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SUMMARY

Much of the study of the British Conservative Party has been concerned
with the power of the Party Leader. Two conflicting interpretations
have been presented: the monolithic view that power lies essentially
in the hands of the peader, and the pluralist view that power is
widely dispersed within the party. This dissertation examines the
validity of these interpretations with regard to the question of
Britain's attitude to European integration from 1945 to 1975, an
issue which has traditionally been seen to support the monolithic
view. The primary method of investigation in this study has been
the examination of primary sources in the archives of the Coﬁservative
Party and other relevant bodies, supported by interviews with
participants.

The Introduction presents the two interpretations and
demonstrates that the monolithic view has been widely presented as
the correct one to explain the party's position on European integration.
Chapter One reviews the literature on the distribution of power within
the Conservative Party. Within the framework of the various elements
that make up the party, the issue is examined chronologically.
Chapter Two examines 1945 to 1951; Chapter Three, 1951 to 1960;
Chapter Four, 1961 to 1963; Chapter Five, 1963 to 1970; Chapter 6,
1970 to 1972; and Chapter Seven, 1973-1975. The final chapter argues
that the electoral orientation of the Conservative Party leads to a
pluralist distribution of power, and that the study of the European
issue supports that interpretation. This thesis substantially
undermines an important source of support for the monolithic
interpretation and provides additional support for the pluralist view

of the distribution of power within the Conservative Party.
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Introduction

Discussions of the Conservative Party have traditionally
emphasised the powers of the Leader. McKenzie, in his seminal work

on British Political Parties, stated, "The most striking feature of

the Conservative party organisation is the enormous powers which

17
appear to be concentrated in the hands of the Leader". @ It

would be difficult to envisage a more tight-knit system of oligarchic

control of the affairs of a political party". 2 Samuel Beer, in

his classic study of Modern British Politics, stressed that "The Tory

conception of the wide and independent authority of Government and
parliamentary leaders implies that they will have a very free hand
to do what they think best". (33 Official party documents tend to
confirm this view,. The Maxwell Fyfe Report described the Leader as
"the main fountain and interpreter of policy". 4 Hoffman stated
that "the party constitution accords what appears to be close to
dictatorial powers to the Leader of the party in the matter of
policy-making". () This view has been described as a monarchical
or a Hobbesian model of the distribution of power within the
Conservative Party. (5

McKenzie saw the power of the Leader as arising from three
factors: his security of tenure, the wide range of appointments
within his control, and his exclusive right to determine party policy.
Beer found the source of.his power as arising from the ideology of
the party which stresses hierarchy, authority and leadership. Nigel
Fisher emphasised the security of tenure, that "a Prime Minister who
is in good health and enjoys the support of his Cabinet colleagues
is virtually immovable", (N while Gamble stressed the ability of the

(8)

Leader to manipulate the party to support his policies.

An alternative, and more pluralistic, view of the Conservative
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party has been presented. Pinto-~Duchinsky argued that in practice
"informal manoeuvres and compromise between leaders, M.P.s and local
associations are essential to the maintenance of party unity and to

(9 Behrens believed that the huge

the formation of policy".
formal authority of the Leader was circumscribed within defined
limits and involved a high degree of consultation with other elements
of the party, which. he described as "the traditional form of

(10 Norton and Aughey found the Hobbesian model

conversation”.
less useful than "a traditional family" model, which emphasised the
responsibilities as well as the rights of the various elements of the
party . (11 The monolithic and pluralist models are competing
descriptions of the Conservative Party. .

The monolithic.view of the Comnservative Party has been supported
by studies of Britain's attitude to European integration. These
studies have placed heavy emphasis on the role of the Party Leader in
creating Conservative support for Britain's involvement with European
unity. The story of the Conservative attitude to Europe has been
written in the names of three men: Winston Churchill, Harold
Macmillan and Edward Heath.

Most studies of Britain and her post-war relations with the rest
of Europe start with Churchill's speech in Zurich in 1946 and his

call for a United States of Europe. (12) Duncan Sandys stated that

"it was Churchill's voice which first called upon Europe to unite". a3
Most Conservative publications on Europe referred to Churchill's role

as an inspiration of the European Moverent in the immediate post-war
period. Churchill was seen as the chief spokesman for the European
idea in Britain at this time.

The role of Harold Macmillan in the first application for British

membership of the European Community in 1961 has received considerable



emphasis in most discussions of this event. Lindsay and Harrington,
in their history of the Conservative Party, believed that "The
conversion of the Conservative party to the Common Market was one of
the more remarkable of Macmillan's political achievements, for the
whole enterprise stood in flat contradiction to all the traditional
instincts of the party, which were for national sovereignty at any

price”, (19

Ronald Butt shared this view that "the decision taken
by the Macmillan government fléw in the face of most of the instincts
of the Conservative Party, and most of the traditional interests -
supporting it....The Prime Minister himself was the decisive

(15) Drew Middleton wrote that "without Macmillan the

factor".
Tories would never have approached Europe and that if Britain does

enter Europe it will be because of his leadership. The role of

Harold Macmillan in this great decision has been stressed
intentionally....The decision to seek union with Europe was Macmillan's...
in the sense that the will of the Prime Minister dominated the

(16)

Cabinet". Greenwood and Wilson attribute the lack of intra-party

opposition to Macmillan. (17

A similar attribution of power in this issue was given to Edward
Heath. Kitzinger felt "It was this personal commitment to Europe on
the part of the Party Leader which prevented the Conservatives from
giving up in the course of the sixties, prevented them from opposing
Harold Wilson's attempt to enter the Community, and then committed the
Conservative Party to pursue that applicétion when on all the evidence
the majority of local associations and a very large section of the

(18)

parliamentary party were distinctly cool or hostile™. "He knew

what he wanted; British entry to the Common Market. Britain joined".

(19)

(Rose) Burch argued that his interest in EEC not only explains

British entry, but also Conservative policies on taxation and



agriculture. (20)

The thesis of this study is that the role of the Conservative
Party and the European issue supports the pluralist view of the nature
of the party, and not the monolithic view of most of the literature
on Britain and Europe. This thesis will argue that the view that
European policy was decided personally. by the leader and against the
wishes of the rest of the Party is mistaken. The success in getting
the Party to support British involvement with Europe has been
attributed to the tremendous power of the Leader. Whilst not
rejecting the importance of the Leader, this thesis emphasises the
role played by the other elements of the Party in determining
European policy.

A leader can successfully lead the Party in new directions only
when there is already widespread support for movement in that
direction. Macmillan was able to lead his Party into applying for
EEC membership because many of the elements in the Party and
associated with it were already pro-European. Such groups included
the early 'Europeans' in the Cabinet, a group of vocal young M.P.s
in the Parliamentary Party, some parts of the voluntary side
especially amongst the youth sections, the advisers in Central Office,
most of the intellectuals in the Party, much of industry and
agriculture, the Tory press and the target voter. Those groups
believed to be opposed to entry, the Commonwealth lobby, the right
and agriculture were by no means united in their opposition. Under
Heath nearly all parts of the Party favoured membership, even though
there was considerable criticism of the way in which H;ath attempted
to carry out the policy. Outright opposition was confined to a
distinct, if vocal, minority. By the time of tﬁe referendum in 1975

most Conservatives actively participated in the campaign, through



Party or non-Party structures, without the necessity of a strong lead
from above. Support for British participation in Europe was not
confined to the Leaders.

This study will attempt to demonstrate this thesis by examining
the part played by the various elements of the Party during the
stages of development of Britain's relations with Europe. Chapter
One provides an understanding of the strucfurés, both formal and
informal, of the Conservative Party. Later chapters will use this
presentation of the different elements as a framework to study
activity during the various. periods of development from 1945 to 1975.
Chapter Two presents the beginning of the positive Conservative
attitude to Europe in the immediate post-war period of 1945 fo 1951
when they were in opposition to the Labour Government. Chapter Three
examines the position of the Conservative Party in government from
1951 to 1960. The first application for membership of the European
Economic Community, considered in Chapter Four, was made in 1961,
discussed through 1962 but vetoed by General De Gaulle in early 1963.
The response to the veto and the later restatement of a Conservative
commitment to seek membership during the period 1963 to 1970, mainly
spent in opposition, is covered in Chapter Five. The Conservative
Government elected in 1970 vigorously pursued British entry until
membership was achieved on lst January 1973, discussed in Chapter Six.
The Conservative response to membership and the referendum campaign
of 1975 is examined in Chapter Seven. This study therefore examines
a 30 year period from 1945,when the idea of European unity first
arrived on the political agenda in Britain, to 1975 when the British
people endorsed British membership of the European Community in a
referendumL

The Conservative Party and European integration is assessed



through a re-examination of secondary texts, the study of the records
of the Consgrvative Party deposited at Nuffield College, Oxford, and
through a series of interviews. Secondary texts on Britain and
Europe and on tﬁe Conservative Party were examined for evidence
concerning the Party's participation in this issue. Records of the
Conservative Party, primarily of Conservative Central Office and the
Research Department, were deposited at Nuffield College, Oxford.
They are, however, covered by the 30 year rule as with Cabinet records
which would have effectively excluded most of the period of this
study. Fortunately special dispensation was obtained from Lord
Thorneycroft, then Party Chairman, to examine records up to 1975.
The papers were not well kept by the originators so were frequently
incomplete, and the archivists had not yet been able to properly
organise and record the material. Despite the incompleteness, they
provided considerable new evidence as to the activities of Central
Office and their assessment of Party opinion. These records were
supported by the archives of groups such as the Conservative Group
for Europe and the Anti-Common Market League. The third source was
a series of interviews with participants in the events described
here, both pro and anti-marketeers. Regrettably many of them
preferred to remain anonymous, partly from a desire not to re-open
old wounds. It was, therefore, decided not to use new information
that could not be directly attributed, but to use the interviews to.
confirm or deny statements of fact and to assist in a more accurate
judgement of events.

