A HAMMER BLOW has been struck at Heath and his Tory policies.
By their votes in the General Election, millions of workers have
denied Heath a mandate for another long sessior of red-baiting

and union-bashing.

Far the past three we*ks the whole armoury of the
“workers into returning another, -Stronger Tory

has been o tsed o hul'

Bri?} ruling class

sovernmA=L. Big businessitin have dug deep i Luu‘iJl}er.’g'IS te subsidise
the slickest-ever Tory teievision campaign.

The press, aided by the public
opinion polls, have sunk to new
depths to insult the unions and to
paint the most extremist government
of modern times as ‘liberal’ and
‘moderate’.

Yet the workers resisted. They
voted against Heath’s mandate. But
in a confused way they showed
a lack of confidence in any of the
electoral alternatives.

Labour did not seem to offer
any solutions to the economic crisis.
Neither did the Liberals nor the
Nationalists. So the anti-Tory vote
was fragmented, leading to electoral
deadlock. !

One fact must be remembered
above all others. The Tory govern-
ment was forced to an election by
the miners. By using their industrial
strength the miners did more for
themselves and their class in a few
weeks than had been done in 36 years
of patient arguing by union negotia-
tors or by union-subsidised MPs in
the House of Commons.

LESSON

The miners’ case was broadcast

to their fellow workers more
dramatically than at any other time
since the lw 6 lh.,. ral Strike. When
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, the miners got

they struck 1 i
1 their hmmr‘u

the biggest p_,

When they ;:."_'_i-; again in 1974,
their class supported them once
again. A Tory government was
forced to seek a ‘new mandate’
and lost it.

The lesson is clear. The industrial
strength of the workers is the source
of their power. It would be tragic if
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that lesson was lost out of misplaced

loyalty to Heath’s successors' in
Whitehall.
Whatever  government follows

Heath, however different the faces
and accents of the new ministers,
the same barbarians will be manning
the Stock Exchange.

The same speculators will be con-
trolling international finance,

The same class warriors will be in

charge . of the great industrial
corporations.
The same 2000 gentlemen will

have their fingers on the buttons
of real power, economic power,
industrial pover.

These gentlemen are not interested
in the promises made by this or that
party during an election campaign.
They are interested in clinging to
their wealth and property at the
expense of the men and women
who work at their command.

Exploitation will continue
however many trade unionists_are
in the cabinet and whatever the
pledges and intentions of Labour or
Liberal Ministers.

‘Incomes Policy’ means the same
whichever government introduces it.
[t means wage restraint, at a time
when prices, by the very nature of
the system cannot be restrained.

*Sacrifices’ and ‘the national inter-
est’ mean the same in the mouths

t fight's not over
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of ‘Labour Ministers as of Tory
Ministers. They mean ‘sacrifice’ for
one class in the °‘national interest’
of another.

The militancy which has been
building up in the past 32 years in
the British working class must not
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be thrown away. The workers must
not be made to pay for the bosses’
Crisis.

Relaxation of militancy means
huge cuts in the standard of living

of working class families and it
postpones still further the dav when

RED

The miners forced Heath to call an
election—and lose. Now they must
step up the fight to win their full
claim—and win a victory for all
workers.

Wy
the workers, by use of their industriat
strength, can put an end forever to
the rule of the capitalist corporations.

The fight must go on. The miners
must not concede a single penny
of their full claim.

The campaign to release the
Shrewsbury eight and to repeal the
conspiracy laws must be redoubled.

We have won the first round against
Heath. But the fight against Heath’s

policies, whoever carries them out,

is far from over.

Last &méa}' tmaps oceu ptad
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Huﬂ in Yorkshire. |
3 _T’hey were - seldters ﬁ'r:am the
?‘%é‘ifﬂrritﬂrialf and Volunteer Reserve
lar a_rmy ; veiﬁcles At




2 SOCIALIST WORKER £ March 1974

Election 74: reports and analysis on Labour’s ‘moderate’ campaign,

WHEN HEATH called the general election three
weeks ago, all the conditions were there for a

great Labour victory at the polls.

Heath started by asking: ‘Who runs the country?’
but he shut up quickly in case anybody discovered
who does. If Labour had taken the campaign to the
Tories, if they had campaigned fearlessly for the miners,
for the unions and against the rich men’s cartel which
runs the country, they could have mobilised millions of
angry workers and ensured a large overall majority.

Instead, Wilson and his colleagues
chose the path of ‘moderation’.

