was gay so 

he pulled out quick rather than be shown up as a hypocrite.  As I say, I sound like a 

typical whinging old man old man - “it was better in my day.” 

JF. Thanks very much it was a very good interview.              
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Appendix 20 

Interview with Lord Kinnock at the House of Lords on  

19th March 2019 at 2pm 

Neil Kinnock was the Leader of the Labour party from 1983 to 1992  

He later became a European Commissioner from 1994 to 2004  

In this transcript Lord Kinnock will be referred to as LK and James 

Ferguson as JF 

 

JF. I’ve obviously read a lot about you.  You are one of the few, if the only leader that 

I think was very, very interested in the boundaries of the Labour Party and the Social 

Democratic Party so that in one of your favourite phrases you said the Labour Party 

was not a skittles club, a sentiment which I like.  However politically analysing it I 

mean Clause IV in the Labour Party is a hook that any Trotskyist revolutionary could 

hang his coat on.  

LK. Yes.      

JF. Why didn’t you modernise it? 

LK. Because it would have been an unnecessary battle on another front.  I worked 

on the big policy changes, the constitutional changes, the improvements in the 

finances, the changes in personnel. To open up another front, would be a stretch too 

far.  Had I been elected in 1992 and stayed on, then the constitution would have 

been changed in order to do two things, firstly to clarify Clause IV part IV, and, I will 

go into what I mean in that in a moment and, secondly to include the term 

democratic socialist in the Labour Party’s constitution because it had never, been  

there before. Now just as an add on to that, when Tony started mooting the idea of 

changing Clause IV …. 

JF. Tony Blair? 

LK. Yes, before he did that - in the November to January of 1993/4 - I was doing a 

two- part series for BBC2 on the future of socialism and one of the proposals I put 

forward was changing Clause IV.  About the same time Jack Straw and the 

Blackburn Labour Party had set up their own working party and re-drafted Clause IV.  

So, what Tony produced as the new Clause IV, is actually, in substantial part, an 

amalgam of what Jack had written and what I wrote, saying what we were and what 

we stood for.  I can’t claim to have drafted the new Clause IV, but my vocabulary is 

in there and so is Jack’s.  It’s actually a much clearer, and indeed more specific, 

definition of what we stand for than anything that went before.  One of the things that 

always bothered me about Clause IV part IV, which is why I never referred to it, was 

its vagueness.  The more frequently my opponents from Heffer on quoted it, the 
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more I had to say to them “I tell you what, that was deliberately vague in 1918 and 

it’s just as unclear now”.  Think about the circumstances in which it was written in 

1918.  Who wrote it in 1918?  The Webb’s, Sydney Webb specifically He was very 

cautious about being too precise about what could be called the Marxist wing of 

thought in the infant Labour Movement and he was equally cautious about the 

dangers of being too precise about defining against the Marxist strain of thought. So, 

we ended up with this immensely vague vocabulary “to secure for the workers by 

hand or brain the full fruits of their labour by the best attainable means of 

administration”. It was so vague it could cover anything.  But by the use of evocative 

terminology “workers by hand and brain, “and “full fruits” Sydney Webb managed to 

get away with the second part of that paragraph which was so vague as to lack any 

form of definition.  Terms like “production, distribution and exchange” were common 

terminology then in academic and economic discussions and circles. So, it really is a 

product of its time intended not to commit firmly to things but to give a very general 

indication of what was being proposed. In another part of clause IV as it existed, the 

NEC was there “to give effect to the decisions from time to time endorsed by the 

National party conference” - another bit of calculated imprecision. The idea that there 

was something called “conference sovereignty” was always complete bloody 

nonsense.  The reason that I got so involved in really understanding what Clause IV 

said and what it didn’t say dated right back to the early 1960s when I was a kid 

having trouble with the Labour Party establishment in Cardiff over my commitment to 

the Committee of One Hundred and the quarrels we had over disarmament.  I had to 

be able to demonstrate to the then Secretary of the Party in Wales, Cliff Protheroe, 

the fact that if the party Conference had passed resolutions it wasn’t binding on me 

or even on Hugh Gaitskell.  All anybody was required to do was to take account of 

the resolutions from time to time endorsed by the party conference.  The party 

secretary, because he was sympathetic to me as an individual - he thought there 

was “a lot of work left in this boy” - defended me in front of the executive when there 

was talk of chucking me out of the party at the age of 18. 

JF. Do a lot of people know that? 

LK. I don’t suppose so. But they were going to do it to quite a lot of us in the 

disarmament campaign.  It was just before I went to University, the summer before I 

was 19.  I was about to come with others before the Executive, so I had to know 

exactly what the specifications of Clause lV were.  That’s how I really got involved in 

it.  That’s a side story about Labour, Kinnock and Clause lV. I’d always thought it 

was in need of change, which is why I advocated it in the TV programme.  I did it to 

clarify and be more definitive about what we actually believe instead of this spray-on, 

open to interpretation, quite meaningless set of words in terms of political purpose. 

As the old Clause lV stood, it was capable of misrepresentation by the enemy and 

exaggeration by our friends. That’s, not a good basis for a Constitution. 

JF. Talking about timing and, yes, I understand that you have to pick your fights 

butafter the 1985 conference in Bournemouth when you made your speech of great 

historical importance, you had the Labour Party in your hands didn’t you? 
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LK. No, I didn’t. I had a tiny majority on the NEC.  And without a dependable majority 

there, a Leader of change is very confined. 

JF. Oh, on the NEC, but, in terms of the delegates of conference, and in terms of the 

I would say the rank- and- file membership, wouldn’t they see it as a good time to re-

assess it? 

LK. No because the rank and file generally, and even the delegates in conference, 

have got no effective power unless there are two conditions present: one, the unions 

must agree to them and, secondly, there has to be a lead from the leadership.  It is 

crucial that individual citizens are active members of the Labour Party.  There is no 

question about that as a matter of representative democracy.  It is also crucial that 

the Labour leadership takes full account of what they know the broad sentiment to 

be.  That doesn’t turn the rank and file of the Labour Party into a mighty determining 

force, but it does tell the Leadership what will and what won’t be endorsed by the 

Conference.  It could happen now because of the subsequent changes in the rules  

and the voting makeup of Conference.  But, as Corbyn is demonstrating, it isn’t 

happening now because, in the end, leadership does involve making decisions and 

then defending those decisions - and he’s been dodging it.  The presumption on the 

left has been that there is an irresistible presence of the massed rank and file and on 

the right the presumption has been that there is irresistible privilege of power lodged 

in the leader.  They are both wrong, both absolutely bloody wrong.  Unless you get a 

conjunction of conditions then nobody is dominantly in charge and that includes the 

rank and file and the Leader.   

JF. I did a very long interview with Peter Taaffe who by the way was very congenial. 

LK. He is a pleasant man. 

JF. He was quite prepared to give his time even though he was, I think fairly dubious 

about what the outcome of the thesis would be. 

LK. Yes. 

JF. But he did say something that I think you should look at.  He said look Militant’s 

got its members, its organisation, but so have other organisations.  Tribune, which 

you were a member of at one time, the Fabians, the Co-op Party more importantly 

he said the St Ermins Group, which I’ve done a lot of work on, which was incredibly 

secretive, it never displayed its membership, never displayed its finances, it never 

said what its influence was, and it met secretly.  So, didn’t he have a point that the 

problem with Militant is that the membership was too big and too organised but 

theoretically no different from other groups. 

LK. Both in general political terms, but more importantly and specifically in terms of 

the Labour Party constitution, none of those bodies have “their own policy, 

philosophy and programme” in the way that Militant did. The Fabian society - one of 

the founding societies of the Labour Party - did have a couple of employees and 

premises in Dartmouth St, have an Executive Committee (mainly to worry about 

funds!), and produced its own periodicals and pamphlets.  But nobody could argue it 
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had its own policy, philosophy and programme or that it was a secretive 

organisation. 

Certainly, nobody could argue that the St Ermin’s group had its own policy, 

programme and philosophy.  They were a bunch of right of centre Labour party 

people in the trade unions who got together in order to achieve organisational and 

political objectives in the Labour Party, mainly by co-ordinating Conference votes.  

Everybody knew of their existence, they never had a membership, they certainly 

never had a network organisation to sell newspapers.  So, on all of the grounds in 

terms of the offence of which we accused Militant those other organisations were not 

comparable.  This is all, of course, before the offence of “conduct bringing the party 

into disrepute” existed.  I changed the constitution in order to do that for the 

avoidance of doubt and in order to safeguard people’s rights of natural justice.  In 

any case, Taaffe is pleading his innocence by giving proof of his guilt – that Militant 

was an organisation, even though they always claimed that it wasn’t.  That’s no 

defence. 

JF. But is he is claiming that?  

LK. But he is admitting his offence.  He’s saying yes we did have an organisation we 

had a network of sellers, we had our own finances, we had our own NEC, all of the 

instruments and existence of an organisation, our own programme, our own 

philosophy. That was, and is, against the constitution of the Labour Party. 

JF. He said that the Labour Party when it was formed or constitutionally formed in 

1918. 

LK. 1918 yes. 

JF. Really everybody accepted it was an affiliated body, other organisations were 

affiliated like the Co-op Party.  

LK. Including the ILP at the time. 

JF. Including the ILP, yes, they were affiliates.  So why couldn’t the Labour Party just 

accept Militant Tendency like that? 

LK. Because the way in which it conducted itself, under the terms of its own policy, 

programme and philosophy, was simply not consistent with the constitution of the 

Labour Party.  Straight forward as that.  At no time did I or anybody else say ‘hey in 

the Labour Party you can’t have an organisation’.  Specifically, in order to clarify that 

issue, Michael made the proposal for the establishment of the register of affiliated 

organisations and after that was established Militant was in any case, not registered 

and should have ceased operation in the Labour Party.  I would have made the 

argument even before then that Militant was transgressing against the constitution. 

But Labour is a live and let live Party. It’s a “broad church” was the phrase widely 

employed. Michael then introduced, on the proposal of the National organiser David 

Hughes, that we have a register of affiliated organisations, and Militant of course, 

together with one or two others, was excluded from that register.  In those terms, 

therefore, it wasn’t a constitutionally acceptable organisation.  I would make the 

argument, politically and organisationally, that even before the register that Taaffe’s 
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defence doesn’t hold up.  After the register was established there is absolutely 

nothing to support Taaffe.  This has got to be put in context: the reason that only 

very occasionally right throughout the history of the Labour Party have there been 

battles over which organisation or league or federation was acceptable, and which 

wasn’t, was simply because of the reality of a live and let live party.  There were 

attacks, for instance on Tribune in the 1950s when Michael disarmed everyone by 

calling the Tribune group an “open conspiracy”.  Everyone said yes, had a laugh and 

moved on.  Yes, it had a paper, yes there were a few people in St John’s St who 

were employed - Dick Clements and two others on a part-time basis that would have 

been about it.  It never had a paid network of sales, persons or regional co-

ordinators, it never had a NEC or a politburo or anything like that.  So, the idea that 

there is an equivalence between the Militant newspaper and the Tribune weekly 

magazine is a complete nonsense. 

JF. I’m very interested at the moment in the leadership of Jeremy Corbyn.  I’ve been 

interviewing Professor Dave Robertson from John Moores University.  He’s very 

active in the Labour Party in Liverpool.  He does a lot of political work.  I think he did 

some advisory work for the cabinet under Blair.  He’s had lots of experience of 

Momentum because they have moved into his constituency big time.  The 

experience he’s had so far, he feels that Jeremy Corbyn’s leadership is not so much 

of a leadership as of a franchise. 

LK. Yes, it’s more of a followship. 

JF. Yes, he’s put a stamp on various things and as long as they are chugging along 

in a left- wing way, he’s ok about it. 

LK. I think that is very close to the reality - and I think it is a very good way of 
identifying the nature of the leadership and the character of the party now.  There are 
places where Jeremy’s writ simply doesn’t run so he hasn’t got a franchise there, of 
course.  But his franchise is generally wide so far.  It suits him and his retainers 
because they have power – they “own the brand” - and it suits followers because 
they’ve got identity without much responsibility or accountability.  I need to examine it 
closely but what is the way in which volunteer army can operate under a nominal 
general?  The old guard, who have returned to the Labour Party with the bag of 
tricks they learned in the 50s and 60s have got older, but politically no wiser, except 
that they are more experienced and therefore they avoid the errors of organisation 
which permit them to be clearly identified as a “party within a party”.  They have 
learned that through bitter experience.  They have mobilised lots of enthusiastic, very 
decent, and highly motivated younger people who gave them the numbers.  Those 
newcomers  are only very gradually rumbling to the reality that they are in a political 
party and, whatever else it does, a political party has got to campaign, work its socks 
off, and be led with a basically agreed set of values and ideas by someone - for want 
of a better word , a personality that can articulate the purposes and ambitions of the 
party in ways that are relevant to them, the party members and appealing to the 
general electorate.  Very gradually, because there isn’t much in the way of political 
education, they are gathering the idea that, however decent a guy, however well-
intended Jeremy Corbyn is, he can’t lead - he just can’t do the job.  I may be being 
personal about Corbyn, but it’s simply the reality that, left to his own devices, he 
can’t perform the functions.  Of course, what he’s got is a group of people, some of 
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whom he’s chosen, others of whom seem to be self-selecting, that keep him 
buttressed.  Some of them would like to move him in a particular “radical” direction, 
but the political realities of public opinion are too strong for him to be able to shove 
through that particular stockade. That’s where they are stuck.  This is now a frozen 
party.  It’s got 500,000 members, many of whom joined because they shared the list 
of grievances and complaints that Jeremy articulated, many of them absolutely, 
justified, totally justified.  But these people are also waking up to the fact that he isn’t 
very good as a lead because he is repetitive and ineffectual and repeatedly 
complaining and protesting just isn’t enough to win the power to achieve vital 
change. 

JF. Don’t you think with Momentum, I get the impression by reading about it looking 

at the situation, that their first priority is not to return a Labour Government, but to 

secure the Labour Party for their programme and to take over the Labour Party. 

LK. I agree – and I say that in terms I’ve used very often in many places:  The 

Labour Party has always had within it, people who want power IN Labour and people 

who want power FOR Labour.  In some cases, they are the same people.  But you 

can see throughout the history of the Labour Party those two distinct strains and they 

are often in conflict.  What you describe is that reality.  Some in Momentum, 

certainly, may be influential people in Momentum, place much more value on 

securing power in Labour than power for Labour.  There is a book coming out next 

month by a man called David Kogan who wrote a book about Benn back in the 

1970s. 

JF. One of the Kogan brothers? 

LK. Yes, he has a brother’ but he wrote the Bennism book with his uncle.  Uniquely, 

and for accidental reasons, he’s known Jon Lansman, and he’s also known David 

Triesman because of university.  David is Labour but without very strong ideological 

commitments, he’s just a very straight forward Labour bloke.  He’s made a lot of 

money in communications (I think) in the intervening thirty or forty years.  Now, with 

this fascinating phenomenon of Corbynism and his close knowledge of Jon Lansman 

and others, he’s traced back the origins of those elements who are now predominant 

in the Labour Party.  This tale will be familiar to you as it was to me.  You will know 

the name Vladimir Derer and Vera Derer. Back in the 1970s, with great 

assiduousness, and with the kind of duplicating machine that covered people in ink. 

JF. Gestetners. 

LK. Yes, that’s right…They built organisationally, having decided the secret was in 

numbers in the right places and if they could secure enough support in constituency 

parties for changes in the Labour Party constitution that would result in the rank- 

and- file election of the leader and mandatory re-selection.  They realised that it was 

achievable through conference because the clamour for such change from 

constituencies would be so strong and so loud that some of the unions would be 

bound to agree with them.  They established the CLPD.  Now I as an MP, I was 

young, but I wasn’t innocent, but I thought “Labour campaign for democracy, what? 

Campaign for Labour Party democracy?”. I’m in favour of that. 
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JF.  Who could argue with it? 

LK. Exactly, so I signed up with Frank Allaun, and went to a few of the meetings. 

Then I realised after about a year or 15 months their idea of Labour Party democracy 

wasn’t the same as mine.  I shared some of the objectives.  I always thought the 

party electing the leader was a good idea and that one member one vote was a good 

idea, even when the left was very rooted against it!   But what David has done is 

trace back the whole idea of momentum democracy as the instrument for changing 

the direction of the Labour Party and ultimately the leadership of the Labour Party, 

David Kogan traces it back Vladimir Derer and his wife and the influence they had on 

the young Jon Lansman.  I think there is a hell of a lot in that because Lansman is an 

articulate bloke, speaks on a candid basis to Kogan, to his credit, and although quite 

naturally trying to tweak some little bits of history - that’s only human - follows the 

story through.  You are going to find it a very interesting book because it covers a lot 

of the trail you have covered. 

JF. Part of that is Jon Lansman.  A few months ago, he went to see Peter Taaffe in 

his office and Taaffe said we would like your help Jon Lansman, to affiliate to the 

Labour Party the Socialist party.  Jon Lansman said I don’t see a reason why not but 

you couldn’t bring your paper with you, couldn’t bring your organisation, you would 

have to affiliate individually we would help you do that etc and then Peter Taaffe said 

full marks for honesty, but they would never drop their organisation in a million years.  

He said we are going to apply for the affiliation on the basis of the Co-op Party and 

that’s what we are going to do.  Later I researched the constitution of the Co-op 

Party, the constitution of the Co-op Party is no different to the constitution of the 

Labour Party except for one small clause which identified their autonomy with their 

retail and wholesale trade.  So, in other words he’s putting forward this plan to 

affiliate like the Co-op Party on that basis. 

LK. There is no possibility that he would honestly want to fit into a self-defined 

democratic socialist party with a capital D and capital S because, as an ideologue as 

somebody who is quite proud of the fact that he is a doctrinaire “democratic 

centralist”, he would have monumental objections to the whole concept of 

democratic socialism.  

JF. He said he would accept the discipline of the Labour Party. 

LK. Bullshit.  It’s not about discipline, it’s all to do with beliefs and values.  

JF. What he said was because I put him on the spot if you ever did affiliate you 

would have to accept the NEC as the rule making body and if you put forward an MP 

what would happen if the NEC would not adopt them.  He said we would have to 

accept that but at local level we would have to do our own thing the issues are local, 

he cited the London mayor’s campaign as being unacceptable etc. 

LK. This is the bloody thing.  Ideologues think that the absence of a very specific 

ideology in a main- stream party is a weakness. It isn’t.  The Labour Party is non-

ideological and it has been since 1918.  That’s why the original Clause IV appears 

like it did.  In that age, it could be accepted as a generalised statement of purpose by 

people with differing convictions who were nevertheless prepared to work together 



400 
 

for broadly shared objectives.  After decades of frequent misrepresentation by all 

enemies and some friends, it needed to be changed to provide greater clarity, not for 

reasons of dogma.  That’s not just necessary here in Britain: The reason why the 

Bad Godsberg constitution was drawn up by the SPD was not, as people often report 

to “renounce” the Marxism of the 1880s when the original was drafted, it was to 

make it clear that Social Democrats of the 1950s were distinguished and different 

from the GDR and communism.  So, they adopted the Bad Godsberg constitution not 

in order to renounce but to define - and they defined themselves as a party that said 

the market system is acceptable for an economy but not for society.  

JF. Don’t you think the Labour Party should have done the same? 

LK. No.  Only right- wing nutters ever called Labour “communist”.  I think a sensible 

body of ideas can make a change possible feasible in a political sense.  The 

changes that are going to have to be made in some other generation after 

Corbynism has reached its high tide and receded are going to have to be more 

orderly.  But, who knows, by then we might have a written constitution in the UK, so 

all things are possible.  

JF. Just for a final question Neil, thanks for your time.  This is looking back with 

hindsight 20/20 vision and a clear blue sky.  I am not being critical at all when Peter 

Taaffe decided the Labour Party was finished in terms of Militant involvement and 

they dipped their toe in the water with the Walton bye-election remember when Eric 

Heffer was very ill, and he resigned and subsequently died.  They were within a 

whisker of getting the nomination but just about failed when Peter Kilfoyle got it and 

then decided to take that candidate and run her as Real Labour candidate so at that 

time Peter Taaffe was steering Militant away from the Labour Party.  There are other 

people like Ted Grant who said that you’re making a mistake, but Taaffe did it 

anyway and formed the Socialist party but only 2,000 members joined the Socialist 

Party.  He actually left 6,000 behind in the Labour Party.  When you were leader 

were you aware of those members or were you relieved that Militant had gone? 

LK. What we did do was to say the rights of natural justice must be sustained in all 

considerations by the National Constitutional Committee which we established.  

There had to be evidence that an individual, and only an individual, was 

transgressing against the constitution.  If it could be proved with evidence that an 

individual was effectively a member of an unregistered organisation, that was 

enough to exclude them.  It was never a witch-hunt, and never a purge to get rid of 

the “officer class” or treat previously selling the paper as justification, by itself, for 

expulsion.  I didn’t give a dam if there were 500 went or 2,000 went or 8,000 stayed 

or whatever It didn’t bother me because by then we had an effective system of 

providing the Labour Party and its members with a means of dealing with people 

who were transgressing against the constitution.  I could only take that legalistic 

approach because it was the only one to take in terms of justice.  In the changes we 

made to the constitution in establishing the National Constitutional Committee we 

could ensure that we had a rigorous application of the rules of natural justice, a 

separation of investigation and judgement, and an absolute dependence on 

evidence.  I don’t think any of the decisions of the NCC have ever been challenged 
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or taken to court whereas previously of course when we had a much less adequate 

definition and there was no offence of “bringing the party into disrepute” reference in 

the constitution there were several court hearings.  A very smart solicitor, that 

Militant had - she is still around, Louise Christian - never won against us because, as 

she must have known as a good lawyer, their claims could not stand up in a court of 

law.  That, nevertheless, did not stop her trying.  We would have been subject to a 

hell of lot more challenges - which were very expensive by the way - if we hadn’t 

altered the constitution to give us a generalised requirement that you must not bring 

the party into disrepute and also, crucially, a system of seeking and accumulating 

evidence against an individual which would enable a complaint against them to be 

upheld.  Not every complaint was upheld, by the way.  The NCC did investigate 

complaints and, apart from making expulsions, either suspended people for a limited 

period or dismissed the case.  They “convicted” several more for the simple reason 

that the people before them were guilty.  But it did mean that we had a dependable 

system of justice.  That’s the basis of which were judging them - not how many 

thousands we got rid of. 

JF. Just a supplementary here.  When you had the Inquiry into the Liverpool DLP, I 

have got the transcript.  You really had a split when you had Eric Heffer and Tony 

Benn arguing for the case.  

LK. They did not argue their case.  They simply argued that we were wrong.  

JF. They did ask a few leading questions.  

LK. They didn’t give evidence in their defence.  

JF. No, but when you closed the doors, they would argue for them. 

LK. Oh yes.  Always speaking from memory, but I am sure I would remember if it 

was otherwise, the only defence they put up was “Labour is a broad church we 

should be able to accommodate these people.  They have been members of the 

Labour Party for 15 years 12 years 10 years” or “they are only youngsters”.  That 

was the only defence there was.  Never that they “weren’t at the meeting, their 

names shouldn’t be on that register of Militant members”, and they never made the 

argument that Militant was not an organisation.  Oh yes, they did they did make an 

argument I had a stand up with Tony. 

JF. Tony Mulhearn? 

LK. No Tony Benn, I mean Mulhearn’s evidence was very unassertive.  I mean he 

complained about a stacked deck and all the rest of it.  He took it like a man whereas 

Desser. 

JF. Degsy.  

LK. He dodged.  He said he was ill then he had a meeting and then he was ill again, 

and he didn’t bloody turn up so we had to pass a resolution that if he didn’t turn up 

again, he would be tried in absentia.  He was notified of that and he didn’t turn up so 

bingo.  
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JF. Didn’t you feel that during that hearing Eric Heffer by being a member of Walton 

constituency which was a rock-solid Militant stronghold, that regardless of the 

evidence he wouldn’t have voted for expulsion?  