The thesis presented here is that an examination of the
Conservative Party and.furopean unity supports a pluralist conception

of the distribution of power within the Conservative Party.
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CHAPTER ONE: THE NATURE OF THE CONSERVATIVE PARTY

An assessment of the role of the Conservative Party in the issue
of European integration requires an understanding of the organisational
structures of the Party and the debate about the role of the Leader
within them.

This chapter will examine the role of the Leader, the Cabinet or
Shadow Cabinet, the Parliamentary Party, the National Union, Central
Office, the informal associates of the Party and the Conservative
electorate. In the rest of this dissertation the role played by the
various elements of the Conservative Party in the development of the

Party's approach to Europe will be examined.

The Leader

The power of the Conservative Party Leader is said to rest on
four factors: (i) the security of tenure of the leader; (ii) the
large number of appointments available to the Leader, of the Cabinet,
front bench spokesmen, honours, and Central Office; (iii) the leader's
role as the policy-maker; and (iv) the acceptance of the authority of
the Leader. McKenzie emphasised the first three and Beer the final
factor.

Until 1975 the Leader, once chosen, had unlimited security of
tenure with no formal means of removal available. The process of
selection changed considerably during thé periéd of this study. For
20 of the years covered, and for the previous years in the Party's
history, the Leader had emerged through a period of consultation among
leading figures of the Party. This was the process for the selection
of Churchill, Eden, Macmillan and Home. The advantage of this method

was the avoidance of Party disunity. As one M.P, expressed it at the



10

election of Bonar Law in 1911,

"Great leaders are not elected, they are evolved....

The leader is there, and we all know it when he is

there....If one voice of doubt is raised now it will

be seized upon and will be magnified into party

disunion at a most critical time. That I sincerely

hope we may avoid". (1)
Controversy failed to be avoided in 1957 with the Queen's involvement
in the choice of Macmillan, and in 1963 when the selection of Home
caused great public disunity and the refusal of Iain Macleod and
Enoch Powell to sit in the Cabinet. Macleod wrote a strong attack

(2)

on selection by '"the magic circle".

In response to the failure to perform the function of avoiding
disunity, Home introduced a new system of election by the votgs of
the Parliamentary Party. Designed to achieve a leader with broad
based support, a candidate needed an overall majority plus 15% of the
votes cast on the first ballot. A second ballot was then held, and
if no candidate received the requisite weighted majority, a third
ballot was taken on the alternative vote system which favours the
least unacceptable candidate. As an official party publication
noted, "The new procedure makes no provision for periodic re-election
and the Leader of the Party remains in office until he resigns". 3
With the private expression of dissatisfaction with his leadership,
Home resigned in 1965 and Heath was elected under the new procedure.

The lack of a formal procedﬁre to remové the Leader was raised
during a period of intense dissatisfaction with Heath after the two
electoral defeats of 1974. The rules were amended to require an
absolute majority and 15% of all eligible voters, and provision for
regular election at the start of a new Parliament and each Parliamentary
sess;on. Mrs. Thatcher then challenged Heath and to general surprise
defeated him on the first ballot, and was elected on the second

ballot. Thus the formal security of tenure has ended.
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It is not clear, however, that these formal changes have made a
substantial difference to the position of the Leader. As McKenzie
stated, "When appointed the leader leads and the party follows, except

when the party decides not to follow - then the Leader ceases to be

Leader". S Fisher quoted Churchill that "The loyalties which
centre upon number one are enormous. If he trips he must be sustained.
If he makes mistakes they must be covered. If he sleeps he must not

be wantonly disturbed. If he is no good, he must be pole-axed". (5)
The leadership has been far more insecure in reality than in theory,
when party pressure can be identified as an element in the change of
every leader in the post-war period. The more significant question is
whether the mere holding of the position brings with it consiaerable
power, when a formal position may be held with little opportunity to
make the decisions. The powers of the Leader must be examined.

The second source of power has been identified as the power of
appointment. As Prime Minister, he appoints all the ministers, not
only the Cabinet of around 20 people, but also the 60-70 ministerial
appointments. As Leader of the Opposition, he appoints the Leader's
Consultative Committee, commonly known as the Shadow Cabinet, and
other front bench spokesmen. The Chief Whip is appointed to manage
the parliamentary party, and the Leader has numerous honours, such as
Knighthoods and Peerages, to reward loyal backbenchers. On the party
organisation he appoints the Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the Party
organisation to run Central Office, the Chairmen of the Research
Department, the Party Treasurers and the Chairmen and Vice-~Chairmen
of the Advisory Committee on Policy. The importance of these
appointments will be examined later in this chapter.

The third factor is the power of the Leader to make policy. The

Leader has the sole responsibility for the making of policy. Party
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policy is what the Leader says it is. The election manifesto and
other policy documents are the responsibility of the Leader. The
Maxwell Fyfe Report described him as '"the main fountain and interpreter
of policy....Endorsements and pronouncements on Party policy are the

(6)

prerogatives and responsibility of the Leader". As Conservative

principles are viewed as highly flexible and "electoral perspectives

(7 the Leader is believed to

are the ideology of the leadership”,
have a very wide range of choice in the selection of policy.

In practice the Leader must conduct a wide range of consultation
befofe deciding policy. The Cabinet or Shadow Cabinet, the
Parliamentary Party, Central Office, the Advisory Committee on Policy
and the National Union will all participate in the discussion ;f
policy. What is practical, what is acceptable within the party and
what is electorally acceptable are all major considerations apart
from the personal wishes of the Leader. It is accepted that the
final decision rests with the Leader, but that decision is rarely taken
without extensive consultation throughout the party, and if that advice
is consistently ignored there could be the public expression of
intense dissatisfaction.

The fourth factor is the Tory belief in authority, hierarchy and
deference, which places considerable power in the hands of the Leader.
This power is legitimated by a Tory view of the Constitution which
"trusts men of the governing class to do 'what is necessary' in any
particular set of circumstances. As the nature of governing requires
wide discretion for the governors, the capacities of the governing

(8)

clags justify their independent authority". Layton-Henry

() This is

described this as the theory of authoritative leadership.
best seen in the emphasis on loyalty to the leadership and a reluctance

to publicly express criticism. Maxwell-Fyfe claimed that 'loyalty was



(10) e1 3

Leader to make decisions and the duty to support him provides him with

the Tories secret weapon'". The acceptance of the right of th
great authority.

However that authority is not unlimited. Authority, by its
very nature, is voluntary and can be withdrawn. Authority implies
responsibility, a responsibility to make considerable efforts through
consultation to ensure that the decisions are correct, and responsibility
to accept the consequences of his decisions. The relationship is more
one of a Lockean contract than a Hobbesian one. In thé Hobbesian
model the Leader as Leviathan is given absolute power and total
obedience, which will only be removed in the most extreme of
circumstances. In the Lockean model the Leader is given widé
authority to act within certain limits, that the policies shall be
acceptable within Conservative principles and lead to electoral
success. The party may reasonably discuss whether the Leader's
policies fit their two criteria, and therefore comnsent or loyalty may

be withdrawn.

Cabinet/Shadow Cabinet

The Cabinet or the Shadow Cabinet, and other front bench positionms,
are appointed by the Leader, wh§ decides the allocation of
responsibilities. Unlike Labour, there is no group elected by the
parliamentary party from which the Leader must select his spokesmen.

A Leader, therefore, could in theory select a group of loyal 'Yes-men',

1) In

as Heath was accused of doing in the 1970-74 government.
practice there are severe limits on choice. Constitutionally they
must be Members of Parliament, proving a considerable restriction

compared to the power of the U.S. President. Leading M.P.s, with

considerable support in the Parliamentary Party, cannot be excluded,
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as with James Prior in the Thatcher government. Political skill and

standing are not always to be found in abundance. A large number of

the Cabinet or Shadow Cabinet will already be automatic choices.

