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about the nature
and especially abz:tt:; curr?n? phase of the capitalist offensive,
Since the aim is to ® political significance of Thatcherism.
Supposedly definiti g questions, rather than to present a
by looking at a nun:e posit%on Paper, we will approach the issue
before looking at ther 5 Stteran interpretations of Thatcherism
areas. The present °_practice of the state in various different
individuals vith: :t1on has been put together by several
interpretat;on. U: hmaking any attempt to iron out differences of
vl 1 e it ope that the resulting tensions and inconsistencies
asis of fruitful discussion and not merely the source

of confusion.

In t?e general presentation our aim will be to present a number of
s?orxes, as convincingly as possible in a brief space, which express
different interpretations of Thatcherism. The aim 1s’not an academic
or theoretical one, for the interpretation of Thatcherism has
fundamental strategic political implications for socialists.

Following the general presentation we explore the actual practise of
Thatcherism in specific areas. In these specific explorations we
are especially concerned to examine the relation between Thatcherite
policies and those that preceded them. The papers are together
intended as background to the opening plenary. They will not be

formally presented.

Our characterisation of the different interpretatiomsof Thatcherism
is not intended to do full justice to each, or even to give an
entirely accurate description of the view of any one tendency. The
aim is to raise questions and to bring out contrasts. The
characterisations are, therefore, unapologetic caricatures. We do
not adhere individually or collectively to any of them.

Two common themes stand out in most current discussions of Thatcherism.
The first is that Thatcherism marks a decisive break with social
found intensification of the class struggle. The

democracy and a pro .
second is that this change of direction is an expression of the
It is these themes that our

contradictions of social democracy. ;
general presentation is designed to bring into the open and to

confront by discussing the stories within which they are embedded.
Each of these themes has fundamental strategic implications for the

left.
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movement, uniting 0 rnment, even if the immediate
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hasten the downfall o ion of labour to power. Our studies of the

result is the restorat
actual policies of the Thatcherite government to date indicate, on
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that the contrast between
If this is the case, and there is not such a

ween Tory and Labour forms of class rule,
for socialists to focus their struggle R
e offensive, but should struggle agains

t be, giving the
socialist content.

the other hand,
is not so marked.
substantial difference bet
it would be inappropriate

against the Tory or Thatcherit
class rule as such, however difficult that migh

opposition to the capitalist offensive a specifically

The argument that Thatcherism expresses the contradietions ofl:o:l::at
democracy is one shared by left and right. This argument implie

the Tory government is setting up the final confrontation between 4
labour and capital so that the working class faces an increasingly
clear choice between Thatcherism and socialism. The Tories

themselves present the alternatives of Hayekian liberalism or state

tyranny, and insist that there is no middle way. The social

democrats warn that the Tory intensification of class warfare will
destroy the fragile consensus (tissue of lies) on which social democracy
depends. Many of the slogans of the left mirror those of the right

in proclaiming the death of social democracy, the radicalism of the

Tory offensive, and the starkness of the alternative facing the working

class: total victory or total defeat.

If this account is correct the bulk of the work done in the CSE over

the past ten years loses much of its relevance: to discuss the forms

of class domination and of class struggle may have been correct in the
1970's when the struggle was fragmented and social democracy ascendent,
but in the 1980's the veil has been removed and the struggle takes the
form of a frontal assault of one class against another in which forms

of domination, the fragmentation of the class, the ideology of reformism,

become subsidiary issues.

annlyain of S ecieiiomis taimi LT e
atcherism and social democracy
as ?esponses to the developing crisis of capitalism in Britain., 1f
social democracy is bankrupt, if Thatcherism represents a last
turn to hard-line open class warfare, th et st sy
’ e failure of Thatcherism can
only herald socialism (though whose and how may still be a matt f
debate). But if social democracy is not as dead as it a ear oA
Thatcherism does not mark such a sharp change of diroctizz t;' e
Ceases to be any necessary connection between the strug le, :ro
Thatcherism and the struggle for socialism, and the dab:t g s
had in the CSE retain their relevance. We shall begin b etz ocoy
the Thatcher's tale. It is important to trace thilgtal e g
because all the indications are that, whatever the re lztsoriously
conceals, the present government really does believe :t Bosidr i
The next tale in the worker's tale. This is not, unft : b s
tale ?f the typical worker, but the tale of a reiutiv:: i
conscious worker to which any socialist strategy must ylclna.
elements are, therefore, common to the tales that tollzz it