LK. No because of Eric’s associations. Eric was an ex-member of the CP he took a 

different view…  

JF. He was expelled from the CP...  

LK…of organisation and discipline.  OK, he rebelled against it in the CP which is 
fine.  He thought that because he’d been in the CP, and I guess read some of the 
books, he had an ideological mastery.  It is always a bloody mistake.  I discovered 
that a long time ago when I was a kid from guys who fought in the Spanish Civil War 
Their mastery of ideology is always better than ours!  There was a guy who was a 
captain in the International Brigade, Morien Morgan from Aberdare.  He was a 
teacher and I knew him very well as a student in one of my WEA classes.  He said to 
me “don’t go running in circles with ideology: one of the things I brought back from 
Spain and why I left the CP was that it’s like arguing with priests.  They will always 
find a passage from the bible which will exclude you from heaven.  Ideology is like 
that, read it by all means, enjoy it, but for Christ’s sake never depend on it”.  That 
was Captain Morgan, great guy.  I always took that lesson with me.  Unfortunately, 
Eric had never met Morien Morgan, which is a shame because he would have been 
convinced by him.  Eric would perversely, but I understand why, on libertarian 
grounds, argue against anybody’s expulsion.  That is why I had to say to him and 
others on more than one occasion “Labour is a broad church but even the broadest 
churches have roofs and walls, and we have too.”. 

JF. One of the things I find very interesting was when Jack Straw discovered a 

Militant Tendency guy in his constituency who resigned and gave him all the 

minutes. 

LK. That’s what happened in the Glasgow branch they got the national minutes of 

the Swedish Militant Tendency.  I gave them all to the Swedish party. 

JF. In the minutes I found absolutely fascinating you talk about discipline you should 

have sent them to Eric.  In the minutes they found some comrade who had made 

some comments which they found quite negative and then so a future meeting there 

was a move to expel him, no talk about organisational meetings. 

JF. I don’t think the following – while true – is very relevant…I was rambling on down 

memory lane! I therefore haven’t checked or changed it. 

LK. The reason I quote Glasgow was on a Sunday night a very Catholic working- 

class Labour MP was sitting at home with his Mrs watching the telly at home.  Knock 

at the door and you never greet your constituent at 9pm on a Sunday night 

regardless of your dedication.  There were these two youngsters at the door, and he 

recognised them, especially the man to be a bloody nuisance from his GC so he said 

what do you want, and he said I would like to talk I’d like your help with a problem. 

Well listen come to the office in the morning but we are desperate so his wife took 

pity on him and said come in and I will make a cup of tea she makes the tea.  I’m in 

Militant both of us are I lost my job the week before last I am still being told I have 
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got to pay my tithe and I just can’t afford it.  The MP had the wit to say you are a 

bloody nuisance but he said I am the secretary, he told him to come into the office in 

the morning and bring everything you have to show and by that time I will have time 

to think about it great and here’s a tenner.  He would have done that to anybody.  He 

then phoned me what shall I do?  Take anything off him documents anything at all 

documents and cheque books and then he actually got him a job in a delivery firm so 

that solved his financial problems, and of course we had the goods.  The stupidity of 

their oppressive discipline, quite a lot of the evidence accumulated came out of the 

fact they were putting financial pressures on youngsters.  I was coming into the 

Wales TUC in Tenby this will be the mid-80s and there was a kid outside with a big 

bundle of Militant he decided he would have a bit of trouble with him went to the 

Wales TUC came out and he is still there and there is less of a crowd this time then 

so he came up to me and he was shouting in my face again so I held his arm and got 

my arm underneath and the papers went everywhere.  Instead of screaming and 

shouting at me he dived to get most of them as possible and then he started to cry 

and said you don’t understand I am responsible for them well what do you mean? 

JF. He had paid in advance for them. 

LK. Exactly they were his responsibility. 

End of Interview.   
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APPENDIX 21 

Interview with Prof. David Robertson at his home in Liverpool on 

15th February 2019 at 2p.m. 

David Robertson was Chair of the Polytechnic branch of NATFHE from 1977 to 

1985, Teacher Representative on the Education Committee of the Liverpool City 

Council between 1977 and 1985, a governor on the Polytechnic Board 1977 to 1985. 

David was active in the Labour Party from 1982 onwards and a delegate to the 

Liverpool District Labour Party.  David was a member of the Executive of the 

Liverpool Joint Shop Stewards Committee. 

David became a Dean and Pro-Vice Chancellor of John Moores University and a 

university professor and from 1992 onwards worked as a Government advisor in 

London, advising ministries, and from 1997 became a Government advisor to 

Secretaries of State. 

In this transcript David Robertson will be referred to as DR and James Ferguson as 

JF. 

JF.  Just briefly, why were you disillusioned with being a member of the International 

Socialists? 

DR.  Why with International Socialists?  Sectarianism, a limited approach to politics, 

a belief that you could build a vanguard party one by one.  When I argued you had to 

find other ways of building a movement on the left.  You couldn’t just do it comrade 

by comrade.  You just couldn’t go around to an industrial dispute or a tenants’ 

campaign and find one individual that you can bring into the party, you had to do it in 

a bigger way.  Really the vehicles of the far left weren’t adequate vehicles for doing 

very much.  I wasn’t a member, after I left IS, of any other left group although I would 

describe myself as well to the left of the Labour Party during the whole of the 1970s.  

By the time you get to the 1980s and the introduction of Thatcherism, my general 

view on the prospects of the left had changed, clearly if Thatcher was going to be 

elected then large parts of the working class were supporting her and it was a 

coalition of interests that needed thinking through, and the left simply wasn’t up to it. 

So, when it came to the big debates in the Labour Party in 1981 and the period that 

led to Michael Foot, my views had become significantly more centrist believing you 

had to have a broader church and the Labour Party was the vehicle for that.  Left 

sectarianism wasn’t going very far. 

JF.  When you joined the Labour Party in 1982 were you aware of the existence of 

the Militant Tendency? 

DR.  Oh yes, God yes.  In fact, one of the inhibitions against joining the Labour Party 

was the existence of Militant Tendency.  You felt, for me, they were among the more 

sectarian groups and therefore the model of entryism of which Militant were the 

principal exponents of, was not a model I thought appropriate.  I still believe to this 

day 35 or 40 years later, that entryism as a tactic is almost certainly dishonest, it’s 

wrong, it puts the wrong question to people and pretends to be something that you 

are not.  It’s not the way to go about politics in my view. 
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JF.  I’ve interviewed Peter Taaffe who was the editor of Militant and now the General 

Secretary of the Socialist Party of England and Wales.  He doesn’t like the term 

entryism although Trotsky invented the term.  He says that although Trotsky invented 

the term, he said they were members of the Labour Party like everybody else, they 

produced a paper, like Tribune produced a paper, and the reason why other groups 

in the Labour Party criticised them was because they were just better organised than 

all the rest of them. 

DR.  This is disingenuous nonsense Militant will know full well, whatever they are 

called, the Revolutionary Socialist League, the RSL, they are a separate distinct 

Trotskyist tendency which takes a specific position on the left, part of which is the 

tactic of entryism.  That itself is disputed within the Trotskyist movement as an 

appropriate tactic, not all Trotskyist groups agree with entryism.  Interestingly post 

Corbyn many have adopted the tactic of entryism because Corbyn effectively opens 

the door to that but the idea of entering the Labour Party as if you were simply 

normal members is not an acceptable definition for Militant.  They know full well what 

they intended to do which is to take over bit by bit whichever parts of the Labour 

Party they could dominate and in Liverpool they managed to take over a fairly 

moribund and bankrupt party in the late 70s, and early 80s and were successful in 

doing that. 

JF.  Dave, when you joined the Labour Party in 1982 you just said they were 

moribund, the Labour Party wasn’t an active, vibrant party? 

DR.  Not at all.  As I recall it, I need to jog my memory now, then again Labour 

wasn’t even in power in 1982/3.  They didn’t win power until 1983 until Hatton and 

others won power.  The Liberal Democrats had been in power, in a minority role with 

Tory councillors in a coalition since the 1970s.  The branches in the core Labour 

seats, were poorly attended, the councillors were by anybody’s definition on the right 

of the Labour Party, they were ripe for taking over.  You only needed about four 

people and you could win office and positions in those branches and take over and 

that’s what Militant did.  You didn’t need a great number of cadres to take over those 

branches and elect councillors that suited them.  In certain areas not least my own 

ward what was Arundel branch, Greenbank, these days, middle class areas, they 

never penetrated these areas in quite the same way.  But in the inner city and some 

of the outer estates, and the north end of the city there was nothing going on, they 

just swept away people who had been battered by the Liberal Democrats and were 

now battered by Militant. 

JF.  Some commentators would say that Militant were quite distinct from other 

groups on the Trotskyist left in that they actively tried to recruit a very strong 

traditional working-class membership which put them aside from other Trotskyist 

groups.  What do you think about that?   

DR.  I think there is an element of truth in that.  Most of the other Trotskyist groups 

were dominated by what I call welfare state professionals and students and ex- 

students, the number of workers in ‘inverted commas’, in SWP and IMG and so on 

were fairly minimal, but then again if you look at the membership of Militant, insofar 

as I know it, they were dominated as well by public sector employees, there were 
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probably more people doing conventional working class jobs than elsewhere and I 

wouldn’t want to overburden that but there is some truth in that argument but I 

wouldn’t want to go over the top on that in my experience. 

JF.  Do you think also that Militant started to suck out the people who were inclined 

to join something on the left because of the quite rapid decline of the Communist 

Party.  Do you think the competition of the Communist Party dying away? 

DR.  I don’t have any evidence of that whatsoever.  I think that when the CP began 

to disintegrate a bit later on in the period certainly after 1989, but before that since 

1956, most of the people I know who were in the CP gravitated not to Militant but 

towards mainstream centrist Labour Party.  They didn’t go from the CP to what is 

effectively a Trotskyist sect.  Why would they?  I don’t see any sort of competition 

there. To use the term-different markets. 

JF.  Moving on, when Labour came to power in Liverpool. 

DR.  That was 1983. 

JF.  Yes, were you aware, that a number of councillors were members of Militant? 

DR.  Oh, yes most definitely.  It wasn’t clear who was a member of Militant, or who 

was a supporter of it.  That was never very clear who were members of the RSL and 

who weren’t.  That was unclear.  There were councillors who were sympathetic to 

Militant and voted with Militant and I wouldn’t have described them as Militant as we 

call it.  But when they won in 1983 it was very clear that Hatton for example for 

example was Militant because he said he was, and it was very clear, that a number 

of others that we know, Felicity Dowling, Julie Lyon-Taylor, and others were, I don’t 

think Tony Byrne ever was, the finance director, I suspect he probably wasn’t, but it 

was indistinguishable from his behaviour, but I don’t think he was ever a member. 

And on we go.  It was unclear but yes you were very aware that either they were 

members of Militant, a separate organisation, or they behaved as if they were.  It 

made no real difference in the end, if they behaved as if they were members of 

Militant, or if they were, I suppose. 

JF.  Were you very conscious that Militant was very much in a leadership position in 

the Labour group? 

DR.  Yes, all the time.  At both the District party level, the group level, district party 

level, constituency level, Militant after 1983, was able to get leadership positions. 

They did it in a very straight forward way.  They would have enough support in poorly 

attended meetings to win certain positions.  They would then form themselves into 

an executive, in which they had a majority which would then take positions which 

would then bind the rest of the executive to a collective decision, which gave them 

amplified support in any general meetings.  And so, it went on.  They were able to 

guarantee or grant the trade union stewards certain privileges, certain accesses, 

certain benefits that ensured that in party meetings trade union delegates would vote 

sympathetically with Militant.  Internal opposition was muted and chilled out really, 

sometimes brutally shouted down.  It was good training for the Corbyn period, I have 

to say but nothing really has changed. 
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JF.  Did you go often to DLP meetings? 

DR.  I went to all the DLP meetings. 

JF.  What all of them?   

DR.  All of them at the time yes, oh yes. 

JF.  In the main what was your general impression of those meetings? 

DR.  My general impression of Militant from the DLP meetings?  That Tony Mulhearn 

was in the chair and Hatton used to sit next to him, and if people like me ever got up 

to speak we’d be howled down.  We’d have 3 minutes to speak and never get a word 

out and then we would be told to sit down again.  That’s my impression of Militant. 

The delegate from Muesli Hill we would be called. 

JF.  Of course, your constituency was Mossley Hill. 

DR.  Yes, it was a pun on Mossley Hill.  They used to get a cackle out of calling us 

Muesli Hill.  Ha, ha, ha.  We were all white-collar, unions, we were type cast.  Not 

just me by any means, others in NUT and NALGO had it just as bad probably worse 

than I got, but we all got it.  We never got to say much.  I only got to say one thing 

once in a meeting when I wasn’t howled down.  That was in 1985 at the JSSC 

meeting when they had just issued the redundancy notices.  I stood up and for the 

one time, “I said I speak today as an authority on industrial relations legislation“. 

The room went silent, a packed room of 150 delegates fell absolutely silent as I 

explained in detail what the redundancy notices meant, the breaches of continuity of 

contract against the Tory industrial relations act of the time, and that no trade union 

leader would ever be able to accept this, even as a tactic because they could never 

accept trusting the role of an employer to declare a redundancy without opposing it. 

Everybody listened to it in absolute silence.  At the end of it, Hatton said “well 

anyway”. 

My argument everything came to pass.  Within a week the trade union general 

secretaries were up in Liverpool hammering the living daylights out of them, but they 

couldn’t go back, they couldn’t understand what they’d done and why they would 

have the trade unions oppose them until it was spelled out to them.  That’s the only 

time I think that rationality finally got through to them. 

JF.  When I interviewed Peter Taaffe, editor of Militant, we discussed the 

redundancy notices at some length, he categorically said he was opposed to the 

redundancy notices at the time, Tony Mulhearn was opposed to the redundancies at 

the time, and that he told the people in Liverpool, as he described them, that they 

were making a big mistake.  I just took that on record but what’s your reaction to 

that?  Did that come over at the time? 

DR.  Well I’d like to talk to Peter Taaffe about that, I actually, probably think he is 

telling the truth, strangely.  I’ve absolutely no idea whether he is.  I suspect they did, 

Militant, some of them did think it was an error and Taaffe, is not a fool whatever else 

he may be, he is not a complete idiot and I think he may well have taken that view. 

The point is it didn’t make a scrap of difference because who in Liverpool was really 
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the intellectual thinker behind the vanguardist, overall strategy, and you can’t find 

anybody who was doing anything other than chomp around making ad hoc decisions 

about the mess they had got themselves into.  Which is why, really you’d allow me to 

address that point and come back to that point and come back to the Taaffe point, 

why I have some scepticism about whether Militant did behave or were able to 

behave with a vanguardist role in Liverpool.  I sometimes wonder whether in fact 

despite their Leninist origins and their commitment to that model of activity whether 

the everyday behaviour of trying to run a city council, the complex boring, routine 

stuff that it requires, actually swamped any of the ideological preferences they might 

have thought they could pursue and because they were faced with a practical 

problem that they were running out of money, there was simply no money, they had 

to find a way of solving that, so they passed off the problem to the workforce, a 

catastrophic decision, by anybody’s standards, to save their own necks by handing it 

over to the workforce and then bringing the roof down on their head.  If that’s what a 

vanguard party does, then god help us all.  Again, I look at Corbynism, but I mean 

that’s for another day. 

JF.  Well there is a section in the thesis on that.   

DR.  It’s all flooding back to me now all this. 

JF.  It does with all my interviewees. 

DR.  But my view on Peter Taaffe is there has been a view put around by Militant 

since then, that it was a tactical error, but I just wonder how much is that re-writing 

history for their own benefit because nobody said that at the time.  Everybody was 

defending the redundancy notices at the time, and then blaming us for not going 

along with the tactic.  In fact, they all said we don’t intend to make you redundant 

and I say back to them that’s not how the legislation works.  A severance of one day 

is a severance of continuity of employment.  We can’t go around trusting you lot.  If 

every employee trusted their employer to say actually, it’s just a tactic to keep us in 

business, we’d all be out of a bloody job. 

JF.  What Graham Burgess said to me when I interviewed him about the redundancy 

notices was that they were printed two weeks prior to a letter arriving on the NALGO 

secretary’s, Peter Creswell’s, desk saying that there is absolutely no way they were 

going to issue redundancy notices.  The notices were printed two weeks before they 

gave that assurance. 

DR.  The letter said what?  

JF.  NALGO wrote to Derek Hatton and John Hamilton saying that there had been 

rumours they were about to issue redundancy notices.  A letter came back 

categorically denying that.  However, the redundancy notices when they were issued 

were originally printed with a date a fortnight before that letter arrived.  In fact, it had 

been overprinted. 

DR.  It had been overprinted, yes. 

JF.  That’s something I never knew, did you? 
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DR.  I didn’t know that.  I knew they were overprinted because I’ve seen mine and 

I’ve still got it.  In fact, my redundancy notice appears in the formal records of the 

JMU Annual handbook.  It’s been printed in the history of the JMU so it’s there for 

posterity.  And, very proud of that notice I am.  In fact, I got five notices given to me 

by my head of Polytechnic.  He said, “here you are, I’ve got one with your name on it 

and four others just in case they missed you”.  Yes, it was overprinted.  I believe the 

story why wouldn’t I?  I didn’t know that.  I am not sure I knew that. 

JF.  Graham Burgess went on to say that they had a concordat.  

DR.  I didn’t know it at the time, but I did know it since because I heard it before. 

JF.  Graham Burgess said that NALGO which was the largest union in the city 

council had a concordat with the council saying that if the campaign on the cuts had 

to be wound up the union and the council would do it together, neither would jump 

ship individually and that was the agreement they had with the council. 

DR.  The concordat was what?  That if the campaign was wound up?  

JF.  In other words, if the council gave up its campaign because they couldn’t pursue 

it and would have to make a legal budget the union would simultaneously agree with 

that. 

DR.  That never came my way. 

JF.  It never came my way.  I don’t think it came out of anything other than 

assurances that NALGO had.  Now Graham Burgess’s view was that when the 

redundancy notices came out their view was that the councillors were saving their 

own skins because the damages, the initial financial damages were fairly minor 

£100,000, but the damages that would occur if they had not issued the redundancy 

notices were going to be very substantial. 

DR.  I think that’s a plausible explanation.  I think the redundancy notices were 

issued in a panic at the last minute and indeed it was a view held by both Pete and 

Graham, a view in which in years past I expressed a degree of neutrality over it since 

I didn’t know, but the more I think about it that its absolutely true that they crapped 

themselves basically.  In fact, we know from the evidence of someone like Julie-Lyon 

Taylor who resigned as a councillor, they were crapping themselves over the 

surcharge. 

JF.  And John McLean, her father, resigned at the same time. 

DR.  Oh yes, I think that’s very plausible.  I think, as I said earlier, dump it all on the 

workforce and save their necks. 

JF.  I think the interesting thing is when I interviewed Derek Hatton, he said the 

Militant line was. 

DR.  Did he agree he was Militant by the way, Hatton, or did he say he was merely a 

fellow traveller? 

JF.  He denied membership of it. 
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DR.  I think he probably wasn’t.   

JF.  Really? 

DR.  I think Hatton wasn’t a member of Militant.  Again, it goes back to my very early 

point, indistinguishable from membership.  But I don’t think Hatton would stoop to the 

discipline of an organisation.  None, not one in his life.  Hatton’s just a chancer and 

to be a member of the RSL would have been to accept the authority and discipline of 

the RSL structures and Hatton wouldn’t have been interested in that. 

JF.  However, I have got evidence, verbatim evidence from Irene Buxton who gave 

evidence to the inquiry into the District Labour Party.  She gave evidence in Scotland 

because she was frightened of intimidation in Liverpool.  In that evidence she said 

that Derek Hatton held Militant Tendency branch meetings in his house.  She was a 

member of Militant. 

DR.  I don’t doubt that.  But I think it’s a bit like me opening up this house to Militant, 

he saw them as a vehicle whereby he could get power.  He might well have been, I 

don’t know.  I never felt he really was.  I didn’t think he had the political reading, or 

the political discipline, or even the political interest in being a member of a Trotskyist 

organisation.  I think he was a chancer, he was into Derek Hatton, power, doing 

whatever, an early form of Boris Johnson. 

JF.  He denies completely that he was a member of Militant. 

DR.  They all say that. 

JF.  Yes, but he says the only party he ever joined was the Labour Party.  Of course, 

members of Militant always say that. 

DR.  He’s not going to give you the satisfaction, is he?  

JF.  Precisely. 

DR.  All that lot aren’t exactly into setting the truthful record straight.  They are into 

writing their own history. 

JF.  Did you go to the 1985 Labour Party conference when Kinnock made the taxis 

speech? 

DR.  No, no, but you know what I did at Bournemouth?  

JF.  Go on.  

DR.  You know about my role in bringing down Hatton apart from, have you never 

heard this before? 

JF.  No. 

DR.  Jim have you never heard this before? 

JF.  No. 

DR.  I thought I’d told everyone this.  This is absolutely true, for the want of a nail a 

battle is won or lost.  When the redundancy notices were issued roughly September 
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6th ,1985, two weeks later end of September, round about my birthday, party 

conference was held down in Bournemouth.  On the Friday night of party 

conference, the Riverside CLP met.  Very sparsely attended meeting, there were 

only 13 people present, normally there would be about 60, everybody had either 

gone to conference or thought there was no business.  In the chair was a Militant 

sympathiser, but not Militant, Ron Burke, who’s name you may not remember or 

know.  It was upstairs in the trade union centre in Hardmen St, and I moved an 

emergency motion, condemning the redundancy notices.  I had no expectation 

whatsoever that the chair would accept it and to my utter astonishment he did, 

because it was a Militant imposed rule, that you didn’t accept emergency resolutions 

i.e. motions they hadn’t had a chance to stamp all over and vote against.  But he 

accepted the emergency motion, it was indeed an emergency.  They had a debate, 

and the vote came and I won the vote 7 to 6.  As the meeting broke up, we are 

upstairs now in the trade union centre, as we are filing out of the long room and up to 

the top of the stairs, over the bannister,Tony Hood, Militant supporter and councillor 

storms up to me, grabs me by the throat, bends me over the bannister and says “ Do 

you realise what you have just done ?”  To which, I said, “I sincerely hope so” and he 

stormed off.  Because what I had just done had been by arrangement.  The 

arrangement was and had been agreed about a week or so before with my General 

Secretary David Triesman. 

JF.  Ah, David Triesman, Lord Triesman now. 

DR.  My General Secretary, David Triesman.  I said you cannot allow this 

redundancy stuff to go.  He said “No, but obviously NATFHE isn’t going to shake the 

tree here, let me talk to my mate Rodney Bickerstaffe.  He came back to me and 

said Rodney is right on board for this and what’s more he’s chairing the conference 

arrangements committee of the Labour Party.  Now that didn’t mean a great deal to 

me.  He said is there any prospect of you getting a motion, condemning this stuff to 

get on the conference agenda.  I said I can at least try.  It could be difficult given the 

make- up of the city.  He said, “Well let’s see”. 

So, I had a word with our two delegates from Riverside who were going to 

conference.  One was called Jane Sarin, now a long-time councillor in Glasgow, and 

the other was a little- known person called Jane Kennedy, who would go on to 

become more than a little known.  They were going to conference and I was in 

contact with Jane Sarin, that I was in contact, these were the days before e mails, 

before i phones and before anything so I had to have an arrangement whereby I 

would get to her, phone her on Friday night because conference arrangements 

committee was going to be on the Sunday afternoon, the outcome of the vote at 

Riverside.  She eventually rang me at Riverside, and I was able to tell her that we 

got the motion passed 7-6.  She went to conference arrangements committee where 

Rodney Bickerstaffe helped make sure it was a prioritised motion on the conference 

order paper and got it debated later in conference after Kinnock had spoken.  But it 

gave Kinnock the green light to make his speech.  Because once he knew it had 

been opposed in Liverpool by anybody from the Labour Party he could speak freely. 