There are real limits to choice. (12)
The theory of collective responsibility is still respected, at

least in Conservative governments, and is usually applied in the

Shadow Cabinets too. The sheer range of issues that need to be

considered prevent close supervision by the Leader, and in practice

the initiative for most policy developments rests with the Minister

or Shadow spokesman. Chris Patten, secretary to the Shadow Cabinet

for much of the 1974-79 period, wrote, "The Shadow Cabinet is in effect

th; collective policy-making body in opposition, and because of the

additional strength which this gives to any policy statement, no

(13)

sensible leader would have it otherwise'". Punnett, in the most

detailed study of opposition politics, has also noted the importance

(14)

of the role played by individual spokesmen. Any Leader requires
substantial information as to what is practical, acceptable to the
party, and electorally rewarding, and uses the Cabinet or Shadow
Cabinet as a significant source of this information. No Leader can
successfully impose his policies against the will of '"the big beasts

in the jungle", the senior political figures represented in the

Cabinet or Shadow Cabinet.

Parliamentary Party

The Conservative Parliamentary Party has been viewed as little
more than lobby-fodder in support of the party line. The evidence for
this is found in the high degree of party cohesion in parliamentary
votes. If a three-line whip is established, the degree of intra-party

dissent 1s likely to be small, if any. The Leader is thus presented
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as being able to rely on 2 pliant parliamentary party. The reasons
presented for this cohesion are several: the power of dissolution;
the withdrawal of the whip; career aspirations; the power of the
whips' patronage; appeals to loyalty arising from group identity; and
fear of deselection.

The power of dissolution is supposed to strike fear into the
minds of M.P.s that an election might lead to the loss of their seats.
Butt, however, argued that "Dissolution, in circumstances of a revolt
by an important section of the parliamentary party supporting the
Government is likely to be potentially more dangerous to the party
leaders than to the rank and file. The outcome is likely to be loss
of office for all the leaders - whereas only some of the rank ;nd file
are likely to lose their seats". (%) The power to withdraw the Whip
from a member would lose that M.P. some of the organisational
advantages of party membership in the House, and above all threaten
the possibility of re-election to the House, The Whips, however,
have found it too heavy a form of discipline, ineffective when it has
been applied, and creates an impression of disunity which they wish
to avoid. The Whips have allowed the practice to go into disuse,

"ag it looks suspiciously like a blunt instrument". (18)

Ministerial office, or the position of spokesman as a preliminary
to such office, is the traditional ambition of backbenchers, and this
lies in the hands of the Leader. Dissent, however, is no automatic
handicap to promotion and indeed may be an advantage. Rebels may be
appointed in order to co-opt them and reduce their rebelliousness.
Mackintosh claimed '"some backbenchers are appointed precisely in order
to reduce the number of vocal opponents of government policy". an

Francis Pym, when Chief Whip, believed that "Very often a rebel becomes

appointed because he's a good chap in his own right and he disagreed



(18)

for a perfectly legitimate reason".

The function of the whips is commonly seen as applying strict
coercive discipline, in support of party policy in Parliament, but
their weapons are nothing like as fearsome as their name implies.

"The main functions of the whips", said Norton, '"may instead be
identified as those of communication, management and persuasion”. (19)
The whips provide a means of two-way communication between the
leadership and the backbenchers, organise the parliamentary timetable
to be confident of a majority, and exercise some informal persuasion.
They have no powers of coercion.

Apart from ministerial office, there is minor patronage in the
form of honours, knighthoods, etc., for aAmember or his constituency
chairman, selection for parliamentary delegations abroad; or pairing
with opposition M.P.s. Jackson believed that patronage was "a
significant factor in the relationship between Tory leaders and

backbenchers™. (20

While these may have a marginal value in
specific circumstances, they are unlikely to make any substantial
differenee on any ﬁarticular issue or to affect any large number of
M.P.s at any particular time.

The sense of group identity or loyalty has been identified, by
Schwartz and Lambert, as a significant factor in Conservative

cohesion. (21)

The homogeneity, and prior socialisation, of
Conservative M.P.s leads to a high degree of party identity and desire
to demonstrate group loyalty. The strength of this influence on
party voting will depend on the degree to which M.P.s generally
identify with the leadership and its policies. Informal group
pressures can also operate in the direction of dissent as well as

loyalty, or at least may operate weakly upon potential dissenters,

The final factor leading to party cohesion is pressure upon the

16
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M.P. by his constituency association of a threat not to readopt him
if he does not follow the party line. Norton, after his exhaustiye
study of Conservative dissent in 1970-74, concluded that, "Although
not sufficient to ensure complete cohesion in the parliamentary
Conservative party...constituency party pressure (actual or
anticipated, especially the latter) would nevertheless appear to be a
very pertinent factor in helping contain the incidence of intra-party

dissent". (22)

This issue will be examined later in this chapter.

The emphasis on party cohesion in parliamentary votes has the
weakness of failing to emphasise the numerous opportunities that exist
for backbenchers to influence policy, and the existence of other
sources of revolt other than votes on the floor of the House.- Jackson
argued that an "adequate adjustment or accommodation process is
required to maintain a stable and cohesive party". (23) The leader-
ship is able to receive messages from backbenchers as to their
opinions, and this can be reflected in party policy.

The 1922 Committee is the representative body of Conservative

(24)

backbenchers. In government, Ministers attend by invitation to
explain their policies and to listen to backbench opinion. In
opposition, front-benchers may attend. The Chairmen and the Executive
Committee are elected by the backbenchers, and represent their views
towards the Leader. The election is considered to have great political
significance, as in the election of du Cann as chairman when Heath as
Leader was known to be hostile. The Committee meetings provide an
opportunity for frank and private discussion on party policy. There
also exist party specialist committees (currently 20) on a variety of
areas, such as Agriculture, Foreign Affairs and Trade. They provide

a forum of contact and debate between frontbenchers and backbenchers

involved in a particular area, and provide an important source of
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information to party spokesmen on feelings among M.P.s with a direct
interest in an issue. The committee officers are elected by the
backbenchers, and the election is often seen as a reflection of
political temperature. There is an opportunity for dissidents to
demonstrate their degree of support in these elections and the
committees. There are also ad hoc committees formed, such as the
policy committees of the Opposition years in 1965-1970, and
Parliamentary representation upon the Advisory Committee on Policy.
Opportunities for expressions of dissent, other than through a
parliamentary vote, exist in numerous forms, through Early Day
Motions, amendments to legislation, speeches, questions and in private

party meetings. (25)

None of these have the seriousness of a
negative parliamentary vote and thus provide plenty of opportunity for
the expression of dissent, without any direct consequences for the

party. The power of the Leader to obtain the assent of the

parliamentary party is not unlimited.

National Union

The National Union of Conservative and Unionist Associations is
the national organisation of the voluntary side of the party, made up
of the constituency associatioms. The National Union from its
inception has been viewed as a supportive rather than initiatory
organisation. At its foundation in 1867, the Chairman declared that
it was "not a meeting for the discussion of Comnservative principles
in which we are all agreed, it is only a meeting to consider by what
particular organisation we may make these Conservative principles
effective among the masses". (26) Henry Raikes M.P., one of the

inspirations of the National Union, stated, "The Union has been

organised rather as a...handmaiden to the party, than to usurp the
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functions of party leadership”. (27) Maxwell Fyfe viewed the role

as "an organisation which is an educative political force and a
machine for winning electioms". (28) The National Union thus is given
no policy-making function.

A major activity of the Union is to organise the Annual

Conference, to which 4,500 or more party activists attend. As David

Clarke pointed out, "The members of the Conference are representatives

and not delegates. Their associations do not mandate them to vote in

a particular way. The resolutions passed are not binding on any part
w (29)

of the party". The resolutions for debate are chosen by a

sub-committee of the General Purposes Committee, and are usual}y
expressions of vague, general support for Government or Party policy.
Front-benchers respond to the debate before the vote in order to
indicate to the representatives the position of the platform. Most of
the motions carried are passed with overwhelming majorities or even
unanimously. The primary functions of the Conference are to
demonstrate party unity to the country and to boost the morale of
party workers. "As a sounding board of Party opinion and as a
demonstration of the strength and vigour of the Party, it is without
rival"., (David Clarke) (30) Similar remarks apply to the Central
Council, a mini-conference held every spring.

Constituency Associations are expected to be oriented towards
electoral functions, with fund-raising to raise campaign funds and
social activities to raise funds and to keep together workers required
at election time. McEKenzie commented on the Model Rules for
as;ociations that "It is clear that the primary purpose of the local
Associationsis to conduct propaganda and to raise funds with a view
to securing the election of Conservatives to public bodies. It will

be noted that the list of objects contains no reference whatever to
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the discussion of policy; there is no hint that the constituency
associations are expected to formulate their views on national and
international issues and forward them to the National Union". (31)
A study of virtually any association will confirm that the primary
function is seen as the preparation and organisation for elections,
and not political discussion or policy-making.