The Thatcher's tale

Thatcherism is based on a criti
que of the social de
‘corporatist consensus that has dominated British pozzzizziiﬁz.:::-i't/
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argument about the proper role of the state.
the state cannot legislate for benevolence, benevolence is the p

of the pursuit of enlightened self-interest (although Smith's
interpretation of the formula was very different from that offereq

The state can only provide a framework within which
enl.ightened self-interest can prosper. On the basis of a flourishin
society the state can make collective provision, but the activity ofq
the.a state must not undermine the basis on which it is constructed,

This means that the state must provide a framework within which the
pursuit of enlightened self-interest can flourish,

by the Tories).
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. eroded the basis of a dynamic society by breaking the connection

ﬁ between effort and reward for both capital and labour. High levels
of state expenditure imply high levels of taxation and so the erosion
of positive incentives to effort for both capitalists and workers.
On the other hand, capital has been protected from the operation of
the law of value and so the need to produce surplus value. Public
expenditure in support of capital has prevented unprofitable capitals
from being spurred on by the threat of liquidation. Inflation, which
is a by-product of high levels of government expenditure, has provided
paper profits through profit inflation and accounting profits that do
not correspond to the production of surplus value, while introducing
a degree of uncertainty and unpredictability that has undermined
investment planning. Inflation has therefore weakened the incentive
for capitals to produce relative surplus value, by introducing more
advanced methods of production. Capitalists have been ready to

E postpone restructuring of the labour process and to concede

ﬁ inordinate wage increases in the expectation that they will be able

: to secure inflationary profits. Inflation therefore breaks the
connection between the production and appropriation of surplus-value.

Curbing inflation and reducing the level of taxation is the focus of
the Thatcherite economic strategy. Reducing taxation will restore
incentives (as will cutting state handouts to unproductive capitalists
and workers). Reducing inflation will compel capitals to resist wage
demands and restructure the labour process. The two aspects of the
strategy are linked by state expenditure, which generates high
taxation and high inflation. The connection between state expenditure
and inflation is made in the theory of monetarism. High levels of
state expenditure generate high levels of public borrowing which

fuel the expansion of the money supply. An excessive supply of money
and credit undermines the role of the money market in rationing money
capital, and it is this easy availability of credit that enables
capitals to evade the law of value. Restricting the money supply will
prevent capitals from conceding large wage demands, and will force
them to restrict wage increases to levels commensurate with the
production of relative surplus-value. Thus through competition in the
money markets the connection between the production and appropriation
of surplus-value will be restored. In the public sector the
imposition of cash limits will similarly ration the supply of public
capital and restrict state expenditure to projects which are "cost-

effective'.

Once the connection between effort and reward is reestablished by the
reduction of taxation, the limitation of state intervention, and the
_establishment of a stable monetary environment, reason will once more
rule and we will enter the best of all possible worlds. Workers will
ealise that they can only secure higher wages by their own efforts,
for increases that they have not earned will erode the production of
rplus-value and so threaten their jobs. Similarly workers will
lise that the only way to retain their jobs and to increase their
ges is to help their employers prosper by abandoning their
resistance to restructuring the labour process. Capitalists will
alise that it is only by producing surplus value, or by

ticipating effectively in the realisation of surplus value, that

ey will be able to appropriate their share. With the revitalisation



of the economy it will even be possible for the state to pursue
progressive social policies, within the limits set by the
pToduction and realisation of surplus-value. The whole process
will be the smoother the sooner reason prevails and capitalists
and workers abandon the expectations that they have acquired over
the past decades.

The worker's tale

The.worker's experience of Thatcherism has to be the basis of any
socialist evaluation, and so we should begin our evaluation with
the worker's tale. From the point of view of the worker
Thatcherism does not appear so beneficent, much to the chagrine
of Thatcher and her cohorts who can only attribute the worker's
distrust to ingrained prejudice and educational deficiencies,
fostered by socialist ideologiles.