Before that it might have been assumed that maybe that Liverpool agreed with the 

position but no, once they got that motion - anyway the rest is history. 
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Except within another week I went down to Speke airport to meet my General 

Secretary, David Triesman one Sunday morning as he trailed along behind the back 

of a flotilla of General Secretaries led by the short brutal Ron Todd, as they strode 

across the concourse, trod all over me in their fury to get to the taxis to take them 

down to meet Hatton et al and read the bloody riot act to them.  I remember Ron 

Todd growling, and that was the end of Militant, that was the end of it. 

JF.   And they went down to the Town Hall to meet the council. 

DR.  Exactly they had fish and chips.  Tony Byrne sent out for fish and chips and 

never offered them any. 

They sat there stuffing their faces with chips.  You could not have insulted the 

General Secretaries more.  I mean Triesman said after “You have to deal with that 

lot?”  I said “Yes, standard”.  “He said “I have never met such a bigger bunch of 

provincial no marks.  Who are they?” 

JF.  Wow that’s a good story. 

DR.  You missed all this because you weren’t in the party, but I was exposed to it all 

the time.  You got the joint stewards and your own dealings with NUT, but I had more 

of the internal Labour Party stuff that Graham never got.  I probably had better 

contact with my trade union leadership in London than you had on the grounds that 

they were a smaller bunch, and I knew Triesman personally.  Those little 

connections, if Triesman had not been mates with Bickerstaffe, if Bickerstaffe hadn’t 

been on conference arrangements committee if there had been one vote the other 

way. 

JF.  Well, that’s history.  

DR.  That’s history. 

JF.  Let’s fast forward now.  Part of my preamble to the thesis is the advent of 

Corbyn and the election of him as leader of the Labour Party.  At one point when he 

was first elected it was, I think seen by most commentators as an aberration, but 

now of course, twice elected by very big majorities, as a member of the Labour Party 

how do you feel about that? 

DR.  I think it is an unmitigated disaster.  I think it simply enables a Tory government. 

It’ll split the Labour Party, and the Tories may split too.  There is no prospect 

whatsoever in my view of a sufficient majority of people voting Corbyn in as Prime 

Minister.  I think he has been an unmitigated disaster at the local level, its led to an 

outpouring of far more in-disciplined, and brutal sectarianism, mysogony, and anti-

semitism, open racism by some of the pond life that’s swarmed into the Labour 

Party, the most disgusting experience, and not because I am older, because I have 

that 80s experience to go with Militant.  In fairness, although the mob used to hoot 

and scream, Militant was a relatively disciplined body.  And they still, remain so, 

those in Militant. 

But the mob that have come in around them, Stop the War Coalition, and every tin 

pot sectarianism trot sect, they are vile people.  You have got open gangsters in 
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there now, not least in Wavertree, but to a degree in Liverpool, all the old bitter 

Militant mob are back with the exception of Hatton who I think is still pending. 

JF.  He’s now a member. 

DR.  I am not sure he is. 

JF.  He is. I’ve spoken to him. 

DR.  He will tell you he is, he tells everybody he is, but he isn’t.  He’s not been 

formally endorsed by the NEC.  He does not have a membership card.  He thinks he 

is a member, but he isn’t.  Most of us elderly veterans and that will include the 

people you know from the CP, people like Graham and Terry Molloy and Francine 

Palant and many, many, others, Steve Mumby, and so on are all now regarded as 

centrists.  We know what’s going on and do hard work and count for nothing.  You’ve 

got a bunch of University students who remind me very much of myself fifty years 

ago telling me what and how good Marx is.  People who have never read a word of 

Marx.  I’m thinking take me on make my day you wankers.  It’s just awful.  Laura has 

to skirt round.  Keep her head down. 

JF.  Laura is your wife?  

DR.  Yes, the rest of us, my generation have had enough.  We go to meetings but. 

JF.  So how do you find its going?  Do you think there is going to be a split in the 

Labour Party? 

DR.  Yeah, definitely, It’s unsustainable.  Unsustainable under Corbyn.  Quite how it 

plays out, or whether, it amounts to much I don’t know but I don’t see the 

Parliamentary party holding together.  It is a split really.  Come on people like me are 

thinking about leaving the party.  I mean whether I will, I have no appetite to join the 

Lib Dems or anything stupid, no appetite to join the greens and every appetite to see 

the Tories out of office.  But no appetite to stay in the Labour Party headed by 

Corbyn and that shower.  A lot of people who are like me, very much hostile to 

Brexit, hostile to mysogony, hostile to anti-semitism, don’t find any purchase in the 

Labour Party.  I mean the odds are I will probably stay because of Laura but you ask 

yourself what for.  Waiting to be sneered at and shouted at and told you are a Tory. 

The nasty people you remember are all back, but they are twice as embittered.  It’s 

disgusting. 

JF.  So, in Liverpool which has had direct experience of Militant or a Trotskyist group 

controlling a Labour Party in fact the entire District Labour Party, the fact that they 

are in effect coming back, or similar people, that disturbs you? 

DR. Yes, it does disturb me, I can’t really get a grip on the relationship between 

Militant and Momentum.  Momentum itself is an entryist organisation.  It meets 

separately now, and Militant clearly wants to control Momentum, but Momentum is a 

curious beast.  It’s made up of what I would call a whole group of fluffies.  People like 

munchkins, people who thinks the sun shines out of Jeremy’s arse who won’t have a 

word said against Jeremy.  Many of whom think he’s going to either increase welfare 

benefits by 10,000% or abolish student grants, or both, or bring back rent controls, 
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solve all their problems.  You’ve got a whole raft of people that we never had in the 

80s, conspiracy theorists, completely barking, off their fucking loops, who shout and 

scream and then you’ve got the more disciplined trots that we would recognise who 

roll their eyes.  So, the balance in momentum is 20% trot 40%-50% fluffy 30% nutter. 

The 50% and 30% trail along behind the 20% and then they all go along to Labour 

Party meetings and they all unite and vote us all down because they follow the 

Leninist model, the e mail goes out, vote for this line, vote against this.  And social 

media has changed the ability of marshalling your own troops.  They are far better at 

it than we are, everything is now run through, Whats App, or Facebook groups. 

JF.  That’s, one thing I have mentioned in the thesis and that is that CLPD in the 70s 

and 80s they had to have a slow build up in terms of organisation whereas with 

social media now, with Momentum, it’s far quicker. 

DR.  Yes, basically its simply salute the flag.  What’s disturbing me is that the 

younger generation seem to be the most compliant, the most willing to do whatever 

they are told, on the grounds that this what Jeremy would want.  I don’t remember 

ever being that compliant.  My radicalism was always, I mean if they say are you 

loyal to Jeremy Corbyn?  I say of course not, I’ve never been loyal to any leader. 

What’s this loyalty to a leader all about?  They don’t understand that.  They think you 

are either loyal to Jeremy or you are the enemy.  It’s this schismatic division between 

the good and the bad.  

JF.  With our generation, we grew up fearing being labelled as Stalinist and therefore 

the cult of the personality we wouldn’t get involved in. 

DR.  It feels like a cult of the personality, but I think it is not quite that, Jeremy 

Corbyn is a paragon that they wish to emulate, though no doubt he has qualities that 

they like, it is that he has their permission to act to act with impunity.  Corbyn 

because he actually doesn’t intervene allows them to get on with whatever they want 

to do, so the anti-semites, can support Jeremy Corbyn because Jeremy Corbyn 

takes a very lukewarm attitude towards doing anything about the bastards. 

The thugs can do the same, they can rally behind Jeremy, because Jeremy isn’t 

about to throw them out of the party.  So really, he’s a permission, an ability to let 

them get on, he’s a sort of franchise operator that says right, a bit like Osma Bin 

Laden was with Al- Queda, do what you want as long as we are all broadly following 

the same crackpot direction, that’s more or less insofar as Corbynism theorises it, 

what he does. 

JF.  In terms of non-Momentum members, who have been in the Labour party many 

years. 

DR.  You mean mainstream members?  Traditional members? 

JF.  What do you think their attitude would be if the NEC of the Labour party agreed 

the Socialist Party could affiliate to the Labour Party? 

DR.  A lot of people would see it as simply the next step on the way to madness.  I 

don’t think it would have a seismic effect, on the grounds that this is what Corbyn 

would do isn’t it?  If you made a decision about Corbyn like I have then it would not 
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make any difference, or it would be the final game changer.  But effectively he has 

said that he’s basically said all join.  I mean there are open members of SWP in 

Labour.  The SWP could invite their members to join Labour.  There are members of 

the Labour party who openly vote green in this area. 

JF.  This would be an official affiliation, it wouldn’t be an individual affiliation.  The 

Socialist Party would then have the same status as the Co-op Party. 

DR.  I think it would probably raise more issues with the press than amongst the 

members.  I don’t know, I find it unthinkable that they would do that.  Then again, I 

find it entirely thinkable that they would do that. 

JF.  In the documents I have managed to dig out. 

DR.  Are you saying the NEC is thinking about affiliating the Socialist party? 

JF.  No, I think the Socialist party is on the verge of officially requesting affiliation. 

DR.  Yes, well they turned back Militant when Militant en-bloc requested members to 

sign up and I think they’d knock this back as well.  They’re cynical and they don’t 

need to affiliate the Socialist Party, but they could take their members individually. 

JF.  Peter Taaffe is very keen to do it on an official basis.  He doesn’t want to go in 

on an entryist basis.  He made that absolutely clear.  When Militant were first getting 

these initial expulsions from the Labour party Jeremy Corbyn founded an 

organisation called Labour against the Witch-hunts from his home in north London. 

DR.  Oh that was against the Militant witch-hunt?  Not against the Jackie Walker 

witch-hunt? 

JF.  It was against all expulsions.  So basically, if he’s to be consistent he would re-

admit them. 

DR.  Well, it’s one thing in Jeremy Corbyn being consistent, it’s another thing if the 

NEC goes along with it.  Don’t forget there are limits to what Jeremy Corbyn can get 

away with, even in the NEC.  He tried to roll back the International Holocaust 

Remberence definition of anti-semitism and didn’t get away with it.  He doesn’t get 

his own way with everything.  I would have thought the NEC would bolt at that, 

affiliating formally.  But I don’t know, I don’t actually care either.  It doesn’t seem to 

me to be inconsistent with Corbyn, I think it would be an unnecessary provocation, a 

bit liking admitting Hatton, why would you want to do it?  After all they threw 

Livingstone under the bus when it suited them.  And they will throw the others under 

the bus as well.  They’re pragmatic they don’t want the flack, if they can get away 

with it. 

End of Interview.  
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Appendix 22 

Interview with Clare Short former Labour M.P. 

By telephone from her home in London on Thursday 25th October 2018 

at 2.30 pm. 

 

In the interview Clare Short, will be referred to as CS and James Ferguson as JF 

JF. In the 70s and 80s, you were a voice for, a rough translation, the non -Trotskyist 

left within the Labour Party, before Militant became news and very controversial. 

What was your attitude towards them when they were in the embryo stage?  Were 

you benign about it or antagonistic? 

CS. I became a member of the NEC in I think 1987 and you’re right I was always on 

the left, but not ever a Trotskyist of any kind and although Militant was there we also 

had a whole load of other Trotskyists, particularly Socialist Action, IMG,  I like many 

others on the left didn’t quite know what they were all up to and you assumed they 

were people of good will and then I became aware of transitional demands and they 

had a manipulative agenda, it was not an open argument.  But then on the NEC we 

faced the problems in Liverpool, and we’ve got two MPs in the House of Commons 

and of course Dave Nellist was an extremely good MP, but it was becoming a 

mounting problem and then they stood against the party in a by-election in Liverpool.  

I remember going up to work in that by-election, and for me it made it really simple.  I 

mean they had organisationally stood against the party and therefore they couldn’t 

be in the party.  I felt clarity and simplicity about acting against them. 

JF. That’s when they made a break with the Labour party by standing a candidate.  

CS. But they didn’t leave, I mean they caused all sorts of internal turmoil, but they 

were still in the party, but they stood a candidate, did they call it Real Labour?  I 

mean you must have looked at all this. 

JF. Real Labour, yes it was. 

CS. That made it easy to deal with it in my view.  I mean they had broken the rules, 

they were standing candidates against the party, it had to be dealt with, end of 

argument. 

JF. Before that, before it became crystal clear when they stood an independent 

candidate. 

CS. What year was that? 

JF. Oh, the Walton by-election, that was, 1990, I think. 

CS. Oh it was as late as that? 

JF.  Yes, it was quite late.  It was when Eric Heffer died, and he created the by-

election.  
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CS, Indeed, indeed. 

JF. The strange thing about that, I was doing some digging from the NEC papers 

was that Lesley Mahmood did actually marry, and her former married name was 

Lesley Holt, she actually was a joint signatory to the purchase of Militant 

headquarters in Liverpool.  In fact, one of the persons Tony Mulhearn, the reason he 

was expelled was they had the hard evidence of him signing the deeds of the 

property, and it was counter-signed by Lesley Holt who then became Lesley 

Mahmood.  And she nearly got the nomination for Walton but missed it by a whisker.  

I think Eric Heffer kept very quiet about that. 

CS.  Poor old Eric he, he was actually, of the Broad Left and not a Trotskyist, but he 

became a dupe I’m afraid.  

JF. Well, what I’m very interested in Militant as well as their vanguard structure, 

which is very top heavy, where they have full time- officials as their editorial 

board/politburo and they hand their decisions down.  When you were active in your 

Birmingham constituency were you aware of this top- down structure or not? 

CS. The trouble is you are looking back and it’s all from memory, and things you 

learned later you don’t remember when you learned them.  Obviously, we all knew 

they acted together that they had their newspaper.  I certainly knew that they had 

their separate meetings.  But the trouble is the left had Tribune and there were 

informal Tribune groups.  So, you had the feeling this was much more organised but 

you when you first observed it you didn’t know quite how far it goes.  But then I had a 

relative who was involved with them and went to work on the paper in London and I 

became very clear that they had their own structure, employed people full time, got 

people to go to London to work for them.  So, it became clearer and clearer that they 

were systematically organised.  

JF. I don’t know whether you are aware of the fact that Jack Straw, quite 

accidentally, in his Blackburn constituency, was approached by a guy who was a 

member of his constituency party who joined Militant and then was quite shocked by 

the parallel structure that they were building in Militant shadowing all aspects of the 

Labour party, where you aware of that? 

CS. I wasn’t aware of that. Jack Straw wasn’t on the NEC and that was where we got 

the reports in, but I am sure there was the parallel structure that lots of people 

broadly on the left thinking “oh they are keen young people” but that’s what people 

are like and then gradually it becomes apparent there is another structure and it’s all 

organised. 

JF. Very much the second question now when Militant grew, and you were saying it 

had two MPs, and another MP whose name escapes me. 

CS. Yes, you’re right, Tony Mulhearn, he came in briefly. 

JF. No no, he did not get elected. It was Terry Fields and Dave Nellist who were the 

two MPs. 
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CS. Dave Nellist was there for a very long time. He was very active in the chamber 

and he was very active in his constituency. A very hard- working MP. 

To his credit he won the Spectator award for the parliamentary campaigner of the 

year. 

JF. He got backbencher of the year award. 

CS. Yes, he was very proud of that.  But when he came to the NEC when we were 

doing the hearings, during the expulsions, I said to him, “this is the point, it’s either 

Militant or the Labour Party”, but of course, he didn’t want the choice to be framed in 

that way. 

JF. When they actually got to their zenith, I’ve done quite a lot of research on this 

and it seems that their peak was about 8000 members but their members were far 

more active than other party members, on a day to day basis – so when it got to that 

stage, was it apparent to you that they were an out and out entryist party ? 

CS. Well I don’t know when they got to 8000.  

JF. 1984    

CS. Well they were systematically organised, like a sect.  All saying the same things. 

We would hear all these jokes about people who didn’t come from Liverpool, 

speaking with their Liverpool accent, going up and down, speaking like Ted Grant 

and Peter Taaffe, who were their leaders, so it became clearer.  But there were other 

Trotskyists around, systematically organised. 

JF. I always remember an interview, briefly on television, probably on your way to an 

NEC meeting and you said, which struck me, you said to the interviewer, “I find 

Militant deeply dishonourable”.  

CS. Well, yes, it’s the secrecy and dishonesty, I mean if they say they are in favour 

of a revolution, I heard, I heard them argue that the crunch they came to in Liverpool 

was like in 1905 and 1917 was going to come later.  The parallel, for example 

transitional demands, they would campaign for a mantra, a minimum wage, 

something very attractive, that they knew people would support, and at a rate they 

knew the system could not afford it and they tricked people into being revolutionaries 

without knowing they were revolutionaries.  It was dishonest, disgraceful.  I mean I 

think transitional demands are especially disrespectful of everybody.  Deliberately 

unfulfillable to help the revolution along, that these couldn’t be fulfilled under the 

existing system.   

JF. They would argue that this increases class consciousness.  That they went into a 

battle they knew they couldn’t win that at the end of the battle they were more 

hardened to the struggle.  Is that how you think they operated? 

CS. No I don’t see it like that at all.  You see most of their campaigns, and the 

demands that they organised for, trying to get things through conference, they did 

not believe that those things could be achieved without busting the system, having 

the revolution, but they never told people that’s what they thought, increasing 

consciousness, trying to create a revolution by trickery, that’s what so explicitly 
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dishonest about it.  If you want to advocate a revolution, advocate a revolution.  Talk 

to people about why a revolution is essential.  Make your argument.  They could not 

be honest I suppose because if they put their agenda out fully it would be 

incompatible with the constitution of the Labour Party. 

JF. I’m interested with the parallels with other Trotskyist groups.  I don’t want to get 

into the different polemics which are a minefield, but Militant grew, and these figures 

are fairly accurate, from 40 people in the early 60s to as I said before to 8000 in the 

mid- eighties.  Other Trotskyists groups, if they were lucky got to about 1000 to 2000 

and stuck at that.  They did not seem able to grow beyond that. 

CS. Do you know how many the SWP has now? 

JF. No, I don’t. 

CS. I am just curious.  

JF. I know they have been losing members hand over fist. They probably keep it 

secret anyway.  Why, in comparison with other Trotskyist groups do you think 

Militant reached 8000, It’s a considerable amount. 

CS. I think it was around Handsworth IMG were active and they were called socialist 

action.  There were other “fringy ones”.  We had them all.  They always target areas 

with a lot of black people.  But Militant were highly organised, sect- like, it was more 

highly organised, tighter, more determined that’s how that type of thing works, until it 

was exposed. For a time, its advantageous. 

JF. So, you thought they were disciplined and determined? 

CS. They were always young people coming along, radical and determined.  Young 

people got involved with them wanting to be radical.  They probably don’t know what 

they’re buying when they first came along. 

I saw them doing it in Handsworth.  They befriended people, a lot of people are 

drawn to what they are campaigning on, they have relationships with, each other and 

it is like joining a sect.  They pull people in who might be drawn by their radicalism 

but then it becomes a thing you belong to.  And the friendships and contacts and all 

that go with it.  And it’s difficult to pull away from it. 

JF. At a very early stage, I’ve seen their internal documents, somebody is attached 

to them and then they very much find out what, depending on their age group, they 

are interested in and try to pair somebody with them who shares similar views. 

CS. And then it becomes a way of life, and they were systematically at it, becoming 

their social group, it’s like a religious sect, they belong to it, it’s not just a political 

programme. 

JF. I’m very interested in Neil Kinnock’s speech to the 1984 Labour conference at 

Bournemouth when he did his famous “taxis” speech.  I’d be very interested to know 

your view on this, whether you thought the speech was courageous, foolhardy? 

Were you in the hall at the time? 
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CS. I was in the hall, but I wasn’t on the NEC then I became an MP in 1983 and I 

was there.  It was extremely dramatic the place went silent.  It was a bit like Geoffrey 

Howe’s resignation speech in the House of Commons.  It was like that.  What did I 

think?  Reflecting on it afterwards I think I partly admired it and partly thought it was 

reckless.  I mean I was thinking, what was the strategy behind it?  But it was brave, it 

was brave, and it was powerful of course.  Redundancy notices by taxis, who could 

forget? 

JF. From where you were in the hall, did you get the impression the majority of 

delegates were supportive of him, because Militant supporters would say that the 

reaction from the hall was hostile? 

CS. I think a lot of people were the same as me, they were silent, listening, it was 

very dramatic, I don’t think people were hostile, they were stunned, or at least that’s 

my memory, it was a long time ago.  And there have been so many developments 

since.  I don’t think there was a general hostility. I don’t think so. 

JF. Following on from the speech. 

CS. Oh of course Heffer walked out. 

JF. That’s right. 

CS. Good old Eric. 

JF. The Walton constituency was very Militant influenced. 

CS. Yes taken over.  And he probably did not fully understand what it was.  He was 

in denial.  But he was a very emotional man. 

JF. Following on from his speech, the follow up behind the scenes, was that Jane 

Kennedy. 

CS. I do remember Jane she was in NUPE then.  

JF. She’s now police commissioner for Merseyside.  After that speech she said to 

someone, I can’t remember who, but I heard her say, she said to Neil when they 

were having a coffee after, “We can’t just let this go”.  The speech was great, but 

there’s got to be something concrete to follow it up with. 

CS. I did not know about that, but it would have been reckless if he did not have a 

plan, to move on to the next stage. 

JF. What followed was the NEC Inquiry into the Liverpool District Labour Party, later 

on the following year.  So, the DLP was suspended, and the Inquiry was set up, I 

think chaired by Charlie Turnock, and there were subsequent expulsions, I think 16 

people were identified as potentially Militant people.  What do you think of the 

suspension of the DLP and the subsequent expulsions, do you think it was right? 

CS. I think a lot of it was unpleasant, but it was necessary.  It felt clumsy and slow, 

but it had to be. 

JF. So, you thought it was unpleasant but necessary? 
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CS. Yes. 

JF. I’m in the Irish Labour party by the way, and before that the British Labour Party, 

but before that I was in the British CP. 

CS. Oh yes. And you always had an aversion to.  

JF. Yes, we have all had our political journeys (laughter).  Now one thing I cannot 

understand when I became a member of the British Labour Party, it did not seem to 

have a set of political principles or barriers, ways in which the Labour party was 

defined, so that although it called itself a broad church it was very vulnerable to 

anybody coming into a constituency party and really taking over what is in essence a 

democratic pluralist party and changing it to a revolutionary sect and I was quite 

amazed how little the Labour Party had any defences to this, I mean political 

defences rather than disciplinary ones.  What are your thoughts on that? 

CS. I think that was explained by the history because of course it was always a 

coalition from the very beginning, the elements that came together, the trades 

unions, the co-op, the Fabians, the Marxist group called the SDF, and the ILP back 

in the 1900s. 

So, I understand exactly what you are saying. If we had a clear programme of 

democratic principles it would be easy to say you are breaching it but given that how 

the party came to exist, you couldn’t have that. 

JF. Because of the different affiliated organisations etc. 

CS. Yes and the unions that came with it because there was a range of ideas and of 

course there is the story of the ILP because the ILP was there and then broke away. 

Didn’t it? 

JF. Yes, that’s right. 

CS. So, I don’t know the whole story about that.  So, there was some guy whose 

name I’ve forgotten, H.M.Hyman, in the early Labour party and he was a semi-

aristocrat, kind of Marxist guy and they were in from the beginning, there was a 

range of fairly incompatible ideas that were part of the party from the very beginning.  

And the very fact that it grew up like that rather than founding itself with a constitution 

and a programme, I think it probably explains what you are saying.  It would be 

interesting to know, do you know, like how the German social democrats operate.  

Do they have a Trotskyist infiltration problem?      

JF. I don’t know enough about the SPD. 