Instead of fighting for the oppress-
ed against the oppressors, he argued
for ‘conciliation’. ‘A Labour govern-
ment’, he wrote in the London
Evening News at the height of the
campaign, will seek to -unite the
nation. That is why we call out
programme: “Let Us Work Together’.
We will work to unite the nation
behind policies which can put
Britain on the road to industrial
peace and economic success.’

This theme—the unity of the
nation—dominated all  Wilson’s
speeches, and all the Labour litera-
ture in the campaign.

RIDICULED

It hobbled Labour at every point
in the argument. Wilson listed the
facts about rising prices but he did
not point to the reasons for them:
the control of industry by capitalists
and profiteers.

He complained about high rents,
but he did not attack moneylenders.
He ridiculed the Tories for their
handling of the miners’ dispute, but
he never defended the miners’ claim
or even their decision to strike. In
fact, on occasions, Wilson defended
William Whitelaw for his treatment
of the miners.

Again and again, he responded
1% the appeal from Tribune to ‘make
“the Common Market the number one
issue’, hopelessly seeking to jump
on the Powellite bandwaggon, but
scrupulously avoiding any attack on
the might of the European industrial
monopolies.

He and his ‘team’ did all in their
power to avoid identification with
the working class. ‘Trade unionists’,
he told 15 million people on his
final television broadcast, ‘are people.
Employers are people. We must unite
these people, not divide them.’

And so, on Wilson’s initiative, an
election campaign which had pro-
mised to be ‘the most divisive ever’

Wilson: the three Cs—conciliation, co-operation and consensus

degenerated into a pathetic scramble
for the political centre.

Wilson wanted the best of both
worlds. He swanted to keep his party’s
connection with the trade unions, but
to appear as representative of trade
unionists and employers.

As a result, he squandered the
enthusiasm of millions of workers
who were waiting to be mobilised.
His election meetings were bigger and
keener than in 1964, 1966 or 1970.

But his supporters were lulled to
sleep with his constant appeals to
‘sanity in industrial relations’, ‘a
united people’, ‘an honourable
settlement’ and the three familiar
C’s—‘conciliation’, ‘co-operation’, and
‘consensus’.

The working class mobilisation
which Labour needs to win any
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election was lost. But so too, was
the middle ground. Once Wilson
gambled everything on classlessness
and moderation and it was easy for
Liberals to pick up many votes that
should have gone to Labour.

PROMISES

The Liberals, who are not connec-
ted to the trade unions, could pose
as better moderates than Labour.

[f the election, according to
Wilson, was going to be won by the
most moderate conciliators, then why
not vote for the non-aligned

. moderates who had not had the

chance to break all the promises
once in office.

So Wilson lost much of his grass-
roots support and he lost the centre

‘I AM A supporter of Enoch Powell
and I am against the Common Market
so I am going to vote Liberal'—
Birmingham voter reported in The
Times. ‘I shall vote Liberal because
all three candidates are pink socialists
but he is the most right wing’—young
woman on ITV discussion programme.

Typical Liberal voters? There is
probably no such thing as a typical
Liberal voter in 1974. They include
middle-class people and working-class
people, people whose views range
from left of centre through to the far
right and, above all, people who have
no clear political views of any kind.

Typical

The one definite political stand
that the majority of Liberal voters
share (if the opinion polls can be
beliecved) &= opposition to the
Common Market. So they vote for 2
party which has beem more con-
sistently pro-Common Market than
any other!

There is such a thing as a typical
Liberal candidate though. Liberal
candidates, reported the Sunday
Times, ‘are overwhelmingly middle
class’. Out of some 500 Liberal
candidates this newspaper could find
only five workers.

The Yellow

et

as well. The {;ress delighted in what
The Times Galled his ‘low-key’ cam-
paign. ‘And the labour movement has

 been dealt another blow by the
deliberate decisions of its own
leaders.

There was one sign at least that
some Labour supporters realised what
was happening. In the middle of
Wilson’s speech at an enormous rally
in Bristol on 22 February, a worker
rose in the middle of the hall, and
shouted: ‘Oh, let’s have some socia-
lism, not just talk about one nation.
[ am not part of Harry Hyams’.

He did not get an answer. For
Harold Wilson and all the other
Labour leaders could not run a
socialist campaign.

This is not just because Wilson
himself and many other Labour

by Duncan
Hallas

The majority of candidates—279,
were described as ‘professional
people’, the bulk of the minority
were small businessmen. Their views
are what might be expected,
essentially similar to those of the
mainstream Conservatives and the
Jenkins right wing of the Labour
Party.

This closely matches the record of
the Liberal MPs in the last parliament.
They voted for -the Industrial
Relations Act. They voted for Phase
One, Two and Three of the ‘incomes
policy’ fraud.