One area of constituency activity with significant political
consequences is in the selection of parliamentary candidates. The
role of Central Office in the selection process will be examined later.
The selection is carried.out by the Association, usually by a committee
of the Association leaders and formally endorsed by the Association
members, although there have been occasions when a short list has
been drawn up by the éommittee but with the final decisions taken by
the membership. The two major studies of the selection process, by
Ranney and Rush, found that political considerations were a rare
influence. Rush concluded that "Political considerations seldom have
any bearing on the deliberations of the selection committee". (32)
These and other studies suggest that political issues or loyalty are
rarely the cause for the:removal of an M.P. or candidate, but are more
likely due to personal factors or constituency neglect. (33

The National Union is organised at an Area level, with eleven
Area Councils for England and Wales, and a separate organisation for
Scotland. The Areas do organise some activities but primarily their
role is as a channel of communication between the constituency
associations and the national level.

The Central Council is formally the governing body at the national
level, but it is very large (about 1,500) and only meets once a year,

so effectively the National Union is rum by the Executive Committee

(NUEC), which elects the officers of the National Union, and appoints
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its representatives to other bodies, such as the Advisory Committee on
Policy. The NUEC, and particularly its Chairman, is the main
spokesman for the views of the National Union to the rest of the
Party.

The National Union also has a number of National Advisory
Committees (NAC) representing special interests within the Party.

The two main committees are the Women and the Young Conservatives, who
usually have ex officio representation on the important committees.
Other Advisory Committees are the Federation of Conservative Students
(FCS), the Conservative Trade Unionists (CTU), the Conservative
Political Centre (CPC), Local Government and Education. The gAC's
organise their own activities, their own conferences and sometimes
their own publications and publicity.

The National Union is primarily concerned with organisational
maintenance rather than policy-making, but possibilities exist for the
expression of political views through resolutions to the Party
Conference, the Central Council or the National Union Executive
Committee, the CPC discussion groups (see below), through the National
Advisory Committees and their conferences, and frequently through

informal channels.

Central Office

Conservative Central Office (CCO) is the professional side of
the Party. It is run by the Chairman of the Party organisation,
sometimes a Deputy Chairman and usually three Vice-Chairmen, all
appointed by the Leader. The Chairman is usually a major political
figure in his own right, and probably a Minister when in government.
The vice-chairmen are usually responsible for the list of approved

parliamentary candidates, the Women's organisation and the youth
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sections,

The main policy oriented section of CCO is the Conservative
Research Department (CRD), run by a Chairman and a Director appointed
by the Leader, with 20-30 researchers. The CRD has three main
functions. The first is to provide briefs for the specialist
backbench committees, and when in opposition, the front-bench
spokesmen. Secondly, it is to help the formulation of long term
policy through the provision of proposals to the Shadow Cabinet, as
secretaries of policy groups, and in the preparation of general
policy statements, such as the election manifesto. Thirdly, it
provides information, either in response to specific requests ;rom
M.P.s,‘or as a general assistance to Party speakers and workers.

It provides a Campaign Guide during elections and pamphlets of facts and

figures called Notes on Current Politics. (34) It has a semi-

autonomous existence from the rest of Central Office and, until
recently, was located in a separate building.

The Organisation Department is concerned with the degree of
electoral organisation of the Party throughout the country. It
provides aid to local associations, mainly operating through the Area
Offices, which have their own Area Agents and Deputy Area Agents. (35)
As well as a Speakers' Section, the Department provides the staff for
the National Union and its Advisory Committees, although for a time
some of these activities were carried out in a Department of Community
Affairs. A major function is regular contact with the paid
professional agents in the constituencies.

Political education work is the responsibility of the Conservative
Political Centre, which publishes pamphlets and organises Conferences

and courses. A major activity is the CPC Two-Way Movement of Ideas

where Party members locally are encouraged to discuss a political
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issue and transmit their views to the Party, including the Minister

or Shadow Minister. This plays an important function in the

transmission of policy down from the leadership, and the opinions of
(34)

the party members up to the leadership. The role of Swinton

Conservative College should also be mentioned as a national residential

education centre, which organised conferences and courses, and for a

time published the Swinton Journal, until the College was closed in

1975.

Other sections of Central Office are the Publicity Department
(now Communications), the International Office, the Board of Finance,
and the Stan&ing Advisory Committee on Candidates (SAAC). SAAQ
establishes a list of approved candidates, from which the donstituency
associations may select their parliamentary candidate, and is made up
of representatives from the National Union, the Parliamentary Party
and the Party organisation. The Advisory Committee on Poiicy meets
within Central Office to advise the Leader on policy, with
representatives of the backbenchers, the peers, the National Union,
Central Office, the CRD and the CPC. King felt that '"the Advisory
Committee does not decide anything; it does not even initiate. Its
importance is as a sounding board - as one way of keeping party
leaders from getting too far out of step with their followers". (37

The power of Central Office, as an instrument of the Leader, has
been a constant theme in much academic and public discussion. McKenzie
argued that "The political secretariat is in effect the personal machine
of the leader"” (38) and that "The political bureaucracy, responsible
to the Leader of the Party, is just as fully in control of the affairs
of the Party as it was in the heyday of Captain Middleton 60 years
ago". (39)

The Leader's control of Central Office is said to arise from his
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extensive power of appointment, through the Chairmen and Vice-Chairmen,

and the Chairman and Director of the Research Department. These top

appointments are viewed as creating a Cemtral Office personally loyal

to the Leader and his policies. Pinto-Duchinsky has argued that the

loyalty of these professionals is to the Party, rather than the

Leader. (40) Most of the staff are permanent and of long service,

whose professional careers are tied to the Party as an institution.

A good example of this permanence is the career of Michael Fraser

(now Lord Fraser), Director of the CRD 1951-64, Deputy Chairman 1964-1974,

Chairman of the CRD 1970-74 and brought back from retirement to run the

Party's referendum campaign. He thus held a prominent position under

six Leaders, and was described by Ramsden as '""the best adjutant the
(41) A ,
This institutional loyalty meant that in times

Party ever had".

of conflict, when the leadership itself was in dispute, as in 1965

over Home and 1975 over Heath, CCO remained neutral. Even the Party

Chairman could not be guaranteed to be a personal loyalist, e.g. du

Cann as chairman in 1965-67 had poor relations with Heath. The

attractions of the post are not so very great for a leading politician,

and the Leader's preference may not be

especially when in office,
(42)

acceptable to the rest of the party, as with Jim Prior in 1974.
CCO is not simply the ''personal machine" of the Leader.

The second part of this claim is that Central Office has the power
to impose the.will of its master upon the voluntary side of the Party.
This power is based on its control of candidates, its ability to

undermine the position of rebel M.P.s and its control of the local

Associations through a variety of means. On candidates, it is widely

held that political conformity is necessary to be placed on the
candidates list and that CCO can place the candidates it desires in

safe seats. (43) This belief was widely held by anti-marketeers during
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Heath's leadership. McKenzie believed that S.A.C.C. "in no way
ensures popular or non-professional control over policy with respect
to candidates...(because) final authority lies with an official of
the Central Office who is a direct personal nominee of the Leader"

(44)

(i.e. the Vice-Chairman for Candidates). Rush, after his study,

concluded that "there is no evidence that...the vice-chairman...can

and does over-~rule the decisions of the SAAC". (45)

He also argued
that their primary concern was with personal qualifications and
qualities rather than policy positionms. The 'purge' of the List that
occurred under Heath was primarily concerned with these qualities,
although there may have been one or two removals due to concern over
contacts with the National Front and Protestant para-miligaries.
On the ability to place candidates, Rush's view that they hﬁve

no such power, is supported by Ranney. Lord Kilmuir believed that
associations "are so independent that pressure in favour of a
candidate is an almost certain method of getting someone else adopted".(46)
Two examples would be that of Douglas Hurd, of the CRD and a close
aide to Heath, who several times failed to get selected in the late
sixties, and the failure of Paul Channon to be selected for a
Euro-constituency even though it was widely known that Mrs. Thatcher
wished him to be Leader of the Conservatives in the European Parliament.

' Central Office has sometimes been accused of seeking to undermine
rebel M.P.s, a charge made by several anti-market M.P.s Pinto~-
Duchinsky claimed that "it normally does not withdraw its services
from a Conservative politician with whom the leader is in disagreement",
continuing to organise speaking engagements and distribute their press
releases, (49 When rebels have been in trouble with their

constituency associations, and when Central Office has intervened, it

has been on the side of the rebels, e.g. over the Suez rebels, on the
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8
grounds that intra-party fighting damages the Party. (48

The third source of power is said to be a wide variety of
instruments, such as patronage and through the agents. CCO has a
distinct absence of material incentives, such as finance or honours,
and is reliant upon the voluntary co-operation of associatioms. The
constituency agents, while centrally trained, are employed by the
Assoéiation, and are expected to show their primary loyalty to them.
An attempt to centralise the employment of agents to ensure their most

effective deployment was prevented.by .constituency fears of the loss

(49)

of control over their agent. Agents are an important source of
information to CCO via the Areas, but are not under central control. (50)
(51) ;
Associations have a high degree of autonomy. Lord Woolton

described his relations as Party Chairman with the constituency

associations.