Politically the Tory attack on collective provision by the state and
on the collective organisations of the working class erode the defences
established by the working class against the power of capital. (It is
noteworthy that the Tories do not seek to abolish the joint-stock
company as a mechanism for the defence of the individual capitalist!)
In the name of the freedom and responsibility of the individual
Thatcherism clearly represents an attempt to defend the unfettered rights
and powers of property, and a concerted attack on the defences of
those without property. Above all it represents an assertion of the
rights of capital and a massive attack on the working class. It is
only through its collective organisation that the working class has
been able to secure some crumbs from the rich man's table and to
defend its right to a minimal level of subsistence in unemployment,
sickness and old age. To destroy this collective organisation will
perhaps stimulate the accumulation of capital, but it will also
destroy the means by which alone the working class is able to secure
jtself some benefit from that accumulation. The worker is hardly
likely to have confidence in the future goodwill of Tory government
and capitalist employer to restore his or her standard of living when

they can "“afford" it.

Economically monetarism is also a scarcely veiled attack on the
working class. The aim of monetarism is transparently to restore the

fortunes of capital by increasing the rate of exploitation, both by

restraining wages and by breaking down opposition to the restructuring

of the labour process. The means by which working class resistance is
to be broken is not only the legal and political attacks on the rights
of workers to organise, to take industrial action, and to support in
periods of illness and unemployment. It is also the direct threat of
unemployment as the consequence of resistance, unemployment imposed
by the individual employer, but enforced by the restrictive monetary
policies of the government. Monetarism offers a direct trade-off
between employment and submission to capital, as the govern-:nt 'idlo
propaganda machine constantly insists. And the threat is :ob a:.t
one, for if workers persist in demanding wages which canno ;

within the limits of an imposed decline in profitability or © A
government funding, or if they persist in resisting restructuring

of the labour process, unemployment will be their fate.



ew of the worker, therefore, there is no doubt
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resistance of the working class to ?apztal. As ; O roteiiiive
class has no alternative but to resist the Thatche
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workers the social democratic alternatives appear to havebf:;I::ie
Militant shop-floor resistance to capital has not always Dbe

to secure real advances for the workers, as gains have been eroded

by inflation, as closures have brought increasing unemployment.

State intervention in the determination of wages t?rough incomes
policy has not worked to the advantage of all se?txons of the
working class. For many workers, therefore, militancy on the sh?p—
floor and intervention by the state really do appear self—?efeatxng.
In the absence of any coherent alternative it is not surprising that
some sections of the working class have submitted to the Thatcherite
onslaught and a few have even endorsed the Thatcherite strategy.
Effective resistance to Thatcherism therefore has to go beyond
isolated and fragmented militancy to a confrontation that is armed
by a strategic perspective. But to whom should the worker listen?

The militant's tale

The militant sees a silver-lining behind every cloud, and the worker
is immediately cheered by his (her2) tale: Thatcherism cannot be
considered in isolation. It is fundamentally an expression of the
bankruptcy of social democracy. Social democracy, or more broadly
the reformist strategy, has secured relative social peace by making
economic and political concessions to the working class. By showing
the working class that constitutional political and trade union
activity can bring results this strategy has ensured the allegiance
of the mass of the working class to a reformist political party and
to economistic trade unionism. However, the cost of reformism for
capital has been that the working class has made cumulative political
and economic advances, within the limits set by reformism, that have
steadily increased the cost of incorporation. The result has been
an organised working class that has been able to secure high wages,
and been able to resist the introduction of new work practices, and
and has enjoyed the benefits of escalating social expenditure. The
result has been the erosion of the conditions of accumulation of
capital as profits have been eaten away by high wages, high levels
of manning and high taxation.

The crisis of profitability of capital and the fiscal crisis of the
state are the symptoms of the fundamental crisis, which is that of
reformism: the reformist strategy can only secure working class
pol%tical endorsement of capitalism at the cost of underminin
capital accumulation. The crisis is cumulative in that stunt:d
accu.u%ntion further undermines the production of surplus value and
intensifies the fiscal crisis and the crisis of profitability. By

the late 1970's the stage had been re
ached at which th
more alternatives: reformism could neither buy ere were no

sustain accumulation. social peace nor

The Labour Party could not, however, abandon
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offering the carrot. On the left monetarism is rejected altogether
as a principal policy weapon in favour of direct intervention in
the economic and social reproduction of capital. The social
democratic critique of monetarism rests on more cr less Keynesian
Premises,

Th? basic Principle of monetarism is that the money supply is the
main factor in determining the rate of inflation. The Keynesians

on the real level of economic activity than on the rate of inflation,
except at levels approaching full employment. Keynesians offer a
variety of explanations of inflation, but they are mostly based on
Fhe idea of cost inflation and especially on the belief that increases
%n wages are the major cause of inflation. Inflationary wage
increases are possible for one or more reascns: because of the
expectations of workers that they should receive higher wages, because
of the monopolistic powers of trade unions and/or because of a high
level of economic activity that leads employers to bid up wages. In
either case increases in the money supply are consequences and not
causes of inflation.