CS. But that’s a similar model.  I just wondered did any other party have a 

programme of clarity and structure that would be needed to deal with the problem of 

infiltration in the way you describe.  Of course, the truth is that it’s probably not new, 

there’s always been candidates all over the place and councillors with feeble 

membership in places and few activists to keep things going, which means its easy 

to take over by any means, a right- wing group, a left- wing group, a racist group 

whoever, a Trotskyist group.  It’s just the nature of the beast.  In fact, in Handsworth 

we had someone called James Hunt and he learnt from Militant and he signed up 
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lots and lots of members from the Caribbean church.  Somebody paid their fees, and 

they were just told to come to selection meetings, and they had hundreds, he just 

observed how Militant did it and then he wanted to become a councillor and then he 

became one, and he brought in his mates, hundreds.  And the poor Handsworth 

Labour Party was taken over.  (laughter) 

JF. That’s another form of entryism that I don’t want to get into. (laughter), I think 

with the western social democratic parties, the German, the Swedish, the Dutch etc 

because the continent developed in quite a different way to Britain because they had 

quite large communist parties and they were quite insistent that they would define 

themselves against that, so they would put up policy barriers. 

CS. And also presumably they re-organised and re-structured themselves after the 

war. 

JF. If you look at the Italian Communist Party which had at its peak three or four 

million as party members, they obviously had a programme so any socialist party in 

competition had to define itself. 

CS. Yes, we don’t believe in this we believe in that! 

JF. So, I think the British Labour Party, because it didn’t have that competition on the 

left, didn’t think they had the need to have one. 

CS. And the very way in which it evolved, bringing together contradictory forces, 

bringing together the broader arguments about change, so right from the beginning it 

had this issue. 

JF. As with many things like the trade union movement Britain developed in such a 

different way.  One thing though, entryism has now become more topical.  A little 

quote from Roy Hattersley in The Guardian.  He said the only difference between the 

1980s and now was that Militant Tendency members were going along to Labour 

Party meetings or Momentum meetings using their bus passes.  Which I thought was 

quite witty really. 

CS. Well except of course Miltant closed down.  They had some form of faction fight.  

I don’t know where everyone ended up.  There was a person I knew who ended up 

in the SWP.  I don’t know if the factions went in different directions.  But they’re not 

controlling Momentum, that’s what my contacts tell me.  What’s his name in 

Liverpool made a big announcement that he was re-joining? 

JF. Derek Hatton. 

CS. But they haven’t got the infrastructure or organisation, anymore? 

JF. That’s part of my question.  Momentum has now got a very large membership. I 

am not sure how many, but certainly very large and very influential in a lot of 

constituencies. 

There are reports coming back that revolutionary groups, like ex Militant, which is 

now the Socialist Party. 
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CS. Is that the Scargill thing? 

JF. No that’s a different one, the general secretary is Peter Taaffe.  They are the 

ones trying to get people to join Momentum and the Labour Party. 

CS. Well Peter Taaffe made a speech saying we’ve been waiting a long time now its 

coming back our way or something. 

JF. Obviously, you’re not an MP anymore but from the press reports you get and the 

soundings you get from your area, do you think Momentum has got a risk of being 

used by these Trotskyist elements? 

CS. I’m not directly in contact, I’m not even a member of the party.  I resigned after 

Iraq and have not re-joined.  But obviously I’ve got friends and contacts, we talk 

about these things.  But my understanding is that there’s so many and they’re so 

enthusiastic, and of course it’s interesting how they became divided over allegations 

of anti-Semitism, because they were all wrapped up in being critical of Israel, or pro-

Palestinian, and divisions over the attitude to Brexit.  I get the impression there isn’t 

one faction completely in control.  I know they have big activities in parallel with party 

conference, political education events.  I’ve read repeatedly there are big divisions 

about Europe, although lots of them came together to be supportive of Corbyn, the 

majority are anti- Brexit.  I don’t think it’s the Trotskyist position. 

JF. I think you are probably right.  They are divided on these issues and quite clearly 

divided. 

CS. What I’m trying to say from my direct sources of information, lots of young 

enthusiastic people, who I do see as an historical corrective force because New 

Labour became so sucked into neo liberalism and young people are suffering from 

the cost of housing, rents and student fees, the great surge in numbers wasn’t a 

conspiracy, where young people who were fed up and wanted some more 

radicalism. 

JF. That’s the way an awful lot of people see it.  The question really is with Militant or 

the Socialist Party as it is now called, with this vanguard structure, which is tightly 

knit, well organised when it gets into an organisation like Momentum, which like you 

say has a lot of people in it with altruistic views and aims, do you think that vanguard 

structure is going to, if you like, take over the leadership of Momentum or at least be 

very influential. 

CS. One it’s a small number, Momentum’s big within itself, so I just don’t think 

there’s the numbers and of course everyone knows Peter Taaffe and Militant and 

don’t think they have the numbers and the organisation.  You would know better than 

me.  The SWP is the one that’s been going and being highly organised and 

dominating every demonstration with their posters, I imagine they’re in.  I think it 

would be an error to think only Militant would do what you are describing.  I don’t 

know how many people they have got left but I imagine it’s pretty small. 

JF. Oh no I wasn’t suggesting that only Militant are at it, I think other Trotskyist 

groups are very interested in Momentum, but in general that kind of vanguard 

structure which the SWP has as well, being very organised isn’t there a danger that 
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they could get into the leadership of Momentum and steer it towards a kind of 

revolutionary politics? 

CS. The trouble is, what’s his name, Jon Lansman, the chair of Momentum, and he’s 

been around a long time, knows how these things goes, and this enthusiasm for 

supporting Corbyn, will go through to the next election, and then depending what 

happens I think it will reduce, I would have thought.  So, Trotskyist infiltration takes a 

long time, and there will be people trying to do it but they won’t get anyway near the 

numbers until we get to the next general election and then we will see the real 

momentum. 

JF. Just to go back a bit. 

CS. So I think it’s logical, what you’re saying, that they’ll try but Momentum was 

created so rapidly and it’s so attached to the Corbyn thing, I wonder where it will be 

in five years, time, and of course even on the Palestinian/anti-Semitism, thing, Jon 

Lansman seemed unsympathetic to the pro- Palestinian position and expelled some 

woman, a black woman who’s also Jewish, Jackie Walker?  So, he’s obviously quite 

entrenched and quite tough.  So, you understand what I am saying I think it would 

take a lot of time for them to try and do that and I think Momentum will be re-shaped 

by the outcome of the next election whenever it is. 

JF. Just to go back a bit, leading up to the time of the Kinnock speech, it was fairly 

obvious from what Neil Kinnock has written, and made speeches about, that he felt 

Militant was bleeding votes away from the Labour Party at election time.  Would you 

agree or disagree? 

CS. Well I think there was a broader issue then in the 80s, there was the famous 

heckling of Dennis Healey at meetings and when he spoke at conference.  And it 

wasn’t only Militant it was other Trotskyist organisations too.  And there was a feeling 

the Labour Party was becoming chaotic and hi-jacked by all sorts of groups and we 

had to get a grip on it and pull it back, all the Kinnock reforms, I was on the NEC, 

was all about getting the party back to what it was supposed to stand for and having 

structures and clarity about what our policies were rather than having all these 

factions coming in and pushing their own programmes and getting resolutions 

through conference that were not do-able.  So, I think it wasn’t only Militant there 

were others at it.  It was making the party look chaotic, making us look crazy and 

unelectable. 

JF. When Kinnock made that speech do you think the general public would think “ah 

the Labour Party is coming back from that divided image, that fractured image”? 

CS. I don’t think it works like that.  I think the general public don’t attend to the detail, 

and Labour seems divided, always having arguments, with some crazy people 

around it.  One speech won’t do it.  It’s probably good for his image that he came 

across as tough on Militant, and he’s going to do something, but we ended up with a 

policy review and expulsions, we organised and then we had the ’92 election, and 

we were going to win that.   It was disappointing.  Up till then it was getting a grip 

organisationally and policy wise, but of course the two go together because if you’ve 
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got elements infiltrating, using the democratic structures of the party, having 

impossible programmes. 

JF. I think I’ve got enough now. That was very, very, good.  I am very grateful to you 

for taking the time to do this. 

End of Interview      
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Appendix 23 

Interview with Lord Storey of Childwall, Thursday 8th October,10.00, 

2018 at the House of Lords  

 

In the Interview Lord Storey will be referred to as LS and James Ferguson as JF 

JF. I just want to formally ask you who you are and introduce yourself. 

LS. So, I am Mike Storey, I sit in the House of Lords, I am Lord Storey of Childwall, 

in the City of Liverpool. 

JF. A formal question.  This is the one I am really interested in.  About 35 years ago 

prior to the Militant era you were part of the Liberal Group on the Liverpool City 

Council who determined budgets.  Obviously, you were not the overall majority party. 

These budgets were based on very low rate rises, and this is all about reflecting over 

the years.  On reflection did you regret this?  Did this lead to a low- rate support 

grant settlement when the City needed as much cash injection as possible to 

alleviate the pressure on services? 

LS. I think, there are a number of factors, first of all generally, local government 

finance nationally was going through a big change when the Secretary of State at the 

time, Tony Greenwood, said in terms of local government finance “the party is over”. 

So, monies coming to local government were being reduced or were being held at 

certain levels by central government.  I think that probably on reflection, small 

increases didn’t help, but neither would they make the huge impact that I think has 

been suggested over time.  I mean in politics political parties have to differentiate 

themselves and we wanted to be absolutely clear that we were on the side of the 

residents of the city and that in the financial package we put together was that we 

would freeze rate rises, make free adult education, swimming etc, etc, so to try to 

differentiate ourselves from Labour, yes you can look back now and say “do you 

know what, maybe if we had our time again, would we have taken that path, perhaps 

not”.  I’m not sure that - well I’ve given you the answer. 

JF. But when Jenkin came in as Secretary of State for the Environment, followed by 

Baker, they were quite punitive towards local councils, all local councils, not just 

Liverpool in terms of their rate support grant (RSG) settlement and the formula and 

that hit Liverpool very hard, didn’t it? 

LS. But that’s to do with national formulas.  It was always the way that when the 

Conservatives were in Government the formula was skewed towards the shire 

counties.  When Labour was in Government it was skewed towards the cities and the 

districts.  So, it was not to do with just an individual council, it’s to do with the way 

central government has always played politics with rate support grants.  You see that 

even to this day in terms of currently Liverpool has seen 46% reduction in its local 

government income yet some boroughs, even in London have seen single figure 
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decreases, so government has always played around with the RSG mechanism and 

financing of local government.  Going back to your particular question and of course 

following on from that, we ended up with the poll tax and now the council tax and one 

of Liverpool’s problems at the moment is that the amount of money you get from 

central government in terms of revenue support is actually considerably more than 

the amount you generate, previously from rates, currently from council tax.  The 

amount raised from council tax we take today is a very small amount of money, so 

when government cuts its funding it really impacts on local budgets.  

 JF.  But at the time I remember talking to Tony Travis who now is at the LSE, 

obviously you know him.  When I was a member of the NUT Executive, we 

commissioned him to look at Liverpool’s finances, so if you like we did an 

independent Stonefrost, and he did mention that the Liberal’s low- rate policy, which 

I think in some years was actually below the rate of inflation, was basically triggering 

off a formula, a RSG formula, which then hit Liverpool harder than other authorities.  

Is that fair comment? 

LS.  I say again that the income generated locally by council tax, and before that 

rates, was not as big as the amount of money received from central government.  

Now you might argue, you might say, and I would agree with this, that Liverpool 

suffered if you like a double whammy, because central government didn’t favour 

cities when there was a Conservative Government in terms of its settlement.  

Perhaps having rate increases below inflation would have affected the formula.  I 

think that’s fair comment, but I think you also have to look at this in terms of a 

broader picture.  Firstly, we wanted to govern the city, and we wanted to create a 

number of policies, not just in terms of income generation, but a whole host of things, 

where people would say “yes”, not just community politics, but all sorts of things, 

where people would say “yes, we want to vote for them”.  And interestingly you’re 

looking at the Militant Tendency period, interestingly when we took over on a 

temporary basis when Militant were expelled, and when we then took over 

permanently in 1998, when we won 50 seats and I was Leader of the Council, 

Liverpool was spending less on education, spending below average on education, so 

that Militant Tendency period, a Militant council period, saw education budgets 

slashed, and we immediately, and you can check these figures, they stand alone, we 

immediately increased the spending on education to become above the national 

average.  So, during the Militant period, I don’t know whether they inherited this from 

others, during the Militant period and the Labour minority period, they were spending 

less, certainly below average on education.   

JF.  Talking about Militant, I mean with this PhD I’m talking to a lot of Labour 

politicians, and this is why I am very interested to hear your views as a Liberal 

Democrat, is that Militant grew in the 1960s from nothing, 40 to 50 people, to at its 

peak, and we’ve now more or less hardened this figure, to about 8,000 members 

nationally, I mean looking at it from outside of the Labour Party, that’s quite a 

phenomenal growth for a Trotskyist revolutionary group which normally gets about 

2,000 and sticks at that.  How do you, what do you think about that growth, how do 

you think that happened?  And especially in Liverpool? 
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LS.  I think it happened for a number of factors and these are not in any particular 

order.  First of all, you had a Labour leadership that was quite benign to what was 

going on.  So John Hamilton who was the leader of the Labour group, a lovely 

charming guy, I always remember him doffing his cap every time he passed people 

JF.  And his cardigan! 

MS.  And his cardigan!  A lovely, lovely person, a genuine, working Labour 

councillor, but he allowed the entryism to happen, that’s first of all, and he always 

found reasons you know even when it was pointed out what you realised about this 

person, he would say “No, no, no”, and some of the lunatic things that were going 

on, he would say “No, no, no”.  His genuine socialist and Quaker background saw no 

ill in anybody.  And then behind him you had this charismatic, some might say film 

star character, in Hatton, who was touchy – feely, “You’re all right, lad.  Great”.  Then 

behind him you had Tony Byrne and Tony Mulhearn who were real political 

operators, quite, quite, ruthless.  So that was the canvas.  And then you had two 

other things that happened.  One is a very popular message.  They had a very 

popular message.  And the message was, and the council workforce was something 

like 21,000 in those days  

JF.  32,000 

MS.  32,000 was it?  A huge number.  And it was ‘No cuts in jobs or services.’  It was 

the private sector is the enemy.  No realisation that actually you needed to work with 

the private sector to create wealth in this very poor city, you had to do a combination 

of both.  But that was a popular message amongst the public sector. Secondly there 

was absolute fear, absolute fear, of, in certain quarters, because they could be 

absolutely ruthless.  One only has to remember, and again it’s full circle, the Harthill 

gardeners who refused to go on one of the days of action, and what happened is 

their greenhouses were demolished and they were pushed off somewhere. 

JF.  And their orchid collection! 

MS.  And their orchid collection!  And senior officers, who you thought were ‘civil 

servants’, politically neutral, suddenly in fear of their jobs and their pensions, 

suddenly started acquiescing and doing things which they shouldn’t do.  Possibly the 

one exception was Ken Antcliffe who just got drunk.  Let it all pass over him.  So it 

was quite a frightening time.  But I think for a time it was a populist message and it 

reminds me today of the massive growth in Momentum.  It is at that moment when 

you are facing a difficult time, and local government was facing a difficult time, and 

somebody comes along with a populist message then it does lead to massive 

growth.  Then if you’re prepared not to say your particular objectives are not what 

this party is about, I can see why it happened. 

JF.  I mean one thing I found quite problematic at the time, because I was a 

participant observer, one thing I couldn’t understand because the Liberal Party must 

have realised with the growth of the Labour Party at the turn of the century that you’d 

lost your traction with trade unions and that during the Liberal era , just before 

Militant came in, and this is Parkinson again in his book, he talks about how you 

antagonised the trade unions, rather than tried to bring them along with you.  You 
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were very much an all-inclusive party, you were trying to bring in community groups, 

the state sector, the private sector, why not the trade unions? 

LS.  I think you’re absolutely right.  Perhaps it’s easier for me to say this now, 

remember I was a young councillor who had not been involved in politics at all.  I 

mean I never for one moment thought that I would become a councillor for thirty odd 

years, and a leader of a council, let alone come here, so this was not what I, I was a 

rookie really.  Looking back on it now, some of the things that we did I think, gosh 

that is just so mad.  I mean – the famous typists’ strike.  Why would we alienate 

those women, and they were women, who most of them would be our own 

supporters, who lived in local communities?  They liked our community politics, they 

liked the fact they could go to their local advice centres, they liked the fact that we 

were sending a monthly newsletter and knocking on the door all year round, which 

we did do.  We were ingrained in those local communities.  Why offend those?  Why 

have the social workers’ strike?  A chilling moment for me was when I walked into 14 

Sir Thomas St, and there was a picket on the gate, and one of my best friends Kath 

McDonnell who was a social worker, was on the picket line and I just stopped and it 

made me realise, obviously I have to take responsibility as well, but I think the 

leadership just got that totally wrong and I think that’s sometimes the nature of 

politics that you get so caught up in your own thinking, your own position, that you do 

some stupid things.  Clearly, not working with the trade unions, and perhaps 

regarding the trade unions as the opposition, was not a sensible thing.      

JF.  I mean did you not realise that about 50%of the trade unions in the City Council 

were actually not affiliated to the Labour Party?  NALGO and NUT were just two 

examples, and really, I felt at the time that a lot of Liberal Democrat councillors saw 

the union movement as Labour, whereas when you look at the voting patterns of 

many of the unions, many of their members didn’t vote Labour.  And certain sections 

of the unions were alienated from you. 

LS.  I think another factor and this is you’re right, it is very hard for a small party, I 

think we were probably getting 6% or 7% nationally, it is very hard for a small party 

who has a clear philosophy, a radical party, with roots in all sorts of things, to grow 

from twenty odd councillors to suddenly 48, and you pick up a lot of people who 

perhaps do not have the same political philosophy as you.  They want to be 

something and not do something, and the difference was that when I led, my party to 

victory in 1998, there had been a proper growth.  It hadn’t been going from a couple 

of dozen to 48.  It had been a gradual growth and we actually did some good things 

with the trade unions.  For example, we took people from the bottom of the pay scale 

and moved them all up.  So, the relationship was much improved. 

JF.  Just one quick question and I think I can let you go then.  When the money ran 

out in the Militant era, and they issued all the redundancy notices, at that point did 

you feel in any way, or have contact in any way with central government about what 

was going to happen?  Did you have any contact at all?  I know I’m asking you, Mike, 

to give a confidence, but all these people are retired now, and I’m trying to get at, did 

you have any contact with the government on any contingency plans which you 

might have to bring in? 
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LS.  I’m not aware of that but, Trevor Jones was very close to Michael Heseltine and 

I just don’t know.  If you remember Patrick Jenkin was Secretary of State for local 

government at the time.  Michael Heseltine was minister at the time of the so-called 

Toxteth Riots.  I would be very surprised if there were not contingency plans in place.  

What I can tell you and you’ll be surprised at this, I am aware that the security forces 

were very much involved on the ground. 

JF.  In what way? 

LS.  They were very nervous about where this could lead to.  Remember it took the 

riots to bring Margaret Thatcher to Liverpool.  You had these huge demonstrations, 

pickets, it was a very difficult time, and I think, well I know, government was nervous 

about where it was all going to lead to.  I’m telling you on and off the record, that I 

think that a Liberal councillor, actually elected, was working for MI5 or MI6, 

whichever one it is that does that.  There was evidence of that. 

JF.  Really? 

LS.  So I think certainly, I would have thought, I’ve never said this before, certainly at 

a national level, of course we know government all the time keeps an eye on things, 

and worries about things, and has to put in place contingency plans, and I would be 

very surprised if there had not been contact with, even though the Chief Executive 

was quite a weak and vacillating person, a nice person but weak and vacillating.  I’m 

sure there must have been some, if not through him, other officers.  I would not have 

been surprised if there hadn’t been contact, or contact with councillors, I mean there 

were still Conservatives on the council as well.  So, there must have been 

contingency plans.  But certainly, the security forces were engrained in, engrained is 

not the right word, help me out? 

JF.  Embedded?  

LS.  Embedded!  Thank you. Were embedded in Liverpool at the time to see what 

was going on.  You also have to remember, you will remember, we produced a 

document called ‘How Militant Sacked a City’, I think I’ve still got a copy if I can dig it 

out I’ll send it to you. 

JF.  How Militant what? 

LS.  ‘How Militant Sacked a City’.  We went through every department and showed 

how the monies were channelled away and cut.  You remember in Education there 

were no allowances.  There was in those days the Books, Stationery and Materials 

Allowance (BSM). Schools, for two to three years, didn’t get any money for BSM.  

This was before LMS, school-based budgets, this was when local authorities gave 

schools their budget lines directly.  Here’s the money for staffing, here’s the money 

for administration, here’s the money for BSM, and for three or four years they got no 

money at all.  I remember my wife who was at Childwall Comprehensive, in the PE 

department, they had no new equipment for three years.  That was what was going 

on.   

JF.  Yes.  Were you relieved in a way when the NUT took the legal action to quash 

the redundancy notices and the Militant strategy collapsed. Were you relieved about 
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that or did you see your advantage slipping away in terms of taking over the running 

of the city?    

LS.  Well, no, I think that things had got so bad, and also there was, you can, I don’t 

know if you agree with me on this.  You forget, I mentioned how worried the 

government was about how things were going, but there was an atmosphere that 

was really quite frightening in Liverpool.  I was a youngish politician and when you 

are young you don’t worry or think about things and I can, I can honestly tell you 

there were several occasions where I was in a dangerous situation with Militant 

Tendency and it was all a bit bizarre really because you would, on the education side 

the Labour spokesperson was Margaret Delaney and the Tory was Chris Hallows 

and we would go into the Poste House pub at the back of the Education Offices, 

three different parties and Derek Hatton would say “How are you, Mike?  Good to 

see you” and there was a sort of friendship, a camaraderie, between political parties.  

While all this was going on there was still a friendship between politicians.  I mean 

our spokesperson on Personnel was Pam Bradley and she was a great friend of 

Derek Hatton. 

JF.  That’s right.  

LS.  But she, by God, she was a tough operator was Pam.  She’d lay into him at 

committee meetings and have a go at him.  And officers would leak stuff to her, to 

Pam, and she’d be there.  But that sort of political friendship was going on, but at the 

same time it was also quite a dangerous place.  I mean on three occasions my car 

tyres were slashed.  One occasion, my parents, I took a party of kids from a school 

where I was working to mid-Wales for the weekend.  While I was away my parents 

had been phoned and there was a death threat against me. Honestly. When I came 

back to my house in Alderson Road a police officer was standing guard, I mean my 

terraced house in Kensington.  It was bizarre.  I didn’t think anything of it.  But there 

was that sort of fear. 

JF.  It did get very ugly. 

LS.  It did get very ugly and I don’t think it ever really, well perhaps it did come 

across at the time, but I think that’s always been forgotten how ugly and frightening it 

was. 

JF.  I got the 40 pieces of silver. 

LS.  I’m sure you did. (Laughter) 

JF.  Over my head. 

LS.  So, we can reflect on the big issues like rate support grant and education and 

entryism and there’s almost a comparison now with some of the Labour MPs in 

Liverpool who are facing real bullying and abuse, not from the Labour Party but 

certain members of the Labour Party.  The tactics we saw in that period, at union 

meetings two or three people constantly attacking people, putting amendments 

down, people got fed up of attending union meetings.  So that small group was then 

able to take over the branch.  That was a very clever tactic, but people in the end 

thought why am I going to a union meeting to have all these insults hurled at me?  I 
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just don’t want to do that. Then that is the opportunity for that group with a strong 

political agenda to take over. 

JF.  It’s been said a few times that the Trotskyist way of organising something is that 

they don’t mind walking into a carcass.  They’ll destroy an organisation quite happily 

to walk into it.  Do you feel that? 