"1 had, on paper, no control over their activities:
they selected their candidates; they selected
their agent, and employed him; they arranged
their meetings, and were at liberty to make direct
approach to any speaker they desired. I depended
on the good will...in the creation of a head-
quarters staff that would be so efficient in
performance and so approachable in manner that
their influence would overcome their lack of
authority". (52)

This discussion is not designed to claim that the Leader has no
influence nor that Central Office is powerless. The Leader and the
professionals share a common aim of gaining or retaining Conservative
control of government, and the image of a strong leader and a united
party is an important element in that success. CRD has some
influence on policy arising from its expertise and close proximity to
decision-makers. CCO can influence the constituencies through its

authority and distribution of political material, and the leadership

by its assessment of constituency opinion.
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The Informal Party

Much misunderstanding of the Conservative Party has.arisen from
a concentration on the formal structure of the Party, to the neglect
of the informal channels of contact, which create political communities
within the Party that are both vertical and horizontal. The informal
Party consists of 'ginger groups', explicitly Conservative and
desiring to influence the Party on policy issues; the traditional
interest groups which try to influence all governments but which may
have a special attachment to the Conservatives; the 'Tory press’',
broadly supporting the Conservatives but not uncritically; and finally
the Conservative voter (or potential voter) with no direct cqntact
with the Party but an ever-present concern for it.

One debate about the Conservative Party has been whether it is a
Party of factions or tendencies. Rose has argued that the
Conservatives are a party of tendencies, a stable set of attitudes but
with politicians varying with the issue, rather than of factions,
groups of organised members united on a broad set of issues over a

(53)

period of time. This was supported by studies of backbench

54
(54) Seyd has challenged this argument. While recognising

behaviour.
that Conservative factions differ from those in the Labour Party, he
argued that factionalism does exist and has been growing. His
discussion on 'factional upsurge' emphasised that "on the issue of
entry into the EEC, the supporters and opponents of the Conservative
government's policy established organisations" and that '"the EEC was
the major factor” in the rise of parliamentary rebellion. (55 The
study of the pro and anti-EEC groups may contribute to that debate.
Despite impressions to the contrary, 'ginger groups' are not a new

phenomenon within the Party. The Primrose League was founded in 1883,

and the India Defence League was active in the 1930s. There has,
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however, been an increasing degree of activity by these groups. The
best known is the Bow Group, formed in 1951, as a forum for the
intelligent discussion of Conservative principles and policies. (56)
It operates through the publication of pamphlets, a quarterly journal
Crossbow, study groups, speaker meetings and conferences. The Group
has no collective policy, but it became "a shorthand phrase for the

Tory left", (57 "hardly to be distinguished from radical liberalism,

and sometimes even from socialism'", according to T.E. Utley. (58)
Lately the Group has become more associated with the neo-liberal
right. The Group denies that it is a 'pressure group' concerned with
the promotion of a particular ideological line, although it has become
associated with certain policies, such as pro-Europe and selective
welfare benefits. Rose believed that the Group had some influence
exercised through their informal contacts with M.P.s and Leaders.

By contrast, the Monday Club has a clear political line on the
right. Formed in 1961 to promote an alternative to the Bow Group for
traditional conservatives, the Club later became a mass organisation
claiming 10,000 members at its height in 1971. The Club was torn
apart by internal strife in the mid-70s, from which it has never fully
recovered. Defence, race and Rhodesia were some of the issues of
special concern to the Club, but was strongly divided on Europe. Seyd
concluded that "the influence of the Monday Club on the Conservative
Party leadership...would appear to be negligible. (59)

The 'left' or 'progressive' tendency was organised in 1963 as
Pressure for Economic and Social Toryism (PEST). Originally based
on the universities, it later opened its activities to all sympathisers
and created a list of parliamentary supporters. Never a mass

organisation, PEST sought influence through publications, meetings

and conferences. In 1975 it merged with two other smaller groups to
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form the Tory Reform Group. Throughout its existence, it was strongly
pro-European and federalist.

The European issue led to the creation of single-issug groups
within the Party. The Conservative Group for Europe (CGE) was formed
in 1969 (as the European Forum) and acted as a focus for Conservative
'‘Europeans’'. On the anti-market side, a number of organisations
existed, some of them short-lived. The Anti-Common Market League in
1961 was the first, the Conservative Anti-Common Market Information
Service (CACMIS) 1971-72, and Conservatives Against the Treaty of Rome
(CATOR) . There were also non-party organisations within which
Conservatives were active, such as the European Movement and Keep

Britain Out. These are all discussed later.

The economic interest groups of the Confederation of British
Industry (CBI) and the National Farmers Union (NFU) are not formally
allied with any party, but they perceive that the Conservatives are
more open to their interests than Labour. (60) The party is aware
of the value of their support in reaching their members, and is
therefore sensitive to their views, The exact relationship is
difficult to establish. Gamble noted that the party has ''mever been
the mouthpiece for business interests”, and Grant argued that the
relationship has not been well understood. (61) A study of this
European issue should help to illuminate the relationship.

The relationship between the Tory-inclined press and the Party
has received 1little attention, and is rather ambivalent. On the one
side, while the editors and many of the journalists may be sympathetic
to the Party, they do not wish to lose less partisan readers and they
recognise that news, not Party propaganda, sells newspapers. For the

Party, the press is an essential means of communication to their

supporters but the Party's inability to control the interpretation of



events makes them cautious in their relations. The Daily Telegraph

has been described as the '"chief orchestrator of opinion amongst
. (62)

Conservative Party members and activists". A clearly aligned
newspaper, it provides a forum for the discussion of Conservative
policy, including some by influential Tory journalists, William
Deedes, Peregrine Worsethorne and T.E. Utley. The Times is less
partisan, but is widely read amongst M.P.s and has many informal
contacts with the Party. The former editor, William Rees-Mogg, had

been a Conservative candidate, and Norman Fowler, the current

Secretary of State for the Social Services, was the paper's Home

'Affairs correspondent. The Financial Times is seen by the Party as
a useful reflection of business and financial opinion. The £opular
press (the Express, the Mail and the Sun) is interesting for the Party
for their mass circulation rather than the quality of their commentary.

The weekly press also deserves consideration. The Economist is
widely read among businessmen and politicians, and provides news
coverage and commentary in a distinctive style. The self-description
as extreme centrist has meant an anti-Communist foreign policy, market
economics, liberal on social issues, and strongli pro-European. With
contributors from all parties, it has usually taken a special interest
in the Conservatives. The Spectator has been more clearly a
Conservative journal of opinion. For most of the post-war period it
has been liberal, with Ian Gilmour as a proprietor and Iain Macleod as
an editor, which also included being pro-European. In the early
seventies it took a right-wing, populist tone with journalists like
George Gale and Patrick Cosgrave, strongly anti-market. While a small
circulation journal, it is well read in Comservative circles.

The final element in the informal party is the Conservative voter

or potential voter. Always electorally aware, the Conservative Party

30
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is concerned to both influence and understand their voters. The
institutions of the informal party are both a major channel to reach
the voters with the Party's messages, and an imperfect reflection to
the Party of the state of public opinion. Public opinion polls have
proved to be another useful source, and the Party has conducted some
of its owﬁ polls. However, the judgement of public opinion remains
an uncertain business, based more on skill and judgement than

scientific certainty.

Conclusion

The debate about the relative importance of the Leader and the
other elements of the Party has been explored. The role ofhthese
various elements will now be examined during the stages of
development of Party policy from 1945 to 1975 in the following
chapters. In chapter 8 the issues discussed in this chapter will be
examined in the light of the information presented to illuminate and
test the pluralist thesis of the distribution of power within the

Conservative Party.
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Background

The immediate post-war period saw the establishment of the
foundations of European integration. Continental Europe had been
devagstated by war, with the destruction of economic, social and political
life. Such conditions led to the great attraction of European unity for
many Continental Europeans, with its promise of an end to intra-European
wars, co-operation towards economic recovery, and strength against the
super-powers, especially the threatening neighbour of the Soviet Union.
There was therefore a tremendous emotional desire for European unity,
particularly on the right.

The situation in Britain, however, was somewhat differentl
Britain had emerged as one of the chief victors, and considered itself
an equal partner to the U.S.A. and the Soviet Union. Britain as a
nation-state, political leadership, the industrial base, Imperial
Preference, the Commonwealth were not discredited by the war. Thus the
Labour Government, and to a lesser extent, the Conservative opposition,
while not unsympathetic to some aspects of the movement towards European
unity, felt no sense of urgency. Britain saw Europe as only one of
three circles of power, together with the U.S.A. and the Commonwealth
and Empire, of which Britain was the focal point. The different
situations of Britain and the Continent led to contrasting and
conflicting perceptions of the method and direction of European
integration. Many European politicians saw the need for supranational
institutions to which national interests, and nationalist military
interests, would be subordinated, and which would provide the political
strength for Europe to behave as an independent actor on the world
stage. These people favoured a new supranational institutional

framework. The British, however, saw European integration as
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developing upon the lines of intergovernmental co-operation designed to
restore the nations of Europe to their former position. They favoured
pragmatic, functional and intergovernmental institutional developments.