Monetarists do not have any explicit theory of the precise mechanism
involved in the relationships they propose between the money supply
and the rate of inflation. Indeed monetarism is marked by a radical
positivist disavowal of any claims to theoretical realism. In theory
monetarists argue that prices are set by the interaction of supply
and demand. Inflation can, therefore, only be caused by an excess of
supply over demand, and in particular by an excessive supply of money.
In conditions of underemployment, in which the rate of unemployment
exceeds the '"natural rate'", an expansion in the money supply will
increase the level of economic activity until supply and demand are in
balance. Below the natural rate of unemployment, however, an expansion
in the supply of money will not call forth corresponding increases in
supply but will instead stimulate inflation as the excess of demfnd
over supply forces up prices and wages. The task of government is to
ensure that monetary expansion corresponds to the expansion of.real
economic activity by controlling the supply of money to maintain
unemployment at or above the natural rate.

In theory, for the monetarists, inflation can be cured relatively
painlessly by applying the principles of househol: management tiytzzd
i wth of the money supp
i 1 econom reducing the rate of gro .
?::;:::ing unem:ioyment to the natural rate (whatever that might be).
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Keynesi i ;
oryzess::se:::::f t?: :::o:gheng-prQCtlce of monetarism to a greater
off between inflati 11llips curve" Keynesians recognise a trade-
ation and unemployment, and they recognise the role of
the money supply in regulating economic expansion and contractio: ebot
only as one among many policy weapons. The main differences betv;enu
?onetarists and Keynesians concern the precise relationship between
1nf1a?ion and unemployment. For Keynesians "expectations" are
?ela?1Ye1¥ inflexible, so the threat of bankruptcy or unemployment
implicit in strict control of the money supply is not sufficient to
modify expectations. In this respect the effect of restrictions on
the growth of the money supply will be to lead to a high level of
unemployment before those restrictions begin to modify "expectations" and
80 induce employers to resist and workers to moderate their wage demands.
Moreover the existence of trade unions and of workers' determined aspirations
to maintain or improve their standard of living imply that even at
relatively high levels of unemployment wage inflation will persist.
This is particularly the case because for workers there is no direct
connection between increasing wages and unemployment: the worker who
secures the higher wage is not necessarily the one who loses his or her
job. In more radical Keynesian terminology wages are set not through
the competitive labour market, but through a class struggle in which the
ability of organised workers to defend and improve their living standards
is not very sensitive to the threat or the reality of unemployment. Thus
Keynesians insist that economic policies have to take expec?ations and
workers' aspirations as given, and adjust policies in.the 11gh? of those
constraints. This implies the need for direct state intervention to
moderate the level of wage settlements, wi?hin a frameworg of more or
less strict monetary and fiscal control Yh1ch ?r? the policy tools
required to regulate the level of economic activity and of unemployment.

The difference between Keynesians and monetarists, wh%ch ig not en?itely
jdent with that between social democrats and Tories, is not simply

eve that the working class should be
d those who believe that
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the working class should be contained by direct confrontation.
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Thus the Cambridge Economic Policy Group retains the Keynesian

in the fact of

assumptions about the inflexibility of wage demands #
expectations of high unemployment, and predicts imminent economicC
collapse. The Treasury has extreme monetarist assumptions that the
threat of unemployment will be sufficient to restrain wage demands
and predicts a modest setback followed by steady recoverye.

s class confrontation and

ism spell
an implausible

For the social democrat monetar
f a dogmatic adherence to

economic collapse in the name o
theory. Social democrats do not disagree that the state must be

active in curbing the wage demands of the working class, but they
disagree with the methods used. Thus Callaghan and Healey insist
that monetarism is fine when combined with other measures, but on its
own its implications are economically destructive and politically
intolerable. For such right-wing social democrats the danger is

that monetarism will discredit the monetary weapon altogether.