LS.  Yes, very much so. 

JF.  Yes, and with union branches that’s what they did.  With many of the union 

branches, now of course nationally, they’ve made great inroads at the highest level.  

Right, well thanks very much. 
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APPENDIX 24 

Interview with Peter Taaffe, General Secretary of the Socialist Party of 

England and Wales, at their London Office at 3.00pm on Monday 5th 

November 2018. 

In the Interview Peter Taaffe will be referred to as PT and James Ferguson as JF. 

PT.  I am Peter Taaffe; I am the General Secretary of the Socialist Party of England 

and Wales.  

JF.  This is a sort of general question which I have been asking all the interviewees, 

regardless of their political position.  In the mid-sixties, from your book, you write 

there were 40 or 50 of you around the Militant Tendency, very small and then you 

grew to, I think everybody agrees, in the mid-eighties to over 8000. 

PT.  8000 committed supporters with a much bigger layer of political supporters 

around us. 

JF.  I am just taking the figure from your book the Rise of Militant.  That’s a 

phenomenal growth like normally because obviously you look at other parties or 

groups or sects whatever you like to call them on the revolutionary left of politics, 

they tend to grow to about 2000 and stop, they don’t seem to get past that.  You 

managed to do that.  It’s quite spectacular when you think Plaid Cymru has about 

8000 members, so it’s quite an achievement. How did you do it? 

PT.  It was very simple and yet complex as always with questions and issues of this 

character.  We started off as a very small group, but where we differed from others 

like the Socialist Workers Party, let’s say who were rivals of ours on what the 

commentators would call the far left, I would say the Marxist left, the first thing is to 

clarify the need for a political programme, what you stand for. But that is not 

sufficient just to outline a programme, otherwise every little group would become a 

significant force, even a mass party. We had mass influence at a certain stage, for 

instance in Liverpool and in the poll tax campaign.  We decided that we had to 

concentrate our forces on the Labour Party. I was already a member of the Labour 

Party Young Socialists (LPYS) and the Labour Party before I became a committed 

Marxist/Trotskyist. I was won to those ideas in the Labour Party itself.  And what 

differentiated our grouping from others is we believed we had to situate our forces 

within the mass organisations of the working class.  In Britain, whether we like it or 

not, that’s the Labour Party and the trade unions.  And they were the twin pillars 

upon which initially we built.  We could not have made the progress that we made, 

which you have mentioned, just on the basis of propaganda alone.  It had to be 

linked to the change in the objective situation, of the state of capitalism, the 

inevitable ups and downs in the labour movement.  At the end of the 1950s there 

was a radical mood and some movements which was reflected in the campaign 
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against the threat of nuclear war.  I was politically won to what became Militant. To 

begin with, we had a little journal called Socialist Fight. Our opponents used to joke 

and say it was produced so infrequently, that they called it ‘Socialist Flight’, here 

today and gone tomorrow!  We were that small in terms of the mass organisations of 

the working class, the Labour Party. But we were located inside the Labour Party, 

what we considered, and still is the case up to a point now with Corbyn, the mass 

expression of the trade union organisations that were the voice of the working class 

in Britain, which grew to great strength in the 1950s and 60s in particular. 

I was recruited from this radical campaign, the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament 

(CND). We also gained support from the youth, particularly from the powerful young 

workers apprentices’ strike of 1960, when key young workers like Ted Mooney and 

Terry Harrison supported Socialist Fight. This movement had widespread support on 

Merseyside. 

JF.  It was based around Birkenhead. 

PT.  Well, it was a national strike.  There were two strikes, one in 1960, one in 1964. 

The former Manchester United manager, Alex Ferguson, as a young worker 

participated in the apprentices strike in Scotland.  It involved hundreds of thousands 

of apprenticeships which are largely gone now because of de-industrialisation. 

However, they carried through a very successful strike that extracted concessions 

from the employers. We later emulated them in the apprentices’ strike in which I 

played an important role. I officially worked for Liverpool City council in the housing 

department on Dale Street.  We organised the general strike of apprentices in the 

North West and elsewhere when about 30,000 came out in 1964-65 and we won a 

victory.  We concentrated our work at that stage in the mass influx of young people 

into the Labour Party and the Labour Party Young Socialists. We advocated the 

need for a socialist alternative to the Tories and so on, and we worked assiduously 

not just in the Labour Party, in fact hardly ever, but really in the youth wing of the 

Labour Party. We built up our position from having nothing, a small group in 

Liverpool, the Deane’s who you probably know of. 

JF.  Jimmy Deane, Frank Deane. 

PT.  Arthur and Brian Deane, Gertie Deane, heroic individuals who kept the flame of 

socialism and Marxism alive, and we continued and built on that work. Our rival, at 

least on Merseyside, was not the Socialist Workers Party but the Socialist Labour 

League, later the Workers Revolutionary Party of Gerry Healy who were Trotskyists 

in name but used very dubious methods to gain support.  I won’t develop this but 

they tried to use semi-hooligan methods to win support.  They had a weekly paper 

and they were much stronger than us in the initial stages.  We worked in the Young 

Socialists and eventually won a majority in Merseyside, and then we spread 

nationally.  In the late 60s we won the support of the majority in the Labour Party 

Young Socialists and then we turned into the Labour Party. 
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JF.  Would you say, Peter, that a key factor in your growth historically was that you 

built from the Young Socialists? 

 PT.  Yes, from the Young Socialists and the Labour Party but moreover we had the 

foresight to see where the next big movement of the working class was likely to 

come.  And the change in the objective situation, the post-war boom that lasted from 

1950 to 1975, had not exhausted itself. Moreover, the growth of capitalism saw 

wealth increase four times over. The working class experienced real material gains, 

in living standards, in housing and the rest, with which you are familiar and there is 

no gainsaying that capitalism was successful. The ideas therefore of reformism also 

grew. ‘Today is better than yesterday and tomorrow will be a lot better’ had a certain 

material base. We nevertheless based ourselves on the perspective that capitalism 

would crash at a certain stage and also on the traditions of the British working class, 

in relation to the trade unions for instance. They defeated Gaitskell in the late 1950s, 

when he tried to abolish Clause IV, Part 4 of the Labour Party constitution. In 

contrast in Germany the Social democracy under Willie Brandt, at its Bad Godesberg 

conference did succeed in abolishing its clause which reflected the party’s socialist 

aspirations. In Britain the attempt to remove Clause IV was defeated primarily by the 

instinctive attitude of the trade unions.  It wasn’t initially the left in the Labour Party, 

the Tribune Group who objected. In fact, it was Tribune that first flew the white flag at 

that particular stage.  The trade unions instinctively opposed this attempt to 

transform the Labour Party into a pro-capitalist liberal party.  That aim of the 1950s 

and early 1960s was only completed by Blair in the 1990s through what we 

considered was a political counter-revolution. 

JF.  Would you say Peter then as you did all these campaigns about, Clause IV, for 

instance, you’ve just mentioned.  Do you think within the Labour Party then, people 

saw you as a magnet?  Militant as a magnet? 

PT.  Yes, politically clear and energetic.  

JF.  Yes, so if they had similar ideas to you and wanted to be part of some organised 

opposition, you were the obvious candidates. 

PT.  Well, we had rivals on the left like Tribune, and then those around Tony Benn 

nationally. They had bigger organisations at one stage, but we managed to convince 

the youth, not on the basis of ‘bedsit infiltrators’, and all of that nonsense; no serious 

person believes that kind of propaganda.  It was based upon assiduous work.  It was 

based upon the most hard- working section of the Labour Party doing routine tasks 

like canvassing, working in the Labour Party, moving resolutions to the local General 

Management Committees, to the Merseyside Labour Party and then of course 

fighting consistently nationally. We won over politically the majority of the Labour 

Party Young Socialists to our point of view. 

In the Labour Party we managed to get Andy Bevan, a supporter of ours, appointed 

as its National Youth Officer in 1976. You can check out what the Labour Party 

allowed politically to its youth section at that stage. They actually published on the 
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60th anniversary of the Russian revolution, a pamphlet celebrating the revolution 

written by the Labour Party Young Socialists themselves, paid for and distributed by 

the Labour Party. This was not the first time the party had publicised Marxist ideas. 

You have to remember that Harold Laski defended the Communist Manifesto in 1948 

on its centenary. Then the Labour Party was not at all completely inclusive of all 

socialists, let alone Marxists. The Communist Party traditionally attracted very good 

people who rejected the Labour Party as opportunist, as compromising with the 

capitalist system. My own father was on the periphery of the Communist Party; in 

fact a lot of the militants of the Communist Party when I became active, referred to 

my father. He was a ship-building worker, when we lived in one of the poorest areas 

of Birkenhead, I was brought up on the accounts of the so-called ‘riots’ of 1932 when 

Birkenhead rose as one in opposition to the imposition of the Poor Law and the cuts 

in unemployment pay, where the Communist Party played a very important role in 

the Birkenhead movement. It’s all part of working-class history. 

JF.  I get the picture now Peter. 

One part of this thesis is the growth and various people mention that. The next thing 

I’m interested in is managerially, the Labour Party had two reports about your 

organisation. 

PT.  Yes, the Underhill report. 

JF.  Yes, that was put on one side, what’s the trade union term?  Lay on the table, 

and the second one was Ron Hayward’s report, and that had a similar fate didn’t it? 

PT.  Actions arose from both indirectly and over a period of time. 

JF.  What I’m asking you, this PhD, its looking back, a lot of people have either 

retired or whatever and they can look back and say on reflection, and each of the 

interviewees have been prepared to say, we may have done it this way or that way. 

How come you managed to survive these two reports? 

PT.  That’s a very good question. 

JF.  You did, didn’t you? 

PT.  Yes, we grew to become even stronger. It’s because of the influence we’d built 

up.  Remember these reports were produced while we were growing, and so was the 

left who were prepared at that stage to defend us against the right wing. 

JF.  It was 1975, I think. 

PT.  Well, that was very apposite because while we were growing there were two 

reactions to this.  There was what I call the Labour machine, the professional 

bureaucrats if you like, many of them were ok, their heart was in the right place in the 

sense that they wanted to see an improvement in the conditions of working people. 
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However, they didn’t agree with our ideas, they thought we were too ‘extreme’; our 

ideas were not possible to implement. They wanted to find an organisational answer 

to a political problem from their point of view.  Why were we growing at this stage?  

The idea that this was because of our ‘skulduggery’ or ‘manoeuvring’ was ridiculous.  

We built up an authority and support from other lefts, who basically had the position 

that if ‘they (the right) come for you in the morning, they will come for us in the 

afternoon’.  We don’t agree with you on many things, but we have to keep a certain 

agreement, amongst the left that we defend whatever gains the left have made in the 

Labour Party.  In that sense we collaborated with Tony Benn, very closely, I’ve been 

to his house and debated and discussed important issues with him.  We were 

building up this position in the Labour Party Young Socialists and then there was the 

famous incident of Nora Beloff (we used to call her Nora 'Ballsoff') from the Observer 

who wrote an article, inspired by Underhill and the rest of them, that we had a secret 

organisation with huge cash reserves, which was in the process of taking over the 

Labour Party ‘by stealth’. 

JF.  But some would say Peter, I’ve looked at the National Executive Committee 

minutes, that discussed the Underhill Report and have also done a trawl of 

biographies, like Barbara Castle’s view of what happened which is unusual really. 

PT.  Barbara Castle was peripheral at that stage. 

JF.  Basically, from what I can gather, the people around that report at the time, 

particularly the Underhill Report, they felt if they get away with expelling Militant, 

others will follow.  Did you feel that?   

PT. Yes, of course, we said that to the left.  And the left agreed with us.  People like 

Tom Sawyer, who was on the left at that time, coming from the trade union NUPE 

into the Labour Party, was then on the left and agreed with us.  But in the 1970s we 

were very relatively small in the Labour Party, but we weren’t small in the LPYS, and 

the Underhill Report was calculated to cut off the head of Militant.  This task was 

completed, they thought, by Hayward in the early 1980s. To begin with Michael Foot 

defended us along with others on the left. However, they then changed their position, 

which was contrary to everything that they had stood for previously.  Their mantra 

was that we (Militant) weren’t ‘general’ lefts – these people are Marxists – they are 

serious.  They actually intend to do what they have said, fight cuts in jobs and 

services, resort to ‘needs’ budgets, because at that stage we were getting an echo 

inside of the Labour Party, we were visible at the Labour Party conferences and so 

on, and they calculated that a lot of these Militant supporters are good young people, 

nice young people, but if we cut off the head – the leadership – then the body will 

die. So they decided to expel me along with four other members of the Militant 

Editorial Board: Ted Grant, Keith Dickenson, Clare Doyle and Lynn Walsh, two of 

whom are in the building at the moment, and they thought that was it.  However, our 

biggest gains actually came after that.  They came in Liverpool with the selection of 

Terry Fields as a parliamentary candidate and his subsequent election as an MP; 

with the selection in Bradford North of Pat Wall, a son of Liverpool, a tremendous 
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orator and speaker; it came in relation to Dave Nellist in Coventry South-East, who 

also built up a colossal reputation.  He’s still around; he is speaking at our Socialism 

event later this year.  He got the support on the basis of standing shoulder to 

shoulder with the likes of Jeremy Corbyn in the Parliamentary Labour Party in 

relation to his assiduous work, and the role he played in relation not just to the 

battles in the Labour Party but on the broad front of what happened in Liverpool.   

JF.  Were you aware, you probably weren’t because it was such a secret 

organisation, have you read Diane Hayter’s book “Fightback”?  

PT.  Yes. 

JF.  Thought you would somehow. 

PT.  'Hayter of the bourgeoisie', she was called, when she was in the Mandelite IMG. 

JF.  After those two reports were shelved. 

PT.  They weren’t shelved, Jim. 

JF.  They weren’t acted upon. 

PT.  They were a kind of a slow-burning fuse. 

JF.  They sat on the table. They were not pleased with that and they formed the 'St 

Ermin’s Group'.  You launched the Socialist Party from that hotel didn’t you? 

PT.  We did later on. 

JF.  That’s amazing. 

PT.  Jeremy Paxman interviewed me on Newsnight at that time in entirely different 

circumstances. 

JF.  The St Ermin’s group. Diane Hayter blowing her own trumpet with her book, but 

they certainly did get very well organised, and their sole aim, well their two aims 

according to the book, and that is regain control of the National Executive Committee 

of the Labour Party and expel Militant that was their twin aims.  At the time did you 

get any inkling that they were meeting? 

PT.  Yes – I mean you had only to go back to the expulsion of Denis Healey. The 

right wing in the past going right back to 1931 were always organised.  I appeared in 

a very publicised debate with Tony Mulhearn at the Labour Party conference on the 

whole question of re-selection which was coming up and we were opposed by John 

Spellar, the Black Country MP; we used to call him ‘ex-Spellar’! 

JF.  Of course, he was a leading light. 

PT.  He’s still there continuing his dirty work now.  ‘Ex-Spellar’.  They said Militant is 

organised, with so many full timers, etc.  Our reply was: of course, we are organised, 

so is the right wing.  Their complaint was that we were and are better organised than 

they were.   That’s their real complaint. If it’s political, let’s discuss the politics, we’ll 
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face up to any question they raise, including the false idea that Marxism advocates 

violence and the rest of it.  We’ll confront all of that on a political basis and, of 

course, we’ll answer it by quoting examples from history.  Of course, they wanted to 

move the discussion onto the terrain of a ‘sinister organisation’, and they linked that 

with money, like they are doing with Labour at the present time with anti-semitism; 

the tune changes but the theme is the same.  As with anti-semitism, that was the 

same as the attempt to malign us, but it did not succeed within the labour movement 

and it did not succeed in Liverpool because the concrete facts of what was done by 

the Liverpool City Council was a material expression of our arguments, which were 

that reforms were always a by-product of struggle.  You don’t get improvements in 

living standards just by asking for them; it’s as a result of struggle. So, we knew 

about the St Ermin hotel and the plots of the right. 

We concluded that we have to carry on, we have to continue to struggle; if we are 

expelled from the Labour Party, so long as it remains, you know as a good 

Communist Party member yourself, what Lenin had said that it’s a bourgeois 

workers’ party at the top, a workers' party, from below, we have to orientate to it. 

That contradiction has been inherent right from the formation of the Labour Party. It 

has got a unique character unlike the top-down centralisation of social democracy in 

Europe. In Britain it was formed because of the power of the trade unions. In other 

countries, the party was formed first by Marxists, like in Germany, and then it 

developed a trade union base. However, that organic connection of the Labour Party 

with the trade unions is still a big problem for the right wing, even for Blair and the 

rest of them, and ultimately that’s what saved the Labour. When Blair came to 

power, and he made no secret of this. it was not an accident when Margaret 

Thatcher was asked, what was your greatest achievement? She said “Tony Blair” 

because she realised the ruling class had wished and struggled to transform the 

Labour Party into the British equivalent of the Democratic Party, shorn of its socialist 

base and its trade union connections and no longer a vehicle for the working class, 

as an alternative to the Liberals or Tories. Now the dialectic of history is that the 

Democrats in the US are beginning, under the hammer blows of Trump, to turn to the 

left, at least at their base, and a new mass party will develop out of this, in our 

opinion. 

JF.  And certain Democrats are now standing as socialist candidates. 

PT.  That’s right.  In fact, our co-thinkers in the US have a good relationship with 

them as we had with many in the Labour Party. 

JF.  One thing I’m interested in is the old man himself [pointing to a photo of Trotsky 

on Peter Taaffe’s office wall]. I know you don’t like the word 'entryism', but Trotsky 

did use that word. 

PT.  Yes, he did. 
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JF.  In the 1930s he gave up trying to be the left revolutionaries in the Communist 

Party because they had to give it up as basically a hopeless cause.  

PT.  Well, it was after the German debacle of 1933 when the disastrous policy of 

refusing to form a united front between the social democrats and the Communist 

Party allowed Hitler, in his own words, to take power without a pane of glass being 

broken.  There was no discussion within the Communist International and its parties 

so Trotsky concluded, of course you can have a mass influence and still retain a 

base but of largely unthinking members. He therefore concluded that the road to the 

Communist Party is for the time being closed. Then you had the revolutionary events 

of Spain, you had the upheavals in France, you had the Socialist Party of France 

fracturing between right and left. 

JF.  Which I think was the first example of ‘entryism’. 

PT.  Well actually the first proposal of so-called ‘Entryism’ was in Britain.  It was quite 

open but that was because he didn’t have any forces inside the Labour Party.  The 

real problem of the Labour Party during my lifetime was not entryism but ‘exitism’ of 

layers of workers who leave disappointed with right-wing policies. 

JF.  Can we stick to my thesis?  How does this square up with entryism (I then quote 

the final paragraph of the Communist manifesto by K. Marx and F. Engels).  

 “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.  Let the ruling classes tremble at a Communist revolution.  The 

proletarians have nothing to lose but their chains.  They have a world to win.” 

PT.  Wonderful words but let me explain. 

JF.  How does that fit with entryism? 

PT.  Well, when you say ‘Entryism’ I think that’s a false term. 

JF.  Could you explain for the tape your criticism of entryism as a term? 

PT.  Entryism, as applied to us in particular, the first of many issues in the Labour 

Party of the recent period of the last 50 years, was coined in order to give the 

impression of a small, sinister group entering the Labour Party to take it over.  The 

argument was that we were not really adherents to the Labour Party, its aims and 

objectives. I’m quoting here the terminology the right uses.  We dispute that.  We 

joined the Labour Party in good faith because it was a federal party; it had the trade 

unions. If you talk about entryism, why now under Blair or under the present leader 

Jeremy Corbyn does the Co-op Party have its own structure, have its own NEC, its 

own conference, and yes sends delegates to that conference? That has existed in 

the past in the original basis of the Labour Party. From your history you will know 

that Communist MPs were elected and represented Labour. 
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JF.  This is interesting, you are saying that the parallel is between yourself and the 

Co-op Party; you would like to have been an affiliate to the party. 

PT.  Exactly, in fact that’s what we are arguing now. 

We’ve applied to re-join the Labour Party on an affiliate basis, openly, shattering all 

this stuff about a secret party, but if you compel a police regime on a party of full-

time officials whose main job is to police the ranks against ‘dangerous ideas’, you 

promote a secretive organisation because the criteria for being a member of the 

Labour Party is that you don’t organise a separate conference, etc. 

The right-wing organisations opposed to us, including the St Ermin group, what are 

they, but a right-wing party within a party? 

Better to say openly, we are a party united by these basic principles, but we are 

unified on a federal basis and that’s the way the Labour Party was constituted in the 

beginning. 

JF.  Put the Co-op Party aside for one second, I can see why you are using that as a 

parallel argument.  Your critics of which you‘ve got quite a few, not you personally 

but the Militant Tendency at the time in the 80s. 

PT.  Of course. 

JF.  They would say and I got hold of Jack Straw’s papers on this, a fellow called 

Michael Gregory who was one of your members resigned, collected a load of 

minutes together which I’ve got, gave them to Jack Straw, and used them as a basis 

to expel some of your members in Blackburn. 

PT.  One of the first by the way. 

JF.  That’s right, it was at the beginning.  I’ve got the minutes of these meetings and 

if the minutes are genuine, and I’ve got no reason to believe they’re not, it shows to 

me that the minutes as they were taken, they’re almost the minutes of a political 

party, that was running in parallel with the Labour Party.  When you read them 

there’s no doubt about it. 

PT.  We dispute that is the case.  From your point of view, of what you and Jack 

Straw are claiming, we were a party within a party.  But my contention is many other 

organisations had minutes, collected money, had this kind of ‘discipline’, they were 

organised, but I repeat they were not as well organised as us, because of the 

political ideas that we had.  If you’re going to combat an organisation – and after all 

this is a broad party, it’s not a narrow party, it’s not a communist party in which the 

parameters are quite clear, its doctrines are quite clear – you say this is what you 

signed up for, this is a broad formation, with different trends and tendencies within it. 

Why do you think we were allowed to operate as the Militant Tendency? 

JF.  This is the interesting bit, I’m glad you have got to it.  It seems to me that the 

British Labour Party seemed to have developed totally differently to social 
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democratic parties on the continent.  In the sense that they (the Labour Party) grew 

up as an affiliate body, they almost grew in a disorganised way, obviously they got 

more and more MPs. The party as a structure, never had a well-defined structure, it 

was make do and mend so from that point of view, what you’re basically saying is 

the Labour Party acquiesced in affiliates like the Co-op, Tribune, the St Ermin’s 

group and any other group therefore why did they pick on us? 

PT.  Yes. 

JF.  They picked on you because you were electorally unpopular, some people 

would say, I know you don’t agree with that. 

PT.  What about Liverpool? 

JF.  People, your critics, say you had to go because you were unpopular with the 

electorate. 

PT.  My short answer is Neil Kinnock used that as his central argument in his 

infamous speech in 1985; that by expelling us he was going to win Labour 10 years 

in power.  A Labour MP in Merseyside, dead now from Scotland Road, I knew him 

quite well, said at this time Kinnock is the Ramsay McDonald of the labour 

movement, which is very accurate, if he had won an election! I was present when he 

made that speech.  This, Kinnock said, was going to win the election.  And Kinnock 

lost every election in which he was leader. It was only the expulsion of Militant, first 

of the Editorial Board, then of others, which allowed the counter-revolution carried 

through by Blair to triumph temporarily. The Corbyn revolution has now made it 

possible – not inevitable – that the Labour Party could be made fit for purpose for the 

working class. 

There are people like Jim O’Neill, a big capitalist, who say, ‘Well a Corbyn 

government can’t be any worse than a Tory Government’. O’Neill is a bourgeois 

down to his boot laces.  However, he argues that if there’s an increase in wages 

(under a Corbyn government), it’ll increase the market, it’ll increase demand, and 

that will be ‘good for us’ (the bosses). This is the man who coined the acronym 

‘BRICS’ about Brazil, Russia, India and so on to represent the new economic 

powerhouses of capitalism, which could renew the life of the system. That 

perspective has now been shattered by the endemic crisis of world capitalism. 