This contrast in approaches dominated the several attempts at
European integration in the posf-war period. It was at the insistence
of the U.S.A. that their development programme for the recovery of
Europe, the Marshall Plan, led to the creation of the O0.E.E.C. (the
Organisation of European Economic Co-operation) in 1948 to administer
the programme through a European Payments Union and the liberalisation
of intra-European trade. It was the British Government, however, who
insisted that the O0.E.E.C. should be an intergovernmental body, and not
one with supranational elements as desired by the French. The Treaty
of Brussels between the Benelux countries, France and Britain in 1948
was signed primarily as a common defence instrument against the Soviet
Union but the British Government saw the Treaty as a preliminary to the
involvement of the U.S.A. and Canada as well in a common defence, as
provided by the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (N.A.T.0.) in 1949.
As with the O.E.E.C., the British Government frustrated attempts to
turn the Council of Europe, created in May 1949, into a supranational
body. While a Congultative Assembly was created, power lay firmly in
the hands of the intergovernmental Committee of Ministers.

Frustration with the slowness of integration led to the bold
announcement of the Schuman Plan in 1950, whereby the French Government
offered to merge the coal and steel industries (vital to the ability
to conduct war) with Germany, and any other European nation. While
eventually six nations joined the European Coal and Steel Community
(E.C.S.C.) in April 1951, the British Government felt unable to join
because of the creation of the High Authority, a supranational
decision-making body over whom the national governments would have no

veto. In October 1950 the French Prime Minister, M. Pleven, launched



the idea of a European Army, based on similar supranational ideas to
the Schuman Plan. This plan also met with a lack of support from the
British Government.

Throughout this series of attempts at European unity, the Conservative
Opposition had appeared far more positively disposed to these
developments than the Government. The election to power of the
Conservatives in October 1951 was thus seen as opening a new era in
British participation in European integration. Our concern here is
to examine the role and response of the various parts of the

Conservative Party to these developments between 1945 and 1951.

The Leader

Despite the overwhelming defeat of the 1945 eléction, Winston
Churchill remained the dominant figure of the Conservative Party,
especially in the field of foreign policy, where he was virtually
given a free hand. Disappointed at the way he had been treated by
the British public and perhaps bored with details of domestic policy,
Churchill was highly attracted to the role of international statesman.
His frequent visits abroad met with considerable attention and a
spontaneous welcome. During these visits he made two major and
significant speeches. The first was at Fulton, Missouri, in March
1946, when he spoke of the iron curtain which had dropped over half of
Europe and this marked the beginning of what became known as the Cold

)

War. While he emphasised the close relationship of the U.S.A.

and the U.K., he also spoke of a new European unity which would include
the defeated powers. The second was in Zurich, in September 1946,
which gave great impetus to the European movement with his emotional

demand that "we must build a kind of United State of Europe". (2) The

endorsement of the European Movement by an internationally respected
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statesman of the stature of Churchill helped to place these ideas on to
the political agenda. Churchill thus emerged, without any conscious
decision by himself, as a symbol of the European idea. In return he
was flattered by the attention which he thus received, and pleased to
have found an issue to establish him as a statesman of the future as
well as of the past.

Duncan Sandys, Churchill's son-in-law, played a major role in
creating the United Europe Movement in 1947 to campaign for the
European idea in Britain, and.persuaded Churchill to become chairman.
The Movement provided Churchill with a major non-partisan platform to
project himself as a major national leader as well as a party leader,
such as at the launch of the Movement at a mass rally in the Albert
Hall in May 1947.

In May 1948, as part of the campaign to inspire European public
opinion, the International European Movement organised the Congress of
Europe in the Hague, to which political, industrial and cultural
leaders from the different European countries were invited. Despite
the presence of many national government ministers, Churchill was one
of the dominant figures of the Congress, gave a tremendously well
received speech to the Congress, and was elected President of the
International European Movement. The Congress passed a resolution
calling for the establishment of a Constituent Assembly to represent
the people of Europe, and this provided the inspiration.for the
creation of the Council of Europe. To the disappointment of federalists,
it was an intergovernmental organisation, but it was a European
political organisation with a wide remit of aims and interests, and it
did provide for the creation of a Consultative Assembly to act as a
voice of European public opinion. The Assembly, based in Strasbourg,

was to represent European opinion and not national governments, and so
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the British delegation was an all-party one. The decision of
Churchill to lead the delegation was seen as further evidence of his
commitment to the European idea. The Conservative delegation, known
as 'the Tory Strasbourgers', was of high quality and played an active
role in the Assembly.

The next attempt at European unity was the Schuman Plan for a
coal and steel community. Membership of such a community was firmly
rejected by the Labour Government because of the federalist element of
the High Authority, which would have meant the subordination of the
British coal and steel industry to a supranational authority.
Churchill, while also suspicious of federalism, strongly condemned
the Government for failing to even participate in the discussions on
-the same basis as the Netherlands with the right '"to reserve its
freedom to go back on the acceptances of these general principles...if
it should prove in the future that these principles raise serious
objections in practice'. (3

While Churchill proposed the creation of a European Army to the
European Assembly on 11lth September 1950, shortly before the Pleven
Plan in October, those proposals, developed by Macmillan, were quite
different from the Pleven proposals which quite explicitly tried to
introduce the supranationalist approach of Schuman to the European
Army. The Conservative approach was based on intergovernmental
safeguards, so that the military experts would repogt to a Committee
of Ministers, vital national rights would be protected, and every
government would have the right of withdrawal after 12 months notice.
Thus the policy of Churchill and the Conservatives was to encourage
European developments while removing their supranationalist elements
to enable British participation. Ernest Bevin, the Labour Foreign

Secretary, quickly made it clear that he thought the Plan mistaken, and



favoured NATO as the sole military organisation. 4:1

As the general elections in 1950 and 1951 approached, as
partisanship became more intense, and as opportunities for Britisﬁ
leadership in Europe were missed, Churchill became more and more
bitterly critical of the Labour Government, whose attitude to European
questions, he attributed to "personal jealousies and party rancour"”. 4
He accused the Labour Government of being forced to make concessions
to a united Europe "in the least possible degree, at the last possible
moment and in a grudging manner”. (5) The electoral campaign of
1951 was fought with what was seen as a clear difference of attitude
between the Labour Government and the Conservative Opposition.

The subsequent inaction of Churchill as Prime Minister in.the
European field requires some explanation of his attitude in opposition.
The first point to noté is that Churchill's commitment to European
unity was at the level of 'the broad stroke’'. He had an emotional
commitment to the need for European unity as the safeguard of Western
civilisation, but this commitment did not translate into specific
proposals about how this should be achieved. Such considerations
were left to others. Thus in his speech to launch the European
Movement at the Albert Hall he saw Europe as "a system of beliefs
and ideas which we call Western Civilisation...and we are here to
proclaim our resolve that the spiritual conception of Europe shall
not die". (6) Later in the speech he stated "We know where we want
to go, but we cannot foresee all the stages of the journey, nor can
we plan our marches as in a military operation"”. (M In his speech
to the Congress of Europe, he said that the strength of the European
Movement came "from our sense of common spiritual values", (® and

argued against rigid structures of comnstitutions. "That is a later

stage, and it is one in which the leadership must be taken by the
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(9)

ruling governments'". Macmillan described Churchill's approach
to the European Army as typical. "At that stage, as indeed in many
aspects of his European policy, Churchill had no clear or well-defined
plan....His purpose was to throw out general ideas and give an impetus
towards movements already at work. It was for others to find
detailed solutions". (10) Churchill saw his role, and that of the
European Movement, as the creators of a European public opinion to
which national governments would respond with concrete proposals. It
was not his job to provide the bricks, only the inspiration to build
the house.

This broad commitment to the European idea enabled Churchill to
avoid spelling out the role that Britain would play in a unitéd
Europe. It is clear that he believed in Britain's role as the focal
point of the three circles of the U.S.A., the Commonwealth and Empire,
and Western Europe. He accepted that this would involve Britain as
a participant in a united Europe. "It was clear from his words that
he contemplated a system in Europe in which Britain should play a
leading role, not merely cheer from the side-lines", wrote Macmillan. L
Churchill believed that British leadership was a requirement to achieve
unity, "the mother country must be a prime mover". (12) This European
role did not conflict with Britain's role towards the other two circles.
He told a Conservative rally, '"The conception of (sic) United Europe
joined together in amity and fact, though not perhaps as yet in form,
in no way conflicts with the fratneral association of the English-
speaking Commonwealth and States"”. (13 He told the House of Commons
that "this European policy of unity can perfectly well be reconciled
with and adjusted to our obligations to the Commonwealth and Empire of
which we are the heart and ceﬁtre. I cannot believe that those

difficulties will not be settled by patience and care". (14) This is



a perpetual theme in Churchill's European speeches, althought there
is little evidence to suggest that he considered how those conflicts
could be resolved.