Their spokesmen in parliament
daimed that they had ‘consistently
supported a compulsory and statutory
prices and incomes policy.” Thewr
current ‘expert’ on industrial affairs,
John Pardoe, has stated that the
National Coal Board’s offer to the
miners is ‘too generous’.

The Liberal Party is for ‘free
enterprise’. Jeremy Thorpe was until
recently a director, at £8000 a year,
of London and County Securities

WHEN Wilson was challenged over
‘reds under the beds’ he never
attacked the Tory witchunters.

On the contrary. He claimed
that he was the best witchunter of
them all!

In a television interview on 13
February he said:

‘| have a defensible record as an
anti-extremist on union problems.
| had the guts to stand up In
parliament in 1966 and name the
communists behind the seamen’s
strike,

‘No one was tougher than |
was in the seaman’s strike.’

In broadcast after broadcast,
both Wilson and Jim Callaghan
complained that the Tories had

turned ‘moderate’ men Into
"'militants’.
The assumption was clear:

workers who take militant action
against the. Tories are evil men
opposed to the real interests of
waorkers.

leaders are men of wealth and
property who have long since ceased .
to identify with workers. = i

[t is,” more crucially, because
Wilson knew that if he won the
election, he would be forced to pre-
serve a capitalist system in deep
crisis: that the measures he would
take against the workers who voted
for him would be much tougher than
in 1964 to 1970.

He had no intention of slaying
the capitalist dragon, so he did not
call the workers to.arms against it.

PAUL
FOOT

ories

which lent second mortgages at up to
200 per cent interest.

Its former leader in the House of
Lords, Lord Byers, combined his
political activities with a lucrative
directorship of Rio Tinto Zinc.

The Liberal hero of the dog food
commercials, Clement Freud,
decorates the board of the Playboy
Club and has interests in the
restaurant and hotel business. And so
on and so on. The Liberals, at
leadegship level, are simply Yellow
Tories.

Support

Why then the upsurge in their
vote? It has little or nothing to do
with their actual policies. The
Common Market is only one illustra-
tion of this. It is essentially a vote
against ‘the system’ by people who
want a change but have no coherent
idea of what they want to change to.

The great virtue of the Liberal
Party in the eyes of much of its new
support is that it has not been in
power. As one commentator aptly

put it, ‘only grandfathers can

remember the skeletons in the

Liberal cupboard.’ '
Many of Thorpe’s voting

supporters are against ‘big unions’
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crisis and

moves

to

the right

ENOCH POWELL has launched the biggest gamble of his céreer.
It is one thing to criticise the Tory leadership, but the Conservative
Party does not forgive those who, directly or not, urge Tories to

vote Labour. Powell has
leadership of the party.

given up any chance of winning the

Why did he do it? Not because he lacks ambition. His every political
action is driven by an insatiable lust for power. Not because he sticks to some

by NIGEL HARRIS

consistent politics. He has made more

somersaults on the main issues of the
day than anyone else in parliament.

No. Because Powell can dimly
sense a coming catastrophe for British

capitalism so great that it could topple
both major parties, Labour and Tory,
on the scrapheap. He senses the
frustration and anger of masses of
people at the endless squabble in
the House of Commons.

And he aims to emerge out of the
chaos as the Man of Destiny, the only
honest leader, who left a corrupt

parliament long before any of its
other members realised how bankrupt
it was.’

All the major issues are outside
parliament now, and their shadow
lies across the Commons chatter.
Now Powell has joined .the forces
outside parliament. The extreme right
will rejoice. They have always been the
ones to gain from Powell’s speeches,
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Powell: a sense of catastrophe

Now he has proved that their politics
and parliament’s cannot go together.

Yet the break could also be
Powell’s political suicide. If the
catastrophe does not happen, he
becomes a comic figure on the
sidelines,

Mosley split from Labour in 1931 _

to form the British Fascists—and
died politically. In the 1930s

boosted by Labour’s

move to the centre

but also fear big business, They are
against ‘bureaucracy’ and ‘state
interference’ but in favour of
detailed state control of wages, prices
and profits. They are for ‘free enter-
prise’ but against capitalism’s
‘unacceptable face’.

In short, they are refugees from
reality. Their protest against con-
ventional capiialist policies takes the

form of support for a conventional
capitalist party.

It could easily take other forms in
the future. Thorpe’s absurd claim
that his party ‘is attached to no class
and no vested interest’ is also that of
the fascist demagogues of the
National Front. A lot of Liberal
support could go fascist if a credible
fascist organisation developed as the
Liberal bubble bursts. But equally it
could go left.