They’re empirical, they don’t have any great ‘principles’; he argues that if you have a 

movement that doesn’t threaten immediately our interest, then so be it. He is saying 

what other sections of the ruling class are saying that the programme of Corbyn is 

not as radical as even the SDP split of 1983!  It’s a kind of mild reformism, but who 

knows what can happen if John McDonnell is Labour chancellor against the 

background of another economic crisis and the pressure that’s then exerted on him 

to go much further and carry through measures in the interests of working people 

and where’s that going to lead?  You’ve already got an enduring crisis in Britain, with 

wage increases the lowest since the Napoleonic wars, and an accumulation of 
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anger, that will come to the fore in the next period.  It will open the floodgates and 

Corbyn doesn’t have unlimited support, there’s a certain scepticism: is he going to 

deliver? 

The same with John McDonnell.  The labour movement was poised for a 

breakthrough with a Labour government coming to power, but the right have raised 

the issue of the ‘electoral popularity’ of Corbyn.  However, the right has not been 

successful in its campaign.  We were successful in Merseyside.  We refused to take 

power in 1982 when there was the prospect of a minority Labour council, which 

would then be expected to do the dirty work of big business and we said, ‘No’ fight 

for a majority Labour council.  That is how Labour got the power in 1983.  It was 

quite incredible what happened. The miners’ strike was taking place at the time. 

Thatcher didn’t want to fight on two fronts. 

JF.  And so was the teachers’ strike. 

PT.  Yes, the teachers’ strike. 

JF.  Which you don’t mention in your book. 

PT.  I think you made a number of mistakes in the leadership of the NUT but that’s 

another question. 

You supported the people who wanted to de-rail the movement itself.  

So, if you’re going to accuse us, or anybody, or the right in Liverpool that we were 

not electorally popular, it’s contradicted by the record.  Then when Anderson comes 

to power, well he came later, he’s an ex-member. 

JF.  Joe Anderson? The Mayor of Liverpool? 

PT.  Yes, he’s an ex-member of our organisation.  We were the biggest ‘left’ 

organisation in Britain, and now our ‘ex-members of the Militant’ are quite a 

substantial number.  When the right wing had the power, they let the Liberals back in 

to wreak their damage.  The position of Labour now – the councillors are absolutely 

rotten – is not a ‘dented shield’, it’s no shield at all, Jim.  You must recognise that 

with the position of the schools now.  Even Tory councillors are giving up and they’re 

saying we can’t carry on any longer, the government should come in and take over.  

They don’t need commissioners to do the dirty work, it’s rooted in the situation. 

JF.  Would you describe Militant as an organisation following a kind of a vanguard 

model?  

PT.  Well, that term again is not an accurate phrase of what Lenin meant.  Let’s 

speak in terms of Lenin. Any workers’ party is a selection of the most combative 

individuals, men and women, youth, so on and so forth. They are in general the most 

politically developed; I would say the most politically advanced and consider 

themselves one step ahead of the rest of the class. 

JF.  More politically conscious 
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PT.  Yes, but I think that the term ‘vanguard’ has become an exclusive and therefore 

false term in the hands of certain left organisations who proclaim ‘we are the 

vanguard’, this is the programme you should fight on.  That’s not the way Marx, 

Engels, Lenin, Trotsky dealt with this question of the programme. This was derived 

from the historical experience of the working class and their current experience; you 

have to learn from the working class in struggle. 

JF.  Yes, but didn’t Lenin use the vanguard model because he had to?  Before the 

revolution, I looked at the survey that Trotsky did in the 1917 congress of the 

Bolsheviks and there was an incredible list, out of the 170 delegates there were five 

years in jail or being exiled to Siberia or all manner of deprivations, and they were, 

you can’t use the word paranoid, but they were very very careful about police spies 

and therefore the vanguard model in terms of a semi-military model was designed for 

internal security because if they didn’t have internal security the penalties were pretty 

dire, so I think Lenin did support the vanguard model because he had no alternative. 

PT.  Yes and no I think it’s a two-sided question it’s a dialectical question –a two-

sided issue.  On the one side, yes in an underground situation you have centralism 

predominating over democracy, if you like formal democracy. This does not mean to 

say there are no democratic structures even in the underground; even under fascism 

that wasn’t possible in Germany or France or in the occupied areas, so you had the 

democratic structures.  It goes back to democratic centralism which has nothing in 

common with the Stalinist and social democratic model of bureaucratic centralism 

where everything is decided from the top with the minimum of formal democracy. 

You can be consulted but you don’t enter into the process of working out policy of 

correcting the leadership on occasions.  I would not want to be a member, whether it 

was me or anybody else, who had unlimited power, not corrected by the self-

conscious rank and file. 

JF.  Let me give you some examples where your critics in Liverpool in the eighties 

would say Militant was being very 'vanguardist' for instance, the biggest example 

was the issuing of the redundancy notices. 

PT.  That was a mistake.  

JF.  Nobody but nobody thought that wasn’t going to create a problem with the trade 

union movement now who ever made that decision and I still don’t know who made 

it. Whoever made that decision that must have come from some centralised decision 

making, because even if it was spread out to the first layer of leadership, they would 

say hold on a second.  

PT.  And they did. 

JF.  How did that work? 

PT.  I opposed it when I found out about it and I’m the general secretary and was 

then the editor, one of the top two leaders if you like. 
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JF.  And you opposed it? 

PT.  Of course, I did.  I opposed it as soon as I heard it publically on the radio one 

morning.  First of all, people like Derek Hatton and Tony Byrne, who was not a 

supporter, and he was mainly responsible for that and other mistakes, proposed this 

a tactic because of the exigencies of the situation with the funding gap. So, the 

argument was, we could get over this because by this device – our backs were 

against the wall, etc.  This was late 1985 but it was a major mistake and we said this 

at the time.  By the way we’ve said it to you, we’ve said it in our book we said it 

publicly and we said it to our comrades.  When I heard that on the morning it was 

announced on the BBC, I held my head, when Kinnock heard it, he said to Charles 

Clark he was on Wigan station.  

JF.  Preston station 

PT.  Preston yes.  

JF.  Sorry to correct you. 

PT. Very good. He said, “I’ve got them, I’ve got them now.” 

And the reason why he said that is because precisely in a most disloyal fashion they 

consciously distorted what was being proposed.  I said to Derek Hatton, it’s a major 

mistake; it’s going to be used against you.  Politics is a bit like algebra: its content is 

filled out by events and experience, and an enemy who wants to exploits your 

phrases will do so.  If I was Kinnock, I would use this to give an impression that you 

wanted to sack the whole of the workforce (thirty thousand) but it had nothing to do 

with that.  The intentions of the councillors were good but the road to hell is paved 

with good intentions. It was a major mistake. 

JF.  Who made the decision? 

PT.  Well, a group of comrades in the Council; I’m not going to put the knife in them 

now.  Tony Mulhearn wasn’t one of them; he was as equally as opposed as I was. 

The late Tony Byrne made a mistake, and, by the way, I am not just saying this to 

you, I said it to their faces and said if you make a mistake like this, or like you made 

in relation to the vote for strike action in 1985 with the teachers, if you made a 

mistake, say so openly. 

JF.  Just for the record I put forward the resolution for the strike.  

PT.  And it was defeated. 

JF.  It was defeated very narrowly.  

PT.  In fact, I think I said that.  

JF.  Just a fact.  People came up to me after and said how come this decision was 

made, the meeting was in works time, so they had no excuse not to come and I think 

about 200 people on the so-called left were criticising us from a pub.  
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PT.  That was a decisive event; it changed the whole situation.  

JF.  We gave the stage to Derek; he actually spoke to the members first.  I proposed 

the motion to do it, but they voted against it very narrowly but voted against it.  

PT.  Well good on you and I would record that. Nevertheless, the Communist Party 

was like a brake on the Liverpool struggle.  

JF.  What I am saying for the record, the branch committee was unanimous that we 

should support the resolution for the one-day strike.  It was a measured decision. I 

mean we weren’t saying that we will take a one-day strike and then everything after 

that, we said let’s start off. 

PT.  It was a leap in the dark, but it definitely had an effect on the manual workers.  

JF.  It was a disappointment to a lot of people but the thing about a mass meeting in 

trade union terms, the teacher unions never had mass meetings.  It was the first one 

we ever had so we had the entire membership in the Empire, your book said the 

Philharmonic never mind (laughter), the Philharmonic was too small for us and it was 

in the Empire and it was an unknown quantity. 

PT.  I remember sitting in the annexe discussing with the comrades; we did not have 

mobiles then.  The late Ted Grant argued after the decision was taken, we should 

get the manual workers to cross the picket lines.  I said that would be an absolute 

disaster with the struggles on the picket lines; now we had to make a strategic 

retreat. 

JF.  I’m glad you mentioned Ted Grant because that’s the next thing I wanted to go 

on to. I’ve read a lot of stuff from Ted Grant and I’ve read your criticism of some of 

the stuff that he was writing in terms of the crisis of capitalism is just round the corner 

with this event and that event and of course it wasn’t.  However, Ted Grant, by the 

way, the ethics in that whenever I quote someone who is deceased, I try to use an 

autobiography or something they have written, they don’t have any rights when they 

are dead.  

PT.  I am not about to die! (laughter) 

JF.  With regards to Ted Grant now it seems to me both of you were wrong.  Looking 

at this as an observer that Ted Grant was saying that according to Trotsky’s theory, 

and I know you don’t like the term entryism, but entryism was a short-term measure 

where the party would grow and come out and stand on its own two feet as an 

independent organisation.  Eventually you pioneered that because you said we will 

come out and we will become the Socialist Party.  

PT.  The exigencies of history 

JF.  Yes, now Ted Grant is saying don’t do that.  Ok I think 250 members of Militant 

were expelled so what!  Let’s just carry on you know and do what we have to form a 

Socialist Party.  Although he said 8000 was still a sizable number it was infinitesimal 
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compared with the membership of the Labour Party.  Do you think it was a mistake 

doing the Walton by- election, the anti-poll tax in Scotland and breaking off and 

forming the Socialist Party? 

PT.  We didn’t form the Socialist Party immediately. 

JF.  I know you went through a couple of stages but what do you think about Ted 

Grant and Rob Sewell? 

PT.  They made up history ex-post facto frankly, because on either side there is a 

short- term tactic, a long- term tactic and so on. Working in the Labour Party had 

come to an end by the end of the 1980s because of internal developments in Labour: 

the shift towards the right which affected not just us but Tony Benn, and this resulted 

in the real left being reduced to a handful of people.  That process was inexorable 

and then we suffered a mighty blow with the collapse of Stalinism, which had a 

twofold effect. On the one side, the collapse of the planned economy, which despite 

all its bureaucratic limitations was an anticipation of the advantages of planning and 

a point of reference for the working class internationally. Then of course came the 

collapse of the privileged bureaucracy which Ted Grant failed to recognise, burying 

his head in the sand.  He played a very important, pioneering role historically to start 

off with.  Many of us wouldn’t be here now but for the influence he had.  But he was 

dogmatic; he wasn’t sufficiently flexible in relation to events and would put forward a 

caricature of the real position that was challenged by us and the march of events. My 

position, and that of others, was that Stalinism was not about to collapse even at the 

end of the 1980s.  The process began in the mid-1980s after the collapse following 

the Polish events.  Jaruzelski, coming to power meant there was now a Stalinist 

military ‘solution’ which had previously been through the ‘Communist’ Party itself. 

Also, Thatcher was greeted on the streets of Warsaw enthusiastically in 1988. If we 

had had people in Poland at that stage, we would have had a much better 

understanding of the process.  We sent people into the underground, to East 

Germany and so on, and they came back and said that there was a growing 

sentiment for capitalism: “It’s growing, it can’t be denied.” Ted Grant said no that’s 

not the case there will be a big anti-Stalinist, pro-socialist movement.  We were 

doubtful, very cautious.  You can’t argue a ‘black and white’ scenario that this is 

definitely going to happen; all kinds of factors could come to the fore.  It involves the 

analysis we made of the collapse of Stalinism which was confirmed by events. We 

said Stalinism had collapsed but Russia and Eastern Europe was now returned to 

the market, as anticipated by Trotsky. Ted Grant came to that position but 10 years 

later in the 1990s. 

And what conclusions did they draw from it?  Hope is eternal. They claimed that 

work in the Labour Party could still be maintained. But we argued along with our 

comrades in Scotland for the ‘Scottish turn’. Initially, we all agreed on this including 

Rob Sewell, Alan Woods and Ted Grant!  We were not coming out of the Labour 

Party but let’s try and test this out in Scotland and in an important by-election which 

came after a faction was declared.  So, I don’t think it was a mistake.  I think it was 
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correct for us to test the water.  In fact, Rob Sewell was very dishonest politically a 

dishonest individual not prepared to face up to the facts that if you make a mistake in 

relation to perspectives, correct it openly.  For instance, I wrote an article on the ‘Red 

1990s’ when it wasn’t clear which way the situation in Russia and Eastern Europe 

was going.  I later publicly corrected that and said that it was a mistake. Yet I made 

the same mistake that Marx made in 1851 of timing, when he still predicted an 

ongoing revolution after 1848-51. Only two years later did he change his position and 

argued no, we are now in for a period of economic upswing.  We do not take crude, 

determinist approach. You have to take account of the march of events and so on.  

JF.  You did the Scottish turn and the Walton by-election. 

PT.  We didn’t expect to replace the Labour Party immediately. It took the evolution 

of Blairism and the formation of the Socialist Labour Party to change things.  We had 

discussions with Arthur Scargill; he missed an historic opportunity to establish a 

small left party, a small, democratic Communist Party-like movement conserving the 

best of the socialist, fighting rank and file. This in a very difficult historical situation.  

You must have experienced this as a member of the Communist Party.  I remember 

going to a meeting in Birmingham when a member of the Communist Party was 

openly crying in the meeting.  I was speaking at a small meeting of about 30. He 

stood up and said: “All my hopes are gone my whole life has been shattered, I have 

been working for the socialist revolution. Russia was my beacon and for a whole 

generation who sacrificed for this.  Everything I have been fighting for all my life has 

been shattered.” Rather than a movement, a political revolution to overthrow 

Stalinism and the establish workers’ democracy, a one-party Stalinist regime was 

replaced by a one-party capitalist regime. The capitalist ideologues argued “we can 

establish a new society with blooming landscapes. Our comrades in Eastern Europe 

argued, “You may be on a journey to ‘blooming landscapes’, but it will be via Latin 

America and third and fourth world conditions. Nobody could have predicted at its 

outset the scale of the collapse of the productive forces that initially gave a boost to 

capitalism. 

JF.  But what Peter do you see as General Secretary of the Socialist Party in a 

number of years now since you left the Labour Party?  I mean what do you see?  Let 

me put it this way, I was a member of the Communist Party on what you would term 

the euro-communist wing. We contested elections and we didn’t do very well. 

PT.  We didn’t do that. 

JF.  I thought you did contest elections.  

PT.  We did that later, but we had no illusions that this was going to lead immediately 

to a mass breakthrough.  We were holding the fort, preparing for a future 

breakthrough. Even now under Corbyn the Labour Party is two parties in one: one is 

the Corbyn wing the other the remaining right inside the party. We saw a long period 

of re-groupment, and consolidation of workers, of new layers who would be repelled, 

by the right-wing labourites, and look towards a new beginning.  It was an open 
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question if the trade unions would separate and break away to form a new party.  I 

remember getting a phone call from Lenny McCluskey when we attacked the Collins 

report which proposed to dissolve the collective influence of the trade unions in the 

Labour Party and we wrote a scathing article attacking this.  Len McCluskey is a 

friend of mine and we discussed with him in relation to the way things were 

developing in the Labour Party.  We criticised him when the Collins report was 

produced which dissolved the collective weight of the trade unions in the Labour 

Party and went towards ‘one member one vote’, the right-wing programme of the 

past. 

JF.  OMOV 

PT.  OMOV 

PT.   He said to me, no Peter this will be a marvellous development.  It will allow the 

rank and file to change things.  I said, Lenny, it’s a device from Ed Miliband which 

continues the Blair project with a few radical phrases and so on.  It’s a mistake. But 

then the law of unintended consequences was felt. 

JF.  Corbyn  

PT.  When Corbyn came along, in an entirely different situation, the right made a 

blunder.  It’s quite incredible what happened.  You could have a vote in the 

leadership election for the price of a pint of beer! We have applied to join the Labour 

Party.  I mean the General Secretary of the Labour Party, Jenny Formby, is an ex-

member of Militant.  They are all over the place. 

JF.  Would you be prepared as a party to say that if you were granted affiliate status                

within the Labour Party like the Co-op party, are you saying you would never stand 

your own candidates? 

PT.  We wouldn’t.  

JF.  Officially endorsed.  

PT.  Yes, the Co-op Party would stand; we would conduct a campaign for the 

election of fighters at local level.  The right wingers at local level in particular are time 

servers now. 

JF.  Looking at the mechanics of this, if you were successful in getting the affiliation 

would you agree that the National Executive Committee be the final arbiter of 

candidates? 

PT.  Yes, we would accept that as long as the NEC was constituted on democratic 

lines. 

JF.  As an affiliate you would expect to be semi-independent.  

PT.  We would. The Trade Unionist and Socialist Coalition is still in place because of 

the stalling of internal developments in the RMT.  The RMT refused to affiliate to the 
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Labour Party for very good reasons because it would have to give money to the still 

unreconstructed Labour machine that has been used to expel people on trumped-up 

charges of anti- semitism and so on. It’s still two parties in one. On the other hand 

the Fire Brigades Union did affiliate and gave their money to this machine which we 

think was a big mistake. There is a battle taking place in the PCS at the present time 

and we are saying we will give support from the outside to Labour, but we don’t give 

our money unless there is a good chance that we can push the Labour Party further 

towards the left.  

We have publicly declared that we are not going to stand against Jeremy Corbyn or 

most of his endorsed candidates in the general election.  What happens at local 

level, that’s a different question. We won’t be standing under the TUSC banner that’s 

in abeyance at the present time because of the RMT and so on, but we could stand 

as ‘Socialist Alternative’ because there has to be an electoral challenge at local level 

because of the eye-watering cuts still taking place.  You were a teacher, and you 

know how crucial the question of schools is.  It’s a disaster that we have academies 

because of the privatisation presided over by Blair.  Who is going to fight for the 

working class?  Not this rotten corrupted right wing. Some of the right wing in the 

past in Liverpool were raving revolutionaries compared to these people now, such as 

the Braddocks and co, who generally did not receive huge material rewards. When 

you were there the councillors didn’t get lavish rewards.  Some councillors get 

£30,000 or more in the ‘cabinet’ now. They are a caste which is not representative of 

ordinary people. 

JF.  I take your point.  I want to take you back a bit.  Are you prepared to pay the 

price of affiliation to the Labour Party for good or bad, accept the rules and 

regulations of the Labour Party, if you stood as an official candidate say for instance 

Peter Taaffe became a member of the Labour Party affiliated with your Socialist 

Party like the Co-op? 

PT.  Or the Communist Party in the early days. 

JF.  Yes, now if that was the case would you accept the rules and regulations of the 

NEC in terms of say for instance you put forward a candidate to the NEC and the 

NEC said no?  

PT.  Well, we would argue with that. 

JF.  Yes, but after the arguments had been outed. 

PT.  If you are part of a party, you would have to accept the discipline. 

JF.  Would you also accept if you were an affiliate party when it came to a general 

election, not a local election but a general election, you would accept the literature of 

the party? 

PT.  That’s a different question because we never based ourselves all the time on all 

the literature of the Labour Party when we were members of the Labour Party.  The 
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Labour Party hardly produced any literature.  Let’s put an argument.  When Sadiq 

Khan’s literature in the London mayoral election said, “we need more billionaires in 

London”, Momentum just closed their mouths. We answered no, we are not 

distributing that, and most workers would agree with us.    So, it’s part of this battle 

that’s not yet been conclusive, it’s an ongoing struggle. We are not going to put up 

candidates in a general election against Labour we will give maximum support from 

the outside. 

JF.  You won’t stand any candidates? 

PT.  No, not in a general election. The key issue is the question of cuts taking place 

at local level. And there may be many members of the Labour Party who will refuse 

to back the open right. There will be not just us; there will be teachers, local 

government workers, housing activists who will not accept these creatures 

masquerading under the term Labour Party.  That’s why it’s two parties in one.  The 

left has not yet consolidated its position, and we can develop more support for 

Labour from the outside.  Jeremy Corbyn did an interview two years ago when he 

was asked what about Tom Watson banging the drum about Militant getting back 

into the Labour Party. I know Corbyn well; he has spoken at meetings with us in the 

past. 

JF.  He was secretary of the campaign against the witch-hunts in the 1980s. 

PT.  Yes, he was. He also called for the rehabilitation of Leon Trotsky, signed a 

parliamentary motion with Dave Nellist and Terry Fields. He has counter-pressures 

to separate himself from us, particularly coming from Momentum.  Jon Lansman 

came to see us because we said to Momentum, “we would like to join the Labour 

Party” and he came over and met us, myself and Hannah Sell, Deputy General 

Secretary of the Socialist Party. Jon Lansman played a minor role in the past in the 

Benn campaign. 

JF.  But he was secretary of the CLPD.  

PT.  I know but he was a minor figure frankly, he wasn’t a major player and his 

limitations are shown now. He replied to us, well if you come into Momentum you will 

have to leave your paper and organisation at the door.  I replied full marks for 

honesty Jon but what about you leaving your organisation and your journal and your 

sympathetic media outlets at the door? 

This is an important point; you cannot build in the modern era a Labour Party on the 

basis of a centralised uniform model. Podemos in Spain and many other new left 

parties and formations have a looser form of organisation. This is because of the 

character of this new generation, they don’t want the rigid boundaries of the past and 

the rigid centralism they want a more flexible form of organisation, probably too 

flexible. 

JF.  Because of social media  
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PT.  Yes, partly because of social media but also it is opposed to imposing a self-

appointed leadership, of imposing its own political position from above. We don’t 

believe in all that. 

JF.  I don’t know Jon Lansman I have read about him from the academic point of 

view, what are his antecedents, where has he come from originally when he was in 

the CLPD days? 

PT.  He’s a left, he comes from a Jewish background and so on.  He’s played a very 

bad role in the anti-semitism debate, giving credence to Margaret Hodge and the rest 

of the right.  This is an obscene campaign where they are trying to link Corbyn and 

the left to anti-semitism because he accidently stood next to somebody in a 

cemetery commemorating Hamas and so on.  When I spoke to Lenny McCluskey, I 

said look Lenny we come from a Marxist background. The two greatest Jewish 

figures as far as we are concerned are Karl Marx and Leon Trotsky.  They have 

effectively expelled Ken Livingstone on that question.  It was a scandal actually, 

even though Livingstone attacked us viciously, we still defended him. It was still 

wrong for him to make that kind of a concession and even Jeremy was trying to hold 

out on the NEC on this question of the definition of anti-semitism, making 

concessions to the right. 

You can’t do that.  You give your little finger to the right and they take your hand, 

they take your arm, they take the rest of you!  

JF.  I am very, very, grateful to you.  

End of interview 
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Appendix 25 

Interview with Ian Williams at his home in New York, by telephone, on 

10th February 2019 at 11.am New York time. 

Ian began his early political life by joining The Communist Party of Great Britain, 

Marxist Leninist, a Maoist organisation. Ian was elected to the National Executive of 

the National Union of Railwaymen for a three- year full-time term from 1981 to 1983 

and then in 1984 formed an opposition group to Militant within the Liverpool Labour 

Party called the Liverpool Labour Left.  

In the interview Ian Williams will be referred to as IW and James Ferguson as JF. 