At other times, he was ambiguous about the nature of Britain's
role, presenting Britain as a friend and supporter but not necessarily
as a member. In his Zurich speech he spoke‘of Britain together with

the U.S.A. and hopefully the Soviet Union as "friends and sponsors of

the new Europe'. (15) In his first published work on Europe in 1930,
he wrote '"We have our own dreams and our own task. We are linked
but not comprised. We are with Europe but not of it". (16) Miriam

Camps wrote, "It should be noted that although he called strongly for
European unity, he did so in lofty but imprecise language and in a
way that made it clear that Britain, although working closely with the
Continent, would not in any real sense become 'integrated' with the

. 1n . R X
Continent". There exists, therefore, contradictory views over
Churchill's attitude to membership of a United Europe.

However, a discussion of his attitude to federalism supports the

view that he accepted the need for Britain's membership. Churchill

was not opposed to federalism in principle, but felt that institutional

discussion was not the best road to European unity, that federalism

was then unacceptable to the British people, and anyway he probably

found such debates rather tedious. He has normally been depicted as

an anti-federalist. Yet there is reason to believe that he saw

federalism as the possible future development of a United Europe. In
(18)

his Zurich speech, he talked of "a kind of United States of Europe",
which has been interpreted as simply an example of his high-flown
rhetoric. After the 1945 election defeat Churchill's wife told
their doctor that Winston had told her, "If I were 10 years younger

1
I might be the first President of the United States of Europe". (19
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For Churchill to become President, it would require both that Britain
was a member of such a federation, and that the office would have
some power and responsibility. In his Albert Hall speech he said,
"There are several working bodies which are working directly for the
federation of the European States and for the creation of a Federal
Constitution of Europe. I hope that may eventually be achieved". (20
He accepted that a loss of sovereignty would be necessary. He told
the Congress of Europe, "It is said with truth that this involves

some sacrifice or merger of national sovereignty. But it is also
possible and not less agreeable to regard it as the gradual

assumption by all the nations concerned of that larger sovereignty
which can alone protect their diverse and distinctive customs and

characteristics and their national traditions'". (21) He told the

House of Commons that "national sovereignty is not inviolable". (22)
He was unwilling to rule out the possibility of a federation in the
long term, but saw it as a political impossibility in the near future.
"To imagine that Europe today is ripe for either a political
federation or a customs union would be wholly unrealistic. But who

(23)

can say what may not be possible in the future". Churchill did

not exclude the possibility of a federal Europe or Britain's
membership of it.

This, of course, does not mean that he was a federalist in the
sense used in the post-war debates, such as at the Congress of Europe.
Federalists were those who believed that the best or only way forward
was the creation of a federal Counstitution for Europe which national
governments would accept due to the creation of immense pressure from
mobilised European public opinion. The federalists concerned
themselves largely with discussing the nature of such a constitution.

Churchill, however, felt that this was premature. The current



objective was to mobilise public opinion in favour of the idea of a
united Europe, which might be estranged by constitutional debates.
"It is not for us at this stage to attempt to define or prescribe the
structure of constitutions. We ourselves are content, in the first
instance, to present the ideal of (sic) United Europe, in which our
country will play a decisive part, as a moral, cultural and spiritual
conception to which all can rally without being disturbed by
divergencies about structure'. (24) At the United Europe Exhibition
in 1948 he said "My advice is not to attempt at this stage to define
too precisely the exact constifutional form which will ultimately
emerge. We would do better to concentrate our united efforts on
immediately practicable steps"”. (25) Churchill was also conécious
that British public opinion and the Conservative Party was not at

that stage willing to accept supranationality. He made clear that
the steps towards European unity that he supported did not imply
federalism, and should be acceptable to the British public. He

urged the Hague Congress, "Let us adopt nothing and say nothing that
if we were ourselves charged with the responsibilities of Cabinet
Ministers, we would not be prepared to ask our Parliaments to do'. (26)
He argued, in regard to the Consultative Assembly of the Council of
Europe, that "The creation of a deliberative European Assembly
naturally involves no transfer of sovereignty and raises no

constitutional problems whatsoever'". 27 .

Thus it is argued here that Churchill was not opposed to a long
term solution of a federal United States of Europe, but felt that it
was a strategy which might follow the mobilisation of opinion but
should not precede it, and that in the current climate of opinion in
the Conservative party and the British electorate it was not a viable

proposition, and therefore any serious politician would be wasting his
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time championing such a cause. Britain should play a leading role
in European unity, and not simply as a supporter, but no faster than
was acceptable to British opinion.

The final point to make about Churchill's attitude was his intense
desire to make the issue a national and all-Party one, and not a
partisan issue. He told a Conservative rally, "This is not a Party
theme. It is one to which all parties in our island should and will
subscribe”. (28) There were several considerations that led to the
adoption of this position. Firstly, he felt that the issue was of
such importance that it was 'above Party politics' and continually
stressed the all-Party nature of the United Europe Committee. (29)
"The movements towards European unity cannot be a monopoly of any
party". (30) "Let us try to keep the idea of a United Europe above
the Party divisions which are inevitable, permissible and indeed
tolerable in all free countries". (31) Secondly, he was conscious,
both as a former Prime Minister and a prospective one, of the need
for the Europeén Movement not to impose on the respoﬁsibilities of
Governments - that the British Government was speaking on behalf of
the British people, and that function should not be confused by
anything that the European Movement do or say. Rather he saw the
role of the European Movement to create a public opinion which would
enable the Government to act in the desired direction. "Of course,
we understand that until public opinion expresses itself more
definitely, Governments hesitate to take positive action. It is for
us to provide the proof of solid popular support, both here and
abroad, which will give the Governments of Europe confidence to go

forward and give practical effect to their beliefs". (32)

He
continually expressed the view that there was no conflict between the

activities of the United European Movement and the Government. "I
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must say a word about our unofficial Committee for a United Europe,
and also about its limitationmns. I am most anxious to re-assure the
Government and the Foreign Secretary on this subject. We do not
aspire to compete with Governments in the executive sphere. What we
seek to do is to build up moral, cultural, sentimental and social
unities and affinities throughout all Europe, or all those parts of
Europe where freedom still reigns. Nothing in the activities of
our unofficial movement and committee can hamper the progress of the
policy of Her Majesty's Government". (33) "We are not seeking in
the European Movement...to usurp the functions of Government. I
have tried to make this plain again and again to the heads of the
Government". (34) .
Churchill's recognition of the responsibilities of Govermment and
the need for a bipartisan foreign policy made him committed to the
all-party nature of the European Movement. This meant that he was
most careful not to present the European idea as Party policy. While
the European issue was frequently referred to in his speeches to Party
supporters (although rarely the main theme), it was always presented as
a view which Conservatives should support rather than as Conservative
Party policy. He told the Primrose League, "I ask my friends in the
Conservative Party, which I have the honour to lead, to give the whole

(35) To a Conservative rally,

question their earnest consideration".

"] commend the cause of a United Europe to the Conservative and

Unionist Party in Great Britain. This is not a Party theme', almost
. (36) .

as if he was a non-Party speaker, To the Women's Conservative

Conference, "I have always tried to keep this Movement outside and
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above Party politics, and I shall continue to strive to do so", (37)

While his prestige as Party leader inevitably encouraged Conservative

support for a United Europe, that support was not sought as Party



leader. There were none of the appeals to Party loyalty, or trust
in the Party leadership that were to be seen later. The issue was
to be judged by Conservatives on their merits as a policy for Britain
not as Party policy.

It was his strong insistence on this approach that made him so
angry with what he perceived as the partisan nature of the Government's
actions. He criticised the proposal to form a European Association
of Socialist Parties and warned the Government, "I hope that the
Prime Minister and the Foreign Secretary will not commit the great
mistake and failure of duty of trying to divert this move of European
unity into Party channels". (39 He attacked the Government over
its hostility to the Congress of Europe. "One of the 1east‘creditable
actions of the Socialist Government and Party was their attempt,
their vain attempt, to sabotage the Congress of Europe at the Hague
three weeks ago....This is very small -minded behaviour and unworthy
of the gravity of the issues at stake". (39) "The British Government
have gained very little credit in any quarter by their handling of
this large issue, and petty and personal jealousies, arising from the
fact that I revived this idea of a United Europe two years ago in a
speech at Zurich, have clouded the vision of some of them". (40)
"The attitude of the Socialist Party...has hitherto been far from
creditable and below the level of these important world and human
events. Petty personal jealousies and party rancour have marred
their action and falsified their principles”. (41)

Churchill was no doubt naive in believ;ng that there could be a
separation in the eyes of the public, the Conservative Party or the
Labour Party, between Churchill as Party leader and Churchill as

international statesman. The United European Movement was Seen by

many in the Labour Party (not entirely incorrectly) as an attempt to



re-estaﬁlish Churchill's prestige in the world and at home and,
therefore, a threat to their own power in Government. Herbert
Morrison, Labour Deputy Leader, refused a request to speak to the
European Movement in these words. "I think that it was most
unfortunate that both Winston bhurchill and Duncan Sandys should have
been placed in positions of responsibility as this was bound to make
the situation difficult for our people....My people have strong
suspicions that the European Movement was working in association with
the British Conservative machine at Strasbourg against the Labour
representatives and this leaves very unpleasant impressions”. (42)
Sidney Silverman told the 1948 Labour Conference that Churchill was
"merely trying to pull a United Europe into existence in order.to

(43) Whatever

recapture that platform we took from him in 1945".
Churchill's own attitude, it was inevitable that his position on
Europe should have been seen as an implicit challenge to the conduct
of foreign policy of the Labour Goveranment. The charge of
partisanship was already widespread before his critical comments on
the Labour Governmenﬁ's approach from late 1948 onwards.