Thatcherism cannot be simply put down to an irrational adherance to
a false economic theory. Thus social democrats recognise that
Thatcherism does express real tensions that have developed as a
result of past social democratic policies. In particular the Labour
government's social policies that protected the disadvantaged from
the impact of recession and a severe incomes policy that favoured
Fhe lov-paid meant that better-off sections of the populati .
%nclud%ng sections of the working class, were hit by taxat'on’
1nf}atxon. These sections of the population, short-sight ;;n o
motivated by greed, provided the electoral base for th: '1‘e X i

The Tory offensive therefore is not seen directly in cla n s, S
but represents an attempt to reverse the redistributive Sllfefms,
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Britain can continue to decline gracefully.

For right-wing social democrats th? less?ns are more radical, but
they are largely political. The right-wing believe that the Tor
have capitalised on an anti-statist mood '.that does reflect the
degeneration and bureaucratisation of social democracy. N‘ti""ﬁliuﬁ
and state provision has been pursued for its own sake, while leour'.q
social goals have fallen by the wayside. Thus the right-wing .pmn“
the principles of market socialism and selective reformism,
incorporating Tory anti-statism and individualism into a reformist
framework: the formula is monetarism with compassion.

ies

Left-wing social democrats are less sanguine than the right about

the prospects for reformism without a fundamental restructuring of
British capital that can provide the resources for the restoration

of the welfare state. They argue that the failure of social democracy
reflects a failure to put social democracy into practice. On the one
hand, it is not sufficient to keep wages in check to restore British
capitalism (although it is, at least implicitly, recognised to be
necessary). The crisis of capitalism has pPenetrated so deeply into
the fabric of the British economy that much more fundamental state
intervention in the restructuring of capital is necessary, including
even direct state regulation of forein trade and state direction of
investment. The support of the working class for such a radical
restructuring can only be secured by making major political concessions,
particularly over the participation of workers in the management of
the companies that employ them. %

The Edinburgh person's tale (n.b. this is an unauthorised and
hypothetical caricature)

:}'l:‘fEdinburgh person takes it for granted that the Tories do not
t: ier from the Labour government that preceded them in their attempt
cont:z:sefthe rule of capital on the working class. In terms of the
before oli;the Tory attacks, they merely continue those of Labour
money ;u 1 sy l..at_;our government that introduced control of the
PPl Ilip Y, cash hm.i‘:s, Public expenditure cuts, massive increases
p Oyment, restraint on wages. If the Tory cuts appear more
nly because Labour had cut so much already. However
damental difference between the Social Democratic and
© States, and this concerns the form of domination ,
of each. Social democracy is marked most mndmntﬂ*”
form of dominatjion of the working class in which the
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This change in form of domination reflects the contradictio
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the corporatist strategy not in a simple economistic sense,
the sense that the rise of corporate forms of regulation of social
relations progressively undermined the fetishistic illusions of
bourgeois individualism of the commodity and of money and so
undermined the capitalist form of state domination. The danger for
capital of such a development is that the erosion of the capitalist
form of control would progressively reveal the class character of
the state that had been concealed behind that form and so would give
an increasingly political character to all struggles that involved
the state. Thatcherism thus represents an attempt to reimpose the
fetishistic categories that serve to displace and to mystify class

struggles.

The sceptic's tale

The sceptic has seen it all before and is as little impressed by

the rhetoric of politicians of the right as of the left. For the
sceptic Thatcherism is nothing so grandiose as a new strategy for
expression of the bankruptcy of social democracy, last ditch
of a dying class. For the sceptic Thatcherism is bits of economic
and political liberalism picked up from old copies of Classics
Illustrated and from after-dinner chat at All Souls; learnt by heart
in front of a mirror to be presented as part of a deep philosophical
chi and Saatchi; mixed up with a load of old
grocer's aphorisms and signifying nothing but the gullibility of
Tories when confronted by a "philosopher". Politically Thatcherism
is simply an opportunistic electoral alliance built up from opinion
poll data and woven into a winning theme by the same Saatchi and
Saatchi. Within the Tory Party Thatcher means nothing more than the
success of success: convenient lever with which to remove the
unpopular Heath, enjoying political support so long as she can win

elections.

capital,

image created by Saat




7

i:: :::ztzﬁsts :nlmpresseé by glections or by changes in government

Harcdditge :ad the continuities, remembering not only Dennis Healey,

e : B?O, but also tﬁe Concordat, that looks just like the

of e NEBYmrn : 11%% Fhe cuts in ﬂealth and Education; the sabotaging

imperialis;- 3018f immigration Pol1cies; craven collaboration with US

P o tﬁ maSSIV? increases in unemployment; falling living standards

e z, ? notorious team of Merlyn Rees and Roy Mason whose achievements
o ?8 will be hard-pressed to match. The sceptic even remembers

who appointed Michael Edwardes, Charles Villiers and the state sector

hatchet men.