 

IW. Well, I began in the YS in Huyton, aged twelve. I was active in Huyton CND and 

that’s when I first came across entryist factions. Later on, when I moved into 

Liverpool for University, I became much more active in the Vietnam protests and the 

South African protests and also became foolishly attracted to events in China.  So, I 

was a teenage Maoist. I was eventually in the Communist Party of Great Britain, 

Marxist Leninist, the Reg Birch faction. 

JF. A friend of mine was in that Steve Sinnott. 

IW. Steve Sinnott who became Head of the NUT? 

JF. Yes. 

IW. We split again of course, he went with the centralist bunch and we split off and 

eventually I think 1976 or 1977 he abandoned the organisation. They called it the 

workers? or something like that. We actually decided, the Labour Party, one of the 

reasons we had very good relations amazingly enough for a Stalinist Maoist with 

people like Militant and others in the general labour movement. We were not so 

sectarian, we were more sectarian with other Maoist groups than we were with 

CPGB and the Labour Party. We actually got on quite well with them all. I was also a 

member of the National Union of Railwaymen and in 1980 was elected to the NEC 

for 3 years so I wasn’t as active in Liverpool politics for 3 years, as I was mostly 

based in London. 

JF. You were a lay member of the Executive, weren’t you? 

IW. It was a full-time position. It was a lay position, but it was a full-time position, a 3- 

year term mostly based in London. During that period, we set up an NUR broad left, 

which involved Militant. They had suddenly become very active on these things and 

so I was exposed to them. There was CP involvement but not much because the 

previous broad left of the NUR had been CP dominated. This was a revived broad 

left. As a result of this ironically on the front page of the Guardian the secretary of the 

NUR accused me of being a leading member of Militant who had infiltrated the NUR. 

In the light of subsequent events, it was particularly ironic. Eventually I returned to 

Liverpool after 3 years. I had been in India for the best part of a year as well on a 

Nuffield scholarship. I then came back. I was suffering from illnesses from India, so I 
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was a bit weak, but I resumed work. I came back and saw the changes. They were 

quite striking in the Liverpool Labour Party. 

JF. What year was that Ian? 

IW. That would have been late 1983, no, no, it would have been 1984, because my 

term on the executive was 1981-83 and then I was in India. I might be a year out. 

Well I came back, and Derek was deputy leader and things were careering, and 

when I left I quite admired Derek because he was a breath of fresh air in the Labour 

Party. He knew how to address people compared with the rest of people in Militant. I 

felt quite warm towards him when I went away. When I came back and saw what 

was happening, that really distressed me. 

JF. What prompted you to form the Liverpool Labour Left then? 

IW. Well there were like-minded people who were very depressed at what was 

happening in the Labour Party, it was at every level. 

There was a culture of bullying which came down from Derek. He was bullying John 

Hamiliton, Alec Dodswell, the Trades Council Secretary was clearly under pressure. 

This was an era where people like Eric Heffer, were worried that Militant wanted to 

de-select him and were appealing for help from people. 

JF. Can you expand on that, Ian? It’s not very well known that Eric Heffer was being 

pressured by Militant. He seemed to give the impression he worked very well with 

them. 

IW. My father knew Eric for many, many years, going way back to the building sites, 

and they all agreed that the one pathological fear Eric had was going back on the 

tools. He was petrified of losing his position. I’m not saying he was not totally 

principled. But he was desperately worried that he would be de-selected, and Militant 

was building up. The traditional CP method was to try to get people elected to 

strategic positions. That was what their broad lefts used to do. They rallied people 

behind broad left candidates that would be elected to positions. Militant were 

actually, more principled than others, they wanted to get political support. When I 

came back, I found that this process had been reversed. The CP was in retreat at 

every level and Militant and Derek and presumably some strategic position had been 

taken within the RSL were doing exactly that, they were going after strategic 

positions and they were relying on dominating committees and using them to rally 

mass support, I must say they hadn’t lost total sight of the ball. This was also at a 

time when the confrontation with Margaret Thatcher was coming up and the various 

manoeuvres. Being a retired Maoist I recognised it. They managed to mesmerise 

most of the Labour Party into following the line. There were key decisions taken, and 

then it was a pretty, bold councillor who stood up against them. For example, over 

the vote for setting the rate. A terrible atmosphere  

JF. Did you feel that Militant were quite intimidating? 

IW. Oh, totally. I was trying to remember last night. Do you remember the Militant 

guy, he was Jewish, one of their cover ideologues in Liverpool, Tony or Tony, 

somebody?  



455 
 

JF. You’re, not talking about Terry Harrison? 

IW. Not Terry Harrison no, no.  

JF. Tony Byrne wasn’t Jewish, was he? 

IW. He was fairly prominent, in Militant but not in public.  

But its symbolic. I remember one night in the Philharmonic and a newspaper carried 

an expose of the RSL and I turned round and shouted, “Tony what’s this RSL thing” 

and he was indignant telling me to be quiet and what was I doing risking everything. 

And it suddenly occured to me that these guys thought their internal discipline 

applied to other people as well. So, I should shut up because a newspaper had 

carried an announcement about the RSL. It was a mixture of different attitudes. 

Firstly, l he assumed it was in the newspaper, but I couldn’t mention it, you know 

thought crime and secondly that I was bound by their discipline and infiltration. That 

was illustrative and he was one of the nicer ones. They also by then were engaged 

in a very determined campaign to recruit me because of us taking positions which 

were similar, because they tended to be more pragmatic, they weren’t for a general 

strike in all circumstances and on the other hand they weren’t the totally wishy washy 

must wait broad movement. Must sign petition of the CP. In some ways we were 

pragmatically aligned. 

JF. How strenuously did they try to recruit you? 

IW. Oh, very much so, I was taken to special meetings and interviewed, and they put 

heavy pressure on, Felicity Dowling, Terry and a few others. 

JF. Felicity Dowling? 

IW. Yes 

JF. Terry Harrison? 

IW. Yes.  

They were persuasive, they even gave me key documents to persuade me. 

JF. Policy Documents? 

IW.  Yes, mimeographed policies. It was an open secret, everybody knew what they 

were doing, that they existed, that they had this organisation. One of my problems 

was I was tainted with this. At one point the NUR ran me as the candidate for 

Liverpool Riverside and it was only afterwards, I discovered I got an abysmally low 

vote. I discovered Militant voted against me because they had a candidate, and 

everybody else voted against me because they thought I was a Militant stooge. 

JF. Just to take you back Ian what prompted you to sit down with a few other people 

and say it’s time to form Liverpool Labour Left? 

IW. Some people in Riverside and others. As far as I remember it was when they 

started playing brinkmanship with the Council and it had gone too far and there was 

no organised opposition to them at all. A lot of the old party left were just going along 
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with them. Because they knew how to pull the internal ideological strings on people, 

the ones that I mentioned earlier, the Trades Council secretary Alex Dodswell, the 

others were all going along. I spoke up against it a few times which was, a total 

shock. I remember the first time at a meeting they called me, and they were 

expecting me to be sympathetic. I think I went after Derek and others for being out of 

touch and unrepresentative and dictatorial, at the time remember the Harthill 

Gardens thing? Totally vindictive. 

JF. Oh yes, the Orchid Growers. Vindictive. 

IW. It was very difficult to respect anybody who had done that and Alex Dodswell, 

who had masterminded it, who I had been very sympathetic to. I was very 

disappointed with him. 

The whole attitude of calling people out on strike against yourself. This was 

posturing. These were people who were infatuated with the idea, rather than the 

effect, of the industrial action. A few of us in Riverside got together, like Cyril Taylor 

and others. We started talking and the circle got wider and wider. It included some 

NALGO people, Peter Cresswell, and others who came along as well. 

JF. Can you remember any others? You’ve mentioned Cyril Taylor and Peter 

Cresswell. Was there Jane Kennedy? 

IW. Oh, Jane and Malcom Kennedy. That was a bit different. They were 

unashamedly right wing. I liked them personally, but that was another thing. We 

considered ourselves left-wing, we were not just crazy Bolsheviks. 

JF. Were Jane and Malcom involved? 

IW. Oh, very closely yes. In terms of the Labour Party, Jane was a convener for 

NUPE at the time. She was very charismatic. Nobody ever described Malcom as 

charismatic, but he was extremely solid and had very good relations with the old 

labour right in Scotland ward. 

JF. That would be Scotland exchange would it? 

IW. Yes, the Eldonians, there was a very closely- knit housing complex there. 

JF. The Eldonian village, yes, they built their own houses. 

IW. He was very close with them. The reaction of Militant, one of the things, they 

were totally dismissive of the opposition, which was not the way the Labour Party 

was when I left it. When I was put on the local council panel, it was a manager on 

British rail, and avowedly right wing in that sense, who nominated me, and Terry 

Harrison seconded. Just a personnel reminiscence, there was a lot of common 

ground. It was still functioning as a Labour Party, it wasn’t being consciously divided. 

Militant in those days were very active on behalf of the Labour Party. They did more 

than their share of canvassing and recruiting regardless.  

JF. They worked hard in their wards.  

IW. Yes, yes, 
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JF. To bring you back again, in terms of your influence in the Liverpool Labour Left, I 

know you’re up against, by that time, a large Militant Tendency. What were the 

numbers you could rely on in terms of your informal organisation? 

IW. It had to be a conspiracy almost. Which disturbed me to begin with. It was 

underground because people were intimidated and scared. We tried to organise 

opposition. We tried to get left wingers. We were holding public meetings in Liverpool 

with known left wingers and Militant took the bait and tried to stop it. I remember we 

had John Prescott, we had Robin Cook, and I was using my connections to call 

these people in. I still have profound respect for the ones who were brave enough to 

turn out. It was the soft left who came. It wasn’t the right wing. We had meetings on 

CND and nuclear power. Frankly we were cynically picking issues where Militant was 

at odds with most of the Labour Party. 

JF. Give us an example of the kind of issue you were picking on that Militant were 

opposed to. 

IW. Well they were completely indifferent to nuclear disarmament, that wasn’t one of 

their issues. Also, South Africa, we had Peter Hain along as well. These were issues 

on which they were deficient. Whatever their official positions, they just didn’t care. 

JF. Did you feel they dodged the issue of race in Liverpool? 

IW. Oh, totally. The LBO was another one, the Liverpool black organisations issue 

was another one. On a personal level I knew most of the ringleaders and I saw 

Militant come in, because I saw in Liverpool Riverside Constituency the cavalier way 

Derek treated the local black community. It became clear that you had community 

representatives who agreed with you and you would de-legitimise those that don’t 

and put them out. I knew all the people from the Liverpool Black Organisation at the 

time and we maintained close relations with them. 

JF. One issue I’d like to hear your view on because you were a member of the NEC 

of a union, so you know about labour relations. What do you think of the issue of 

nomination rights to council positions and vacancies? 

IW. All that indicated was nepotism. That was it, Derek was the real thing. Suddenly 

you were flooded with people who had simultaneously got a job in the static security 

force, a union card, a Labour Party Card and a delegacy to the DLP. They turned up 

at Labour Party Meetings in their uniforms, so they were even more intimidating than 

we first thought. These people were somewhat naïve. They’d been given a very 

specialised view. They’d been recruited to a cause and this produced a strange 

mixture of Bolshevism and traditional labourism in the American sense, the purpose 

of the election is to give jobs to the people who elected you. I should have 

recognised it from that way. Even at school level, I was a school governor,, and it 

became quite clear that the cards were marked on who was going to get jobs and 

who wasn’t. 

JF. Like jobs in schools? 
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IW. Yes, like the head or the principal, on every level it goes back to what I was 

saying before, the old days they forged their ideas and then I suddenly found they’d 

turned into a, jobs generating scheme. 

JF. Did you feel they were doing that because they saw it as a route to more power? 

IW. Yes, this is Derek’s political instincts. The others didn’t have political instincts 

with a small p. the others were big on the third programme of the Fourth 

International, but they didn’t have any political sense. But Derek was very canny, and 

he had them. You build on not necessarily ethical or principled Marxist positions, like 

giving jobs to people and buttering up people. This is one of the things they did with 

Eric, whether or not it was said explicitly, but the implicit deal was you do what we 

want, and we’ll keep you in there, toe the policy line. 

JF. You are talking about Eric Heffer, the MP? 

IW. Yes, and the same with others as well. I mean Bob Waring, he had no time for 

them, he came to a deal. Eddie Loyden was another one, who was very distressed 

at what Derek was doing and expressed it to me quite forcefully several times. 

JF. I’ve recently interviewed Peter Taaffe, former editor of Militant and now General 

Secretary of the Socialist Party of England and Wales. When it came to mass 

redundancies in 1985, he completely disagreed with the decision to make everyone 

redundant and along with Tony Mulhearn, opposed that. But obviously I was very 

much on the scene then and in fact we took them to court over the redundancy 

notices. It never came over to me that Militant publicly were opposed to this. How did 

you feel? 

IW. Derek was their big asset, he put them on the public map. But they created a 

monster. Almost all of the people we are talking about, the old- style Felicity and 

others, expressed private reservations about what Derek was doing. And I had a lot 

of personal friends in Militant. Several actually told me, we agree with you, but we 

have got to follow the line. So, Peter Taaffe and the others, whatever you think of it, 

Liverpool was their crown jewel, so they did not dare disavow him. 

JF. So, you got the impression that the Militant leadership in London didn’t feel 

strong enough to criticise Derek. 

IW. Yes, the tail was wagging the dog by then. 

JF. Did you get the impression that during the time of the redundancy notices that 

there was a faction in Militant that were opposed to the redundancy notices, because 

I didn’t pick anything up, I wonder whether you did? 

IW. Some were unhappy, I wouldn’t say they were opposed to it. They’d never 

oppose it in public. Look we’ve got to get into the democratic centralist mindset. Its 

thought crime to disagree with the line. It might make you uncomfortable, but you are 

going to go along with it. I really saw it in operation, not just in Militant itself, but in all 

of the others and the Labour Party that they controlled. People were not going to 

break the line under any circumstances. 

JF. You felt they kept a very strict discipline? 
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IW. Yes, it was internal discipline. Once the line had been established, to have 

spoken against it, or against the vote on the rate, would have been thought crime. It 

would have been a sign of cowardice and desertion in the face of the class enemy. 

JF. I’m looking at the difference between the vanguardism of the old Bolsheviks in 

1917 Russian Revolution, where their secrecy was borne out of internal security 

needs, because the Tsarist police were fairly brutal. I came across a survey that 

Trotsky did just before the Revolution at a party congress in the April before the 

October and almost all the delegates had suffered some form of police harassment, 

imprisonment, torture. 

IW. Persecution is one thing but if you set up an organisation whose assured aim is 

the violent overthrow of the government you expect this sort of thing. 

JF. Yes, but what I am saying is, with the old Bolsheviks, their vanguard structure 

was based on the fact that there was no democracy because it was a police state. 

IW. It also developed from the nihilist point of view the sort of anarchist plot. I think 

we underestimate to what extent that was within the genes of the Bolsheviks. And 

the amazing thing is that a hundred years later it’s still there in these types of 

organisations. 

JF. That’s what I want to get on to Ian. It seems to me that there was justification for 

a military /vanguard structure where there was a police state. However, when you’re 

talking about the Liverpool Labour Party, it seems to me that that the only protection 

mechanism that they were employing was in order to avoid detection. 

IW. It was a habit that outlived its origins. I’m not going to totally underestimate. This 

time I was actually on the blacklist. I remember one meeting at which one of the 

Special Branch giving evidence in court about me, came over and told me. Yes, we 

lived in a liberal democracy but there was an authoritarian dose behind it that we 

couldn’t ignore. But there was no excuse for what they were doing. I mean it was 

conspiratorial politics. They acted like straight out of 19th century Russia. It’s a gene 

that’s been passed on. 

JF. They just carried on. 

IW. Yes, now I’m recovered from my ailment, I’m working on something. Don’t you 

think it’s amazing that the ghost of the Third International has people all over the 

world who have been supporting Milosovitch, Saddam Hussain, Putin, people whose 

attachment to any form of recognisable socialism is completely lacking. Yet they 

support them all. 

JF. That’s another PhD Ian. I want to drag you on to something else. The 

redundancy notices happened, it went to court, they lost, that collapsed the whole 

idea…. 

IW. You might not remember, Liverpool Labour Left, which controlled Riverside and I 

think we had one or two other constituencies. We put the DLP on the run-up to this, 

we played a game. Militant’s credo was that that they were uber Militant with a small 

m, they were more Militant than anybody else. We were moving counter resolutions 
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doubling their demands. We will not accept etc, etc, we would negotiate them down 

and drop them down having made the point that these guys were not that Militant 

after all. That a lot of what they were doing was expedient rather than ultra- militant. 

We actually made some converts because some of these static security guys would 

come up to me after a meeting and say that was really good. They told us you were 

right wing. I said well you know that’s not the only mistrust they’ve given you. 

JF. When it went to the Labour Party Conference and Kinnock made the great 

speech on taxis scuttling around the city etc. Were you at that conference? 

IW. No but I was in liaison with Kinnock’s office. 

JF. Tell me about it. 

IW. I was working with Charles Clarke from the office. They were concerned and we 

pragmatically sat down, and they said we will support you if you need any help. That 

included escorts for the Liverpool Riverside delegates, Jane and the woman from  

Scotland? 

JF. Irene Buxton. Jane Sarin. 

IW. Jane Sarin that was the name yes. The sequence is a bit hazy but while I was 

arranging Liverpool Labour Left, oh its clear in my head now. We were also trying to 

do a documentary for World in Action about Militant and Derek in my capacity as a 

journalist. We were working on this. We actually had almost a rift within Liverpool 

Labour Left on this, because we were sort of undercover. Then my colleagues in 

Granada said the police are going to arrest us, this is really the time you’ve got to 

speak. Mike Allen and I went public, went on TV and announced what they were 

doing. That caused a backlash, it opened the gates of hell for Militant, traitors etc, 

etc, that was the public announcement of the Liverpool Labour Left. 

Round about that time Peter Kilfoyle, came knocking on my door because he had 

just come back from Australia, where he had been mired in Australian politics. 

JF. Peter Kilfoyle, he was employed at the North West Regional Office of the Labour 

Party? 

IW. Much later. He was unemployed. He turned round and said what we’re going to 

do about it? He said heck I’ve just come back I’ve got time on my hands and talking 

to him we had loads of mutual connections. He was tied into the Liverpool Labour 

Party from before he went away. He knew people from all the factions and his family, 

in that Liverpool Irish way, was connected with everybody and our Terry, and he 

knew where all the bodies are buried. So, I went down to address the Tribune Group 

in the House of Commons which was when Eric first denounced me. He said 

shameful, shameful, he’s a Maoist. Funnily enough everyone thought this was Eric 

witch-hunting. He actually lost support in the Tribune group. I gave them a rundown 

on what was happening and what we were doing, and it was very well received, this 

was in the Tribune group very respectable. 

JF. That was in 1984? 
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IW. Yes, it would have been. I did that and afterwards to Kinnocks office, and 

discussed that with him. He knew me from the NUR, by the way in which we had 

been on different sides on the Tony Benn deputy leadership nomination. There were 

no hard feelings. But he said we need someone to clear this up. Can you think of 

anybody? I said funnily enough yes. Talk to Peter Kilfoyle, because he knows where 

the bodies are buried. He knows all of these people and they can’t denounce him as 

an outsider because he is intimately rooted in Liverpool Labour. He’s got an insider’s 

advantage. As I mentioned this tribal stuff in Liverpool, I got away with a lot because 

people remembered my father who was convenor of the unemployed workers 

movement. That meant there were a lot of people in the CP who were always 

watching my back. 

JF. But Ian didn’t you, I heard a rumour that you inspired his speech by giving him 

quite a lot of ammunition. 

IW. Yes, and Peter was the key factor here. I persuaded Peter to take the job and 

then taught him the job because he was saying what do I do. I said look this is very 

serious, you wanted to help, this is your big opportunity. In that sense I was the 

behind the scenes architect of much of what happened. I had to keep a back seat by 

then. It wasn’t so much Militant, apart from Derek of course who had a vitriolic 

personal hatred of me and physically offered me out several times. A lot of the others 

respected what I was doing. They knew my pedigree and they knew I was not doing 

this for selfish careerist reasons. In fact, I was actually burning my career in the 

Labour movement in many ways. In the course of this I alienated so many factions. 

JF. But what did you think of the speech when it actually got on the conference 

floor? 

IW. We were all watching here. This was the “we will fight them on the beaches” 

moment. This was the turning point. I felt sorry for the Labour Councillors who had 

been misled. Eric’s heroics, when we knew a year before he’d been trying to rally 

support for his candidature. 

A sense of irony is always useful in these circumstances. 

JF. Did you feel that speech turned the delegates, they were listening to something 

they wanted to hear? 

IW. Oh yes, what he did was he pointed out the probably absurd picture of a council 

supposedly preserving jobs and services and then sacking all the council employees 

and doing it surreptitiously. They did this without consultation or support. This was an 

internal coup. I cannot recall now that it is possible that this local cabal presented 

Peter Taaffe and his comrades with a fait accompli. Oh, the other factor in here and 

it did not get the billing here is, what’s his name, the little financial whizz kid? 

JF. Tony Byrne. 

IW. Tony Byrne was immensely influential because none of them had a clue about 

how the council finances operated. In the country of the blind the one-eyed man was 

emperor. They didn’t dare gain say him. So, I suspect his influence in here as well 

because it’s the type of trick he’d specialised in. 
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JF. In what way? 

IW. Financial outmanoeuvring. Tony Byrne didn’t easily do mass movement. He was 

the brains guy. Was the one that invented the idea that you borrow money on 

security. None of us knew what he meant at the time. Was it, securitisation? 

JF. Capitalisation. 

IW. Yes, which I must say in my later capacity as a business writer I am well aware 

of, but at the time I was scratching my head about it. What does it mean? Inherently 

it’s not a bad idea by the way but that’s another story. 

End of interview   
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Appendix 26 

List of persons referred to in this thesis, 

with a short contemporary biography. 

 

Aitman, Tony           Militant member expelled from the Labour Party, as a 

result of the Inquiry into the Liverpool Labour Party. 

Aitman, Josie           Militant member expelled from the Labour Party, as a 

result of the Inquiry into the Liverpool Labour Party. 

Astbury, Paul           Militant member expelled from the Labour Party, as a 

result of the Inquiry into the Liverpool Labour Party, 

Liverpool City Councillor.    

Ashton, Joe Labour MP 1968-2001, Tony Benn’s PPS but opposed to 

Benn’s constitutional changes in the Labour Party.  

Baker, Kenneth       Secretary of State for the Environment 2nd September 

1985- 21st May 1986. 

Bannister, Roger     Secretary Knowsley NALGO, expelled from the Labour 

Party, as a result of the Inquiry into the Liverpool Labour 

Party.                                  

Basnett, David               General Secretary of GMB from 1973-1986. 

Beckett, Margaret       Labour MP, and member of the Inquiry team into the 

Liverpool Labour Party, co-produced a minority report 

advising against expulsions. 

Benn, Tony Labour MP, unofficial leader of the left in the 1970s and 

1980s, defended Militant as a general purge of the left. 

Bensaid, Daniel                Co- Author of the Long March of the Trotskyists. 

Bentovim, Gideon        Chair of Merseyside Race Relations Committee, 

Sociology Lecturer at Liverpool University, member of the 

Merseyside Area Committee of the CPGB. 

Berkman, Alexander    Diarist, leader of the anarchist movement, witnessed the 

killing of 600 sailors in the Kronstadt mutiny in the USSR. 

Bevin, Andy                  Militant supporter, Young Socialist appointed as a full 

time Labour Official, member of the NEC. 

Burchill, Frank                Professor at Keele University, Staffordshire, author on 

Industrial Relations.  

Blunkett, David           Leader of Sheffield City Council.1980-1987. 
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Boland, Dick                National Official NUT, responsible for the organisation 

and conduct of industrial action.  

Bond, Sam                 Appointed Race Relations Advisor Liverpool City Council, 

controversial appointment due to accusations of being a 

Militant placeman.   