The role of Chﬁfchill in Conservative attitudes towards Europe
was clearly a major one. As the war-~time Prime Minister, his views on
foreign policy were given great respect and he was virtually given a
free hand. He inspired that positive attitude towards the idea of a
United Europe which has existed in the Party ever since. However,
his role should not be exaggerated. He himself tried very hard to play
down his role as Party leader when promoting the European idea, he did
not use the full weight of the Party machine behind the European
Movement, and he did not seek to commit the Party totally to his views
on Europe. He was well aware of the existence of fears and concerns

about Europe in the Party leadership, the Parliamentary Party and the
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Party workers, which acted as some constraint on his public utterances.
The Conservative Party was also part of that public opinion he hoped
to win over to the European cause, and he did not treat it as an
obedient and quiet follower. As we shall see, opinions in the

leadership were by no means uniform.

Shadow Cabinet

Churchill dominated his Shadow Cabinet, because of his personality,
his position as an international statesman, and the absence of many
Conservative leaders due to the 1945 losses. Gradually many of them
returned, but it took some time to develop an effective Shadow Cabinet.
For most of this period, it'was rather a loose group which acéed as a
discussion forum as much as a decision-making body.

In the Shadow Cabinet there was a consensus in favour of European
unity. Differences existed over (i) whether Britain needed to be a
member of a European union, or merely a supporter; (ii) whether
British membership would conflict with her commitment to the Empire and
Commonwealth; and (iii) whether a United Europe inevitably meant some
form of federalism. However, as is common in committees, the concrete
issues facing them rarely presented themselves in these clear-cut
terms. It was not until the Schuman Plan that these differences were
forced tb the surface. During this period the Shadow Cabinet was
concerned with presenting a more positive attitude towards the concept
of European unity than the Labour Government, without discussing
details. The Shadow Cabinet was agreed on the need for European
unity, especially as part of a wider Western Union, to act as a
bulwark against the Soviet Union. There was little problem in
supporting Churchill's promotion of the European cause,while it remained

in general terms. Indeed a number of the Shadow Cabinet themselves



played an active role in the European Movement, such as Duncan Sandys,
David Maxwell-Fyfe, Harold Macmillan, Leo Amery and Oliver Stanley.
Duncan Sandys, as Churchill's son~in-law, played a significant
role in influencing him to associate himself so strongly with the
European idea. Sandys was the organiser of the United European
Movement in Britain and the Hague Congress, and was the enthusiastic
and energetic driving-force behind the United European Movement.
Sandys believed in the need for European Unity as '"the surest means
of turning the tide of Communism and tyranny", (44) in the necessity
of full British participation to achieve that goal, and in the lack
of any fundamental conflict with Britain's Imperial role. At the
1949 Party Conference, Sandys presented an amendment in'theAforeign
affairs debate, calling for all measures towards European Unity
"consistent with the full maintenance of the unity of the British

(45)

Empire and continuing collaboration with the U.S.", in order to

make clear to the Party the leadership's close support for the cause.

Sandys recommended "the functionalist approach. Thié involves no
federal constitution and no irrevocable transfer of sovereign powers". (46)
" . . .n  (47)

I have never been a keen federalist, or a federalist'. He

believed federalism was impractical but feared a split with the
Continental European Movement. "It is best that they should learn
this for themselves"f (48) He forthrightly rejected claims that
European unity involved a federalist system. "No-one of this side of
the House has seriously recommended that a federal system should be
instituted in Europe or that we should join it". (49) Sandys was a
committed supporter of British participation in European unity on a

functionalist basis, that the way forward was through the creation of

intergovernmental organisations with responsibility for specific and

limited functions.



Sir David Maxwell-Fyfe was a major figure in the Shadow Cabinet,
author of the Maxwell-Fyfe Report which helped reform the post-war
Conservative Party, and another enthusiastic European. He "accepted
with enthusiasm” (50 Churchill's invitation to join the Executive
Committee of the United European Movement, attended the Hague Congress
and was a member of the Conservative delegation to the Parliamentary
Assembly of the Council of Europe. He became a leading and much
respected figure in the Assembly, where he played a major role as
Chairman of the Legal and Administrative Committee in the creation of
the European Convention of Human Rights. Like Sandys, he was a
functionalist, giving his unqualified support to those "who believe
that the way to greater union is the common attack on varied problems
and the function of co-operation inherent in their solution”. 1)
With the tremendous respect in which he felt Britain was fegarded in
the rest of Europe, the exercise of leadership, understanding and
responsibility by Britain would have led to the establishment of
European unity on terms quite acceptable to Britain. It was with a
tone of considerable regret, and almost bitterness, that he noted
that failure in his autobiography. "It seems almost incredible were
it not true that we should so contemptuously have thrown over an
opportunity for leading Europe into an economic, military, moral and
cultural unity without parallel in her long and tortured history.

The Europe of 1950 was avid for British leadership". (52)

Harold Macmillan was a third European enthusiast among the Shadow
Spokesmen. He was active in the European Movement at the Hague
Caongress, Chairman of a Commonwealth Conference organised by the
European League for Economic Co-operation (E.L.E.C.), and Chairman of
the Central and East European Committee of the International European

Movement. Macmillan's attitude to the situation of the Empire, and
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the federalist/functionalist debate is not so clear. Publicly he
endorsed the pre-eminent role of the Empire. He described the Empire
as "the centre and pivot of the Grand Design", (53) and stated that

if a choice had to be made between Empire and Europe, no M.P. "would
hesitate for a single moment....I do not believe that this choice
forces us...an absolutely unreal dilemma...our first duty, of course,

(34)

lies to the Empire". Nigel Forman expressed doubt "whether

he was voicing his own intellectual opinions". 5)

Macmillan's position was that British participation was vital
to the success of European Unity. "I do not think it (the Council
of Europe) can survive yet alone achieve its purpose, without full
British participation. Yet if it perishes, the last hope 6f peace
will perish with it". (56) He was strongly critical of the lack of
support provided by the British Labour Government. However, he also
recognised that there was insufficient support in Britain for any
supranationality. ""One tﬁing is certain, and we may as well face it,
our people will not hand over to any supranational authority the

right to close down our pits or our steelworks". G7) He himself

accepted the '"merging of sovereignty in practice not principle" 58)
but recognised the political restraints on such a policy.

There were other members of the Shadow Cabinet, such as Leo Amery
and Oliver Stanley, whose support for European unity was clear, but
for whom the price they were willing to pay was smaller, Leo Amery
was a member of the European Council of the United European Movement,
and his importance lay in his strong identification with the cause of
Empire. His support for European unity was a strong demonstration in
many people's eyes that there was no incompatibility between Europe

and Empire. Indeed he argued that European unity was desirable in

the interests of the Empire. "European unity is of vital significance
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to the whole Commonwealth, and it is our duty and interest to
share actively in the task of promoting it. We and other members of
the Commonwealth can do so without detriment". (59) At the same time
his opposition to federalism was made absolutely clear: "The real
solution would seem to lie, not in the direction of federalism, but
in that of securing effective co-operation between governments as
(60)

governments'. He attacked "the misplaced enthusiasm of certain

advocates of European unity who can only think in terms of a federal

constitution" (61) and said it was "essential to make it clear to our

Continental friends that if and when it comes to anything in the nature
of a surrender of sovereignty...we must stand outside". (62) The
support of Amery was significant both in demonstrating the breadth of
support for European unity, but the limits beyond which much support
would not go. Another figure who reassured the Empire was Oliver
Stanley who was a well-respected party figure, a former Colonial
Secretary and another member of the European Movement's Executive
Council.

The most difficult role to explain in the 1945-51 period is that
of Anthony Eden. He is generally regarded as one of the main causes
of the failure of greater British involvement in European integration.
Yet it was while he was Shadow Foreign Secretary and a respected
figure in foreign affairs in his own right, that the general
Conservative commitment to Europe was established.

Eden supported European unity. During thé war he saw some form
of federation as a war aim, in 1947 welcomed the Marshall Plan as the
first step to European unity, (63) and was anxious to encourage
Franco-German co-operation, but he viewed Britain's role as an external

supporter,. His interest was in Western unity, in which a United

Europe would play a significant role together with the U.S.A. and
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Britain and her Empire. The Empire was the basis for Britain's