For the main factor in channelling
quite a lot of working class and
middle class discontent into the

pBrotesquely inappropriate channel of

-the: Liberal Party is the conservatism

Thorpe: his supporters are refugees from reality .

and timidity of the labour movement.

The Labour Party is not seen by
these people as a credible force for
social change And unrealistic as their
ViEws are in some ways they are right
about this In tryimg to prove how
‘moderate’, ‘respomsible” and com
petent to run capitalism they are, the
Labour leaders cut themselves off
from this growing groundswell of
discontent.

At the end of last year there was a
general election in Denmark. A new
party led by a man called Mogens
Glistrop promised to abolish taxes. It
got more than a fifth of the vote, a
protest vote against the modern world
and the mability of social democrats
o evem affempt to tramsform it

Jeremy Thorpe s the Mogens
Glistrop of British politics Harold
Wilson made him possible.
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Churchill isolated himself as an
extreme right-wing irrelevance, and it
needed a crisis on the scale of the
Second World War to bring him
back. Without the war he would have
remained irrelevant.

But Powell’s break comes with a
real crisis in parliamentary politics.
The soft middle class reaches for any
soft option—Taverne or Thorpe. The
hard middle class—the small business-
men threatened by both the Common
Market and the big British companies
—opts for Powell.

But this disintegration of old
loyalties is not enough to float a new
movement. In the short term, Powell
needs Labour.

Militancy

And Wilson is desperate for the
Powellite vote. This general election
ought to have been a walkover for
Labour. On all the issues, the Tory
government has been shown to be
bankrupt. But Wilson has been
paralysed by his fear of militancy and
his central concern to protect profits.
As a result, he needs Powell—just
when Powell needs him.

It is only temporary. Powell is not
going to get trapped in Labour any
more than he was in the Tories.
He is saving himself for higher things.
And there are many bridges to be
crossed.

He may have broken for the
moment with parliament, but he
remains an upper-class High Tory. So
he probably cannot break through to
mass right-wing politics, the basis for
fascism. For that he needs to build
among the bullies and the spiteful.
The right needs Powell, but if the
catastrophe is as great as he expects,
he will need them even more.

That is still a long way off and is
a different battle. Whether the situa-
tion ever arrives depends on whether
we and thousands of other working
people mobilise to fight for an
altemative system. Only that can
ultimately guard us against Powell's
politics of barbarism.

Thorpe’s alternative Tories and Powell’s new power bid Scots

Powell
sniffs the

Nats gain
thanks to
Labour

SCOTLAND’S ‘TARTAN TORIES -
the Scotfish Nationalists—did much
better than many of the left thought
possible. For the first time since
Winnie Ewing’s by-election victory
in 1968, the SNP is looking like a
dangerous political force.

It has not taken large numbers of
seats from Labour. But the Scottish
Nationalists have picked up many
votes and prevented much of Scot-
land from participating in the anti-
Tory swing that took ?lace in
England.

Most of their support has come
from traditional Labour voters. At
International Socialists’ street and
factory gate meetings in the two
weeks before the election, many
workers were so disillusioned with
the Labour Party that they said
they would rather vote against the
Tories by supporting the SNP.

The Labour Party’s dismal elec-
tion campaign played right into the
SNP’s hands. In Glasgow, the only
fly-posting on any scale in support of
a Labour vote was done by IS.

The Labour Party was incapable
of galvanising support. The ‘left wing’
former Labour MP for Woodside,
Neil Carmichael, played the same
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SNP leader William Wolfe

tune as the Tories in his election
address: ‘Our country under the
Tories is becoming two nations. Let’s
end that now, one nation under
Labour’ it cried.

Little wonder that many workers
fell for the radical promises and
razamatazz of the SNP. At least they
sounded different.

Labour Party leaflets made no
reference to  anti-working-class
millionaire Tom Keen’s backing for
the SNP at the Govan by-election.

The party not only failed to raise
working-class enthusiasm on the tradi-
tional issues but, most critically for
those choosing between the SNP and
Labour, it failed to come out clearly
with a fighting policy on oil and the
giant multi-national oil companies.

No one knows exactly what the
SNP would do about the oil com-
panies, who currently control the
oil under the North Sea, if a Scottish
parliament actually existed.

But in Scotland the SNP can take
some of the credit for making most
of the population aware that out
there actually is an enormous poten-
tial source of economic wealth.

The nationalist vote has yet to be
translated into any significant num-
bers of shop stewards or active trade
unionists within the working-class
movement.

What now seems clear is that
Labour *has become so discredited
that such a reactionary development
might take place unless a really
genuine socialist alternative can be
built first.

Steve Jefferys
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