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FLUX publishing deadlines are elastic to say the least. But here we are again throwing some ideas on the
table; some more boldly than others.

In this 1ssue Michael Oliver talks about the disabilities movement. This is made up of people who, until
recently, have been seen as the ultimate welfare case: objects of professional intervention and charitable
condescension. Interesting for its own sake, Oliver’s description of the disability movement illustrates the
bigger problem of socialist organisation and change. This is a movement of people, left voiceless and
powerless by the ideological bent and structures of the system, struggling to find their own voice and
demanding the space to determine their own agenda. As Michael Oliver describes it, the road to liberation
is paved with hope and anger. It is also generously endowed with the pitfalls of co-option and careerism.
There are plenty of reformist signposts set up to lure a potentially subversive movement into quieter, less

challenging, streets.

Our challenge today is to help recreate a movement which can take account of these pitfalls and steer clear
of these signposts to nowhere. The collapse of state managerialism - be it social-democratic or Stalimst -
has cleared away some of the confusion. Who remembers the lucrative career structures of radical local
’democracy’ or the call to defend the degenerate, deformed or otherwise flawed ’workers’ state’? There
are signs that revolutionaries are finding a way back to an authentic revolutionary politics - where socialism
means not the ’enabling’ of state management but the autonomous struggle and power of the working class.

We would suggest that this is the significance of the Bristol Marxist Forum conferences, the first of which
is reported on in this issue.

For his part, Terry Liddle asks that we acknowledge struggles and issues that the left has traditionally
disparaged as peripheral or (dare we even say it) petit-bourgeoisie. This is not a new idea, but it certainly
needs restating. Re-making working class politics is not a project demanding uniformity.

Of course, there will always be some sectarians who are blind to the value of anything outside the
revolutionary processes of the "official" Labour movement. Here we can only say 1) socialism is always
unofficial and 2) it’s not for us to legislate where resistance to the system breaks out. The struggle 1s a

diverse one.

So, we welcome the tree sitting, the M11 road bloc, the squatting against homelessness, the rail strike, as
signs of subversive life, potential autonomy and struggle. The role of revolutionaries here is what it has
always been: to identify instances of resistance, to (critically) record, support and publicise them and to
(critically) participate in the spreading of autonomous, grassroots or rank and file struggles.

Of course, the job isn’t an easy one. Over the last fifteen years the government has introduced legislation
controlling both the right to strike and to use public space. Taking advantage of the demoralisation (and the
admittedly superficial increased affluence for some) of the working class in the 80’s, the government has
brought back the Combination Acts and Gagging Acts with a vengeance.

But they too are struggling (as in their own way are their loyal opposition). This is a government unable
to find a coherent way out of the crisis or to off-load responsibility for the crisis onto ’enemies within’ with
any degree of credibility. All they’ve offered is the anodyne call ’Back To Basics’.
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Don’t Panic - We're Getting

Back to

By the beginning of the nineties, the
style of political leadership epitomised
by the iron rule of Margaret Thatcher
was becoming a liability. Her defeat at
the hands of anti-poll tax campaigners
(the Trafalgar Square riot was beamed
around the world) was compounded by
a disastrous split over
integration. Her successor, John Major,
was chosen to install leadership by
stealth. A veneer of bland, consensual
politics (though such a description only
shows how the political language has
moved rightwards), to consolidate and
continue the Thatcher legacy: that is,
an economic policy defined by
monetarism; and a social policy of
‘privatisation and the dismantling of the
welfare state. It was hoped that John
Major’s diplomacy would heal the rifts
without backtracking on the overall
vision.

So what’s gone wrong?
Today, the government
seems always at the precipice
of completely losing control -

European

commentators explained the failure of
’Back to Basics’ as symptomatic of a
government in power oo long, oui of
touch with ordinary people. This,
however, is no more than a fatuous
repetition of the Labour Party’s 1992
election slogan, "It’s our turn"! There
are more fundamental issues at stake
here.

from Keynesianism...

~ First, a sketchy bit of history. In

Britain, the post-war ’settlement’ was a

trade-off between the needs of capital

to restructure following the Great
Depression of the 1930’s, and the
demands of the working class for
adequate social welfare - from a living
wage to the NHS.

A fragile social contract, negotiated by
the state, emerged between capital and

both of its own vision and of
its politically cynical
electorate. The government
has visibly panicked at the
spectre of amoral joy-riders,
ram-raiders and child
murderers. ’'Black
Wednesday’ perbaps started
the rot, but when at the
October 1993 Tory Party
Conference, *Back to Basics’
was launched, it was seen as
an ideological expedient, to
rally the grassroots activists
and invent a plausible
scapegoat for government

policy.

Many left/liberal
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the labour bureaucracy: on the one
hand, the institution of a welfare state;
on the other hand, a supposedly willing
workforce, suppiemented by an
immigration policy which attracted
black people from the Commonwealth
into the low paid strata.

This economic set-up is commonly
described as Keynesianism. But far
from being the socio-economic
Solution, it was just a sticking plaster
which began to fray as soon as it was
applied. The economic contract was
unsustainable - capitalism’s need to
increase profit could not indefinitely be
satiated by exploiting new markets, and
soon pay rises became more closely
tied to productivity deals. This exposed
the festering class discontent on the
shop floor, which during the 1970’s

- could not be policed by the trade union

and Labour Party bureaucracies.

...10 Monetarism

At the same time the shift to
a service sector economy and
technological restructuring
brought a policy of
permanent mass
unemployment as a way of
suppressing wage demands.
Although this was successful
in severely restricting union
power, the deficit was
spiralling costs to sustain the
welfare state.

The major role of the state,
especially since the
introduction of monetarism
recast economic infervention
toc the ever-multiplying
quangos, 1is today the
management of this welfare




















