The.sceptic is not persuaded that social democracy is bankrupt or even
seriously discredited, remembering that by the Autumn of 1978 the

Labour government had reduced inflation, stabilised unemployment, had
even achieved some redistribution in favour of the low paid, and looked
set to win an Autumn election. The sceptic is not convinced by the
claim that reformism is expensive for capital, for the benefits of the
welfare state, limited as they are, are paid for largely by the working
class; only a very small proportion of state expenditure can realistically
be considered to represent concessions wrung from the state by the
working class, as is best shown by the difficulty governments are
finding in cutting state expenditure back significantly; increasing real
wages have been achieved only marginally at the expense of profits, the
bulk of the increases being paid for out of increases in productivity
often associated with intensification of labour; etc etc.

The sceptic does not confuse the symptoms of the crisis of British
capitalism with the underlying causes. Thus wages and state expenditure
have risen more slowly in Britain than in most advanced capitalist
countries, and have only increased in relation to profits and to the GDP
because the latter have risen so slowly. The British working class has
not precipitated a crisis by its aggressive and militant posture. The
British working class has shown itself almost completely incapable of
fighting plant closures and redundancies, it has failed to secure
increases in standards of living and of social provision to match even
the least organised of the advanced capitalist countries. It has, to a
very limited extent, shown itself capable of defending its standard of
living, its collective institutions, its conditions of work and its
standards of social provision in the face of the crisis of capitalisme.
Thus the strength of the British working class over the last two
decades has been almost entirely defensive. The crisis is a crisis of
British capitalism, not a crisis of social democracy, in which the
organised working class has had to fight hard and often unsuccessful

battles simply to try and maintain the status quo.

The sceptic wants to ask about the roots of the crisis. The sceptic's
memory goes back to the 1960's, when the working class were considered

to be the victims of the crisis and not its agents, when the backwardness
of British industrial capital was blamed on capital and not on the
working class. The roots of the crisis then were identified in an
archaic industrial structure tied to stagnant markets; to a starvation
of investment in research and development and in advanced technology

as capitalists milked existing investment for what they could get from
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differences are relatively minor, exaggerated by the rhetorical
attempts of each side to differentiate itself from the other. The
sceptic is ready to recognise that the Tories may be able to cut
more deeply into government expenditure than a Labour government
would dare do (although the Tories have yet to match the scale of
the Labour cuts): but the difference is much more in emphasis than
in magnitude, mainly in the Tories spending more on defence and
police while Labour would perhaps spend more on education. The
sceptic is also ready to recognise that there is a difference between
the Labour and Tory governments in their approaches to the trade
unions, but this difference is partly one of negotiating style and
pa{tly one of tactics, it is not a strategic difference that has
major implications for either the form or the content of the class
struggle. The sceptic is not a crude reductionist. The sceptic is
even ready to recognise that the Tory leadership may be sufficiently
attached to the monetarist dogma that it would be ready to drive the
economy ?nto collapse in pursuit of their dream, although it is
‘most un11ge1y that they would survive politically to achieve thi
The sceptic does not believe that there is any inevitabilit bls.
:?ZC:Qursefof development of the class struggle, but only tza: :::
ion of 1979 does not mark the watershed that so many suppose.
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Towards a Conc lusion.

The Canley Gates Cycle Club does r.lot-: have’a collective Position,

nor does it have anyone whos? position coincides wi..th any of those
caricatured above. However J..n t}}e course of om:- discussions of

the significance of Thatcherism in g?neral and in specific areas of
state policy we have mainly been asking ourselves h?v sharp is the
break between Labour and Tory governments fnd how significant ig it,
The results of some of our work are summarised in the brief pPosition
papers attached, but very broadly they endorse the sceptic's
interpretation that in substance, and so far, the differences
between Labour and Conservative governments are predominantly ones
of style and of rhetoric and not ones of substance. Where there are
substantive differences we have to ask a) whether a current Labour
government would do anything differently; b) whether a future Labour
government would seek to reverse the relevant policy decisions/legal
changes and c) whether the differences are primarily of tactical or

primarily of strategic significance.