Brady, Dominic       Chair of Liverpool Education Committee, Labour 

Councillor. 

Brandt, Willy            German Chancellor 1969-1974, SPD member. 

Bryman, Alan  Author on quantitative and qualitative research methods. 

Burgess, Graham     Chair of Liverpool branch of NALGO, member of NALGO 

NEC.  

Burnham, Peter       Author on Political Economy and Research Methods in 

Politics. 

Buxton, Irene           Gave evidence to Inquiry team on the Liverpool Labour 

Party, resigned from Militant, explained how Militant 

organised within the Labour Party.  

Byrne, Tony              Chair of Finance Committee, Liverpool City Council, not a 

member of Militant but a passionate force behind council 

house building.  

Cabellero, Largo      Socialist Prime Minister of Spain in the 1930s. 

Callaghan, John  Author on British Trotskyism. 

Castle, Barbara        Labour MP 1945-1979, member of NEC sub- committee 

that blocked the Underhill Report. Diarist.    

Chapple, Frank         General Secretary of the EEPTU 1966-1984. 

Carrillo, Santiago     General Secretary of the Spanish Communist Party 1960-

1982. 

Clarke, Charles         Chief of staff for Neil Kinnock 1981-1982. 

Coates, Ken               Author, writes on workers control of industry. 

Cook, Robin              Labour MP 1974-2005, supported the Liverpool Labour 

Left. 

Corbyn, Jeremy        Secretary of stop the witch-hunts campaign aimed at 

retaining Militant within the Labour Party. MP 1983-

present.   

Creswell, Peter        Secretary, of Liverpool branch of NALGO and secretary 

of the JSSC, EC member of the Liverpool DLP. 

Crick, Michael          Author of two books on the Militant Tendency. 
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Cunningham, Jack           Shadow Secretary of state for the Environment MP 1970-

2005.    

Darby, Carol             Militant member expelled from the Labour Party, as a 

result of the Inquiry into the Liverpool Labour Party. 

David, Davies            BBC TV reporter covered the Liverpool budget dispute. 

Dickenson, Keith     Member of the Militant Editorial Board expelled from the 

Labour Party. 

Dodswell, Alex        Labour Councillor, secretary of the Liverpool Trades 

Council. 

Doyle, Clare            Member of the Militant Editorial Board, expelled from the 

Labour Party. 

Dunlop, Pauline       Deputy Chair of the Liverpool City Council’s Personnel 

Committee. 

Engels, Fredrich      Co- Author of the Communist Manifesto. 

Fields, Terry             Labour MP, supporter of Militant, expelled from the 

Labour Party. 

Ferguson, Patricia     Liverpool branch Treasurer NUT, delegate to the 

Liverpool DLP. 

Ferguson, James       Secretary, of the Liverpool branch of the NUT, EC 

member of the NUT, EC Member of the JSSC and briefly 

it’s secretary.                          

Fogarty, Liam             Broadcaster at BBC Radio Merseyside, covered the City 

Council budget Crisis.   

Foot, Michael.            Leader of the Labour Party 1980-1983. 

Formby, Jenny          General Secretary of the Labour Party April 2018-to 

present, former member of Militant.  

Frank, Pierre              Secretary to Leon Trotsky.  Member of the secretariat of 

the fourth international.   

Frost, Dianne             Lecturer at Liverpool University, co-author of a book on 

Militant.   

Dowling, Felicity       Secretary of the Liverpool DLP, former branch president 

of NUT, organised the redundancy notices to be sent to 

all City Council employees including her former members.  

Gaitskill, Hugh           Leader of the Labour Party 1955-1963, failed to revise 

Clause IV of the Labour Party constitution.  

Gillham, Bill                Author on research methods applied to case studies. 
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Godsiff, Roger                  Labour MP 1992-1997, active in the St Ermins Group. 

Golding, John            Labour MP and General Secretary of the Post Office 

Engineers active in the St Ermins Group.   

Gould, Joyce              Assistant National Agent 1975-1985, Director of 

organisation 1985-1993 Labour Party.        

Grant, Ted.                Member of the Militant Editorial Board and main 

theoretician of Militant.  Expelled from the Labour Party. 

Expelled from Militant. 

Grant, Wynn             Author on research methods in political research. 

Grantham, Roy             General Secretary, APEX, 1971-1989.  

Greenwood, Tony    Labour MP 1946-1970    

Gregory, Michael     Gave copies of Militant minutes to Jack Straw in the 

county areas of Lancashire which led to the expulsion of 

members of the Blackburn Labour Party.  Resigned from 

Militant but later joined the Liberal Democrats.     

Hamilton, John Leader of the Liverpool City Council, opposed Militant but 

tried to unify the Labour Group on the Council.  

Hammersley, Martyn Author on political research methods.   

Harrison, Terry           Journalist for Militant. 

Hattersley, Roy     Deputy Leader of the Labour Party 1983-1992.   

Hatton, Derek Deputy Leader of the Liverpool City Council, expelled, as 

a result of the Inquiry into the Liverpool Labour Party. 

Hayter, Dianne          Secretary of the Fabian Society, author on the Labour 

Party and active in the St Ermins Group. 

Hayward, Ron          General Secretary of the Labour Party 1972-1982. 

Heath, Oliver                     Author and political researcher. 

Heffer, Eric          Labour MP, 1964-1991, for Liverpool, Walton.   

Henry, Zig-Leyton     Author on research methods in political research.  

Hesseltine, Michael      Minister for Merseyside. 

Hitchins, Christopher    Author and journalist.  Former member of the 

International Socialists. 

Hertz, Noreena                  Author, political researcher. 

Hood, Tony             Secretary to the Labour Group, Liverpool City Council. 

Supported Militant although not a member. 
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Howe, Geoffrey       Chancellor of the Exchequer 1979-1983 in the Thatcher 

Government, lobbied the prime minister not to spend 

money on Liverpool but to let it decline naturally.  

Howell, Dennis        Labour MP 1955-1992, active in the St Ermins Group. 

Hughes, David         National Agent for the Labour Party. 

Jackson, Robert                Author, political researcher. 

Jackson, Tom            General Secretary of the Post Office Workers Union 

1967-1982. 

Jenkin, Patrick          Secretary of state for the Environment 1983-1985. 

Johnson, Alan                  Labour MP and Government Minister, former General        

    Secretary of the Post Office Workers Union 1987- 1997. 

Jones, Frank              Liverpool NUPE branch official, hostile to Militant.  

Jones, Sue                 Author on interviewing methods in research.  

Kennedy, Malcom  Delegate to the DLP, founder member of the Liverpool 

Labour Left. 

Kennedy, Jane          NUPE branch secretary, founder member of the Liverpool 

Labour Left   

Kilfoyle, Peter         Labour MP for Liverpool Walton 1991-2010, Regional 

Officer for the Labour Party with special responsibility for 

Liverpool Labour Party. 

King, Francis                     Author on Trotskyism.          

Kinnock, Neil         Leader of the Labour Party 1983-1992. 

Knights, Richard       Militant member, expelled from the Labour Party, as a 

result of the Inquiry of the Liverpool Labour Party. 

Kogan, David                     Author, political researcher. 

Kogan, Maurice                 Author, uncle of David Kogan, political researcher.   

Leach, Robert                   Author, political researcher. 

Lennard, Peter            Convenor of Branch 80 GMB, organised a fleet of taxis 

distributing redundancy notices to city council workers, 

including his own members.  

Lenin, Vladimir          Author and leader of the Communist Party of the USSR.  

Lowes, Ian                Chair of Liverpool JSSC and chair of Branch 5 GMB.  

Lutz, Karen Gilland     Author on political research methods. 
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Mahmood, Leslie        Journalist for Militant and unsuccessful candidate in the 

Liverpool Walton bye-election in 1991.  

Marx, Karl                Author, and co-writer of the Communist Manifesto.  

McCluskey, Len       General Secretary of UNITE 2011- present. 

McGahey, Mick        Vice President of the NUM, member of the EC of the 

CPGB. 

Mcllroy, John                    Author on rank- and- file movements.  

McMahon, T.I.             District Auditor for local government. 

Minkin, Lewis              Author on Labour Party Affairs.  

Mitchell, Austin       Labour MP 1977-2015, critic of Tony Benn and Militant. 

Molotov, Vyacheslav Minister of foreign affairs, USSR 1939-1949. 

Morrell, Francis          Tony Benn supporter on the Greater London Council. 

Mulhearn,Tony       Member of Militant NEC, Liverpool City Councillor and 

President of the District Labour Party. 

Nellist, David            Labour MP 1983-1992, supporter of Militant, expelled 

from the Labour Party.   

North, Peter             Lecturer at Liverpool University, author.  

‘O’ Neil, Martin      Labour MP 1979-1997. 

Parkinson, Michael  Lecturer at Liverpool University specialises in Urban 

Studies. 

Parris, Mathew       Author and journalist. 

Payne, Robert                   Author on the life and death of Leon Trotsky. 

Prescott, John         Labour MP 1970-2010. 

Robertson, David    Chair of City branch of Liverpool NATFHE. 

Sawyer, Tom        NUPE Deputy General Secretary and General secretary 

of the Labour Party 1994-1998. 

Scargill, Arthur         President of the NUM 1981-2002. 

Seyd, Patrick   Author on the grass roots in the Labour Party. 

Sewell, Rob               Member of the Militant Editorial Board, expelled from 

Militant.  

Sharpey-Schafer, Sylvia  Militant member, expelled from the Labour Party as a   

                                           result of the Inquiry into the Liverpool Labour Party.   

Shaw, Eric      Author and academic on Labour Party Affairs. 
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Shaw, George Bernard    Author, and member of the Fabian society. 

Shephard, David     Bishop of Liverpool, Church of England. 

Shipley, Peter            Author on Trotskyism in the Labour Party.  

Short, Clare              Labour MP 1983-2010, Member of the NEC of the Labour 

Party. 

Skinner, Dennis       Labour MP 1970-2019, member of the NEC of the Labour 

Party. 

Smith, Harry            Liverpool Labour Councillor escaped discipline although 

named by the Inquiry report into the Liverpool Labour 

Party.  

Speller, John Labour MP, 1982-1983. 1992-1997, active in the St 

Ermins group. 

Stalin, Joseph General Secretary of the Communist Party of the Soviet 

Union.1922-1952. 

Stanley, Bryan           General Secretary of Post Office Engineers, 1972-1986 

active in the St Ermins group.   

Straw, Jack              Labour MP 1979-2015.  

   

Stonefrost, Maurice          Commisioned by the Association of Metropolitan  

                                            Authorities, to compile a report on the finances of the 

                                            Liverpool City Council. 

Storey, Michael                 Deputy Leader of the Liverpool Liberal Group.        

Taaffe, Peter                      Editor of Militant, expelled from the Labour Party, now 

General Secretary of the Socialist Party of England and 

Wales.  

Thatcher, Margaret           British Prime Minister 1979-1990. 

Travis, Tony               Lectures at the LSE on Local Government.  

Trotsky, Leon                    Bolshevik and head of the Red Army, exiled and formed 

the Fourth International and led it until his assassination 

in 1941 in Mexico. 

Tuck, Russell           NUR, assistant general secretary, 1970-1983 

Turnock, Charles              Chair of Inquiry team of the NEC of the Labour Party into 

the Liverpool Labour Party. 

Underhill, Reg                   National Labour Party Agent wrote a report on Entryism 

in the Labour Party. 



470 
 

Varley, Cheryl                   Member of Militant expelled from the Labour Party, as a 

result of the Inquiry into the Liverpool Labour Party.  

Venton, Richard                Editor of Mersey Militant, expelled from the Labour Party, 

as a result of the Inquiry into the Liverpool Labour Party. 

Voroshilov, Kliment Commander in the red Army USSR. 

Wall, Pat                            Militant Supporter, died 1990.  

Walsh, Lynn                      Member of the Militant Editorial Board, expelled from the 

Labour Party.   

Warlock, Dennis      Archbishop of Liverpool, Roman Catholic Church 

Webb, Beatrice                 Author, and diarist active in the formation of the Labour 

Party. Member of the Fabian Society. 

Webb, Sydney                   Wrote the 1918 constitution of the Labour Party. Member 

of the Fabian Society. 

Webster, David                 Author, and member of the Fabian society. Wrote a tract 

on the New Left. 

Whitty, Larry                     General Secretary of the Labour Party 1985-1994. 

Williams, Barry                Chair of the Confed, Chair of the Liverpool Trades 

Council, NEC member of the CPGB. 

Williams, Ian                     NEC member of the NUR, and founder of the Liverpool 

Labour Left. 

Williams, Shirley      Labour MP 1964-1979, SDP MP 1981-1983. 

Wilson, Harold                  Labour Party Leader 1963-1976. 

Wise, Audrey                     Labour MP 1974-1979, 1987-2000, co-author of minority     

report into Liverpool Labour Party. 
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APPENDIX 27 

CRONOLOGY OF EVENTS 

 

EVENT                   DATE  

 

Publication of Communist Manifesto by Marx and Engels.  1848-February. 

 

Trades Union Congress established (TUC).    1868-Sept. 

 

Formation of the Fabian Society.                1883-November. 

 

Labour Representation Committee formed.    1900-February.  

       

Russian Revolution, Bolsheviks take power.    1917-October. 

 

Clause four of the Labour party inaugural constitution written by       1918- January. 

Sydney Webb and adopted by the inaugural conference. 

 

Communist Party of Great Britain formed     1920- July. 

            

                   

Kronstadt Mutiny of sailors in protest of the food shortages  1921-March. 

in Petrograd and was brutally suppressed by Trotsky.      

     

Labour Party bans Communists from membership.   1924-October  

 

General Strike in Great Britain organised by the TUC              1926-May.  

 

Trotsky exiled to Turkey.                 1929-February. 
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The Trotskyist ‘Balham Group’ is expelled from the Communist 1932-August. 

Party of Great Britain and forms a communist league. 

 

Trotsky arrives in France.                 1933-July. 

 

Trotsky advocates Entryism in the Socialist Party of France.            1934-October. 

 

Trotsky moves to Norway.                 1935-June. 

 

Spanish Civil War starts.                 1936-July. 

  

Trotsky arrives in Mexico.                 1936-December. 

 

Tribune formed.                  1937-January. 

 

Trotsky promotes the creation of the Fourth International.            1938-Sept.         

 

Trotsky assassinated in Mexico.                1940-August. 

  

Trotskyist groups in Britain form the Revolutionary             1944-March. 

Communist Party, in a fusion conference. 

  

Hugh Gaitskell elected leader of the Labour Party             1955-December.   

 

The Revolutionary Socialist League is founded by Ted Grant            1957-June. 

and Jimmy Deane, centred in Liverpool. It starts the tactic, 

of entryism in the Labour Party 

 

The Labour Party forms the Labour Party Young Socialists.            1965-December. 

  



473 
 

The creation of a place on the NEC of the Labour Party            1972  

reserved for the LPYS provides Militant, with access, 

to internal documents.   

     

 

Campaign for Labour Party Democracy formed to reform the rules   1973. 

of the Labour Party. 

 

Britain joins the EEC       1973-January. 

 

New local authorities elected in England and Wales.              1973-April.  

 

The Labour Party ends the ‘proscribed list’ of organisations  1973-June. 

 from which party members are barred from joining. 

 

The Labour Party NEC fails to take action, on the   1975-November. 

‘Underhill Report’ into Trotskyist infiltration.  

 

Tony Benn receives only 15% of the Parliamentary Party vote 1976-March. 

for leader of the Labour Party.     

 

James Callaghan succeeds Harold Wilson as prime minister  1976-April. 

 

Andy Bevan appointed Labour Party National Youth Officer,            1976 

member of Militant. 

 

Liverpool Council, Liberal-Conservative coalition run the City. 1979-May. 

 

Conservatives win the General Election.               1979-May. 
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Labour Party Conference agrees to mandatory re-selection of 1979-October. 

MPs.     

 

‘Winter of Discontent’ local authority trade unions strike and             1979-January. 

cause widespread disruption to services.   

 

Liverpool Council, Liberal-Conservative coalition elected.  1980-May 

 

Labour Party Conference agreed in principle to rule   1980-October. 

changes to extend the franchise of Labour Party members 

and re-affirms mandatory reselection of MPs. 

 

Militant Tendency affiliate to the Rank- and- File Mobilising  1980 

Committee. 

 

Michael Foot elected leader of the Labour Party.   1980-November. 

                

Special Conference of Labour Party agrees to rule changes  1981-January. 

on election of Leader and Deputy Leader by an Electoral 

College instead of the Parliamentary Labour Party. 

 

Labour Party splits and the Social Democratic Party is formed. 1981-January.  

 

Tony Mulhearn signed a property deed purchasing Militant HQ 1981-February. 

In Liverpool, providing proof of his involvement with Militant.  

 

Labour Solidarity Committee formed to counter the Bennite left. 1981-February. 

 

The St Ermins Group was a group of MP’s and trade union               1981-February. 

Officials who organised opposition to Tony Benn and Militant. 
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Toxteth riots in Liverpool which saw police retreating             1981-July. 

from a hail of stones and petrol bombs. 

 

Tony Benn runs against Denis Healey for Deputy Leader of the 1981-December.  

Labour Party and is narrowly defeated.   

 

Liverpool Council, Liberal-Conservative coalition elected.  1982-May. 

  

The Labour Party NEC sets up a register of acceptable non-            1982-June. 

affiliated organisations, Militant is refused registration. 

 

Jack Straw, MP, discovers a Militant cell in his constituency            1983-January. 

of Blackburn, Lancashire. 

 

Labour Party NEC vote to expel the five members of the editorial 1983-February.  

board of Militant. 

            

Liverpool Labour Party gain a majority on the City Council.            1983-May. 

 

Conservatives win the General Election               1983-June. 

 

Two Militant members, Terry Fields in Liverpool and             1983-June.  

David Nellist in Coventry are elected as Labour MPs.  

 

Miners’ strike begins.       1984-March. 

 

The NEC of the Labour Party expel members of Militant in  1984-April.  

the Blackburn Party. 
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Liverpool Labour Party increase their majority on the City Council.   1984-May. 

 

Liverpool Council set a legal budget with concessions from  1984-July. 

Central Government.  

      

Miners’ strike ends.                  1985-March. 

 

District auditor writes to all councillors explaining the             1985-May.  

consequences of setting an illegal budget. 

   

Labour Party appoint Larry Whitty as General Secretary.  1985-June.          

 

Liverpool Council set a deficit illegal budget.              1985-June. 

 

Liverpool City Councillors who voted for a deficit budget  1985-Sept.  

surcharged, in total £106,000. 

     

Redundancy notices issued to all council staff.          1985-

September. 

 

NUT applies to High Court to set aside the redundancy notices, 1985-October. 

the judge’s rule that the council’s action was, as a result of 

an illegal rate.    

 

Liverpool Labour Left is formed to counter Militant.              1985-October. 

 

Labour Party Annual conference, Kinnock attacks Militant.  1985-October.  

      

Liverpool Council set a legal budget by mortgaging properties. 1985-November. 
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Labour Party NEC votes to set up an Inquiry into the             1985-November.  

Liverpool District Labour Party. 

 

Inquiry into the Liverpool DLP interviews Irene Buxton             1986-January. 

who was an active member of Militant in Liverpool, but resigned, 

and gave evidence on the internal affairs of Militant.      

 

Report on Inquiry into the Liverpool Labour Party agreed  1986-February. 

by the NEC. 

 

Labour Party NEC issues a report on the extent of Militant  1986-February. 

influence; 40 constituency parties expel Militant supporters.  

    

Disciplinary hearings into 16 members of the Liverpool Party.            1986-March. 

 

Liverpool Councillors who voted for deficit budget debarred            1986-March. 

from office.   

 

Tony Mulhearn, Ian Lowes and Tony Aitman expelled from            1986-May. 

the Labour Party 

 

Derek Hatton, Richard Venton, Roger Bannister and   1986-June.  

Terry Harrison expelled from the Labour party.  

  

Cheryl Varley expelled from the Labour Party.               1986-July. 

 

Court of Appeal uphold the High Court ruling and debar   1986-July.  

the Liverpool City councillors who voted for a deficit budget. 

      

Felicity Dowling expelled from the Labour Party.    1986-October. 
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Law Lords uphold the ruling of the Court of Appeal and debar 1987-March. 

the Liverpool councillors who voted for a deficit budget.     

    

Liverpool Council dismiss Sam Bond.               1987-March. 

      

Liverpool Labour Party win a majority on the City Council.  1987-May. 

 

Conservatives win the General Election.               1987-June. 

 

Benn stands against Kinnock for Leader of the Labour Party            1988-Oct. 

and is heavily defeated only receiving 11.37% of the vote. 

 

Lesley Mahmood stands as Real Labour, in the Walton   1991-May. 

bye-election in Liverpool. This was the first instance Militant 

opposed the Official Labour candidate. Mahmood was,   

defeated and the Labour candidate, Peter Kilfoyle, was elected,  

with a large majority.     

 

The Communist Party of Great Britain dissolves itself.              1991-

November. 

 

Terry Fields and David Nellist, Labour M’s, expelled              1992. 

for membership of Militant.  

 

Conservatives win the General Election.                1992. 

 

John Smith elected leader of the Labour Party.               1992.  

 

Labour Party adopts ‘One Man one Vote’ (OMOV).    1993. 
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John Smith dies and is succeeded by Tony Blair.    1994-July. 

 

Special Conference of the Labour Party revises Clause Four   1995-April. 

of the Labour Party Constitution. 

 

Arthur Scargill forms the Socialist Labour Party.    1996-May. 

    

Formation of Socialist Party of England and Wales.    1997-January. 

 

Labour Party wins a landslide in the General Election.              1997-May. 

   

Labour Party wins a majority, Tony Blair Prime Minister.    2001-June  

 

Gordon Brown, Labour Party, becomes Prime Minister.    2007. 

 

Conservative coalition, David Cameron becomes Prime Minister        2010-May. 

 

Ed Miliband, elected leader of the Labour Party                                  2010-Sept. 

 

Jeremy Corbyn, elected leader of the Labour Party,      2015-Sept. 

Momentum supporter.     

 

Conservative minority government Teresa May becomes Prime    2017-June. 

Minister. 

 

Jennie Formby appointed General Secretary of the Labour     2018-July. 

Party, formerly a member of Militant, Momentum supporter.    

 

Conservative landslide, Boris Johnson Prime Minister                          2019-Dec.  
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UK leaves the European Union                    2020-January.      
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APPENDIX 28 

Index of Abbreviations in the 1970s and 1980s 

 

AUEW Amalgamated Union of Engineering Workers 

CLP  Constituency Labour Party 

CPGB  Communist Party of Great Britain 

CLPD  Campaign for Labour Party Democracy 

CND  Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament 

EEC  European Economic Community 

EEPTU Electrical, Electronic Telecommunications and Plumbing Union 

GLC  Greater London Council 

GMC  General Management Committee 

GMWU General and Municipal Workers Union 

ILP  Independent Labour Party 

IMG  International Marxist Group 

IWC  Institute for Workers Control 

LPYS  Labour Party Young Socialists 

LRC  Labour Representation Committee 

NALGO National and Local Government Officers’ Association 

NAS/UWT National Association of Schoolmaster/Union of Women Teachers 

NATFHE National Association of Teachers in Further and Higher Education 

NEC  National Executive Committee 

NUM  National Union of Mineworkers 

NUPE  National Union of Public Employees 

NUR  National Union of Railway Workers 

NUT  National Union of Teachers 

OMOV One Member One Vote  

PLP  Parliamentary Labour Party 

RFMC  Rank and File Mobilising Committee 
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SDP  Social Democratic Party 

SLP  Socialist Labour Party 

SWP  Socialist Workers Party 

TGWU Transport and General Workers Union 

TUC  Trades Union Congress 

UCATT Union of Construction Allied Trades and Technicians 

USDAW Union of Shop, Distributive and Allied Workers  
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