In terms of cuts in public expenditure the planned Tory cuts are on
a similar scale to those of Labour. The Tories plan to increase
defence expenditure (although Labour would probably have had to do
the same) and plan to cut education more sharply than has Labour in
the past (although with the justification of falling rolls - will
Labour restore the cuts?). They hope to keep social security expenditut
stable, but the hope is almost certainly a vain one although it is
unlikely that Labour would have cut social security payments. Like
Labou': the main savings in public expenditure are to be achieved in
:::u:t:::: 2’:1:;“31:9, industry etc, and lending to nationaliudm
election) *Aias Nl Labour relaxed the latter in the run-up to
Scarcely :liff might be argued that although the Tory cuts are .
their signifi::::: from (though slightly less than) the Labour cuts:
Cuts and so they hi:stgreater because they come on top of lemml
argunent, ang tpe. bt hat much harder. There is some truth in o
the run-up to " elgur?s show that Labour was losing its gr Pl «
beginning ¢o bite gct““s V{lile many of Labour's cuts are :uidt :
ave proceeded to.c tut blie aeniere 30 otk WhEE lﬂd
S0 whether i lll public expenditure after the election, & jese
Our angyer is th.:u d have done so on a similar scale to the 1ghts
and thig jg confi the differences would in fact have been sl “w
Imed by the work we have done on particular sec




especially housing and education, where the Tories have been able

to implement cuts and put together their housing and education reforms
so quickly because the groundwork had already been done under the
Labour government, and much of the legislation had already had already
been drafted by Labour. The contradictions inherent in the Tory
policies in so many fields between attempts to reduce state intervention
on the one hand and attempts to use the state as an agent to <
restructure social relations on the other were contradictions that
equally marked Labour policies and that had already been thoroughly
explored in Labour-initiated discussion documents that established

the policy options.

The sharpest change between Labour and Tories appears to be in the
handling of "industrial relations'" and in policies towards the trade
union movement, and the understanding of this has presented us with
our greatest difficulties. Firstly, the substantive significance is
not clear. The Tory Employment Bill appears to represent a concerted
assault on the trade unions in which the full force of the law is to
be used to weaken the power of trade unions largely by undermining
trade union discipline and so making possible the appeal to the
membership over the heads of the union organisation. However we are
rather doubtful about the practical significance of the legislation
for the conduct of disputes: closed shop legislation waited until the
horse had bolted; legislation on secondary picketing is much less
important than the mode of implementation of legislation concerning
pickets; legislation introducing ballots can be double-edged, as
Heath found. Thus the Bill appears to offer a legal form and not to
define specific content. Secondly, we have to ask what is the
significance of introducing this legal form. The content of the
Employment Bill differs little from Callaghan's Concordat with the
TUC. The differences between Labour and Tories essentially concern
the tactical effectiveness of voluntary agreement as against legal
regulation. However the two cannot be dissociated since it is the
threat of Tory legalism that is the main spur to agreement to Labour
voluntarism, while the problems inherent in the legal form (that the
state does not control the implementation and enforcement of the
law directly, so it cannot give rights to prosecute etc without
risking rogue employers upsetting the apple-cartj that the state
cannot enforce the law against mass picketing etc) mean that it has
to depend on an agreement to abide by the law. Thirdly, the Tory
offensive has evoked very little response from the trade unions, whose
resistance is almost entirely rhetorical and lacking in conviction.
s to us to be very largely because the Labour government
paved the way for these reforms by itself attacking as vigorously
as the Tories the "evils" that are to be purged. Thu§ we have to
ask whether Labour would repeal the Tory legislation if it came to
power. Finally, and most important, %t is clear that cap%tal has
intensified its offensive on the working class, not °§1Y in the
most obvious places like British L?yla?d and British bte:la :ztever
apparently throughout the engineering industry and bezég : t a
this offensive has been building up for some time, and is no o
result of the Tory conquest of power (73) Capital, particularly i
the engineering industry, has been engaged in a long-term struggle
working class organisation,

to break down plant-based and shop-=floor

This seen:




by-passin
shoﬁ-floog fh:a::::::z:'in ?rder to reestablish authority on the
It s s.rxght to manage. This has involved some
hay SR toggs:se:::t::rxius :or:ing class defeats in which capital
A g law to mit the right to picket and
::::::iﬁzilz, :as fppea}ed over the heads of the unizn organilit:::.
e o the 1ndiv1du§1 workers, using threats of closure to
e pport. The‘questzon that is raised by this is the very
icult one: what is the relationship between the intensification
of c1a§s struggle and political change? Although the employers'
offensive is an attack on working class'organiaation, an attempt to
fragment.and individualise the working class, to attack the right
to organise and to discipline members (except militants), these moves
do not depend on the Tory reforms of industrial relations, which
merely modify the law to correspond more closely to the contemporary
practice of industrial relations. The election of the Tory
govefnment does not, therefore, mark a check to the advance of the
working class. It was under the labour government that the working
class was thrown almopt totally on the defensive, and the ground
for the current defeats was thoroughly prepared.

What will happen to Thatcherism? Thatcherism is significant in
establishing a more systematic framework within which the class
struggle can be fought out in its present stage. Labour implemented
its policies apologetically, piecemeal and in a fragmented way,
constrained by the limits set by existing legislation and administrative
procedures. The Tories have modified legislation and administrative
procedures in order to make it possible to pursue similar policies
more systematically, but this is a very limited historical role and
one that threatens to be undermined by the stridency with which it is
accomplished, that threatens to force Labour to commit itself to
repeal and reform. Is this stridency purely rhetorical, or will the
Tories intensify the class struggle? Crucial here is the Tory

commitment to monetarism.

It is important to remember, although difficult to believe, that the
Tories believe in monetarism. They believe that it is a substitute
for class confrontation since reason will prevail individually and
collectively. The question is what happens when Tory reason does

not prevail? What happens when inflation does not come down and
unemployment escalates? The ground to the right is prepared by the
arguments that "monetarism is not enough", that left to itself it is
too slow and painful and that further state intervention is required.
This intervention could take the form of an escalation in the class
struggle and a direct class confrontation expressing the authoritarian
streak in mechanical materialism: the workers have been misled by
poor education and politically motivated agitators to be ignorant of
their own best interests. The state must intervene to protect them
from the forces of darkness and ignorance by imposing a wages freeze
and suppressing strikes. Alternatively there could be a U turn, a
relaxation of monetary control, and an attempt to construct a Tory
_incomes pblicy (shades of Heath). Either strategy might be associated

"with import controls.

The social democratic alternatives are by no means exhausted. Indeed
more varieties of social democracy are on offer than for a long time.
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Many socialists consider the AES to be a programme to 'hid_‘ :
socialists should attach themselves. For some the AES is im itself
socialist, and so struggle for the policies embodied in the strategy

is the key. It is likely that as such policies are espoused DYy the
Tory Party these socialists will be disabused of their illusions.

For others support for the AES is defended in more sophisticated terms.
Support is defended partly in opportunistic (though not necessarily
disreputable) terms, that it is the programme that currently dominates
the left-wing of the organised working class and so is the struggle
within which socialists should involve themselves. However it also
has deeper roots. For some socialists this radical reformist
programme is seen as a stage in the transition to socialism, extending
the social power of the state to correspond to the ever-growing
socialisation of production and so giving a stronger material basis
for the transition to socialism. For other socialists the programme
itself is unrealisable since it would infringe the powers of capital and
the rights of property to such an extent as to evoke determined
resistance from capital. Such socialists seek to exploit the
contradictions inherent in such a radical reformism in order to

drive it in a genuinely socialist direction. Finally there are some
who have no interest in the economic content of the AES, but consider
the political reforms with which it is currently associated of
t'de-ocratisation“ of social economic and political life to be
ilmportant socialist objectives in themselves. The interpretation of
the AES, as much as the interpretation of Thatcherism, clearly has

fundamental political implications.

Finally we have to ask what is the role of day-to-day struggles in

the development of a socialist resistance to capital's offensive?

It seems clear that struggles against the cuts are not in themselves

socialist, either immediately or indirectly. Thus the questions that

we have been discussing in the CSE about forms of struggle, about the

;ohtionship between the experience of capitalism and the s;ruogle

tm' Socialism and about.the development of pre-figurative socialist
orms are central questions still. The lessons we in the CSE have
learnt over the past few years are that blind resistance to the rule
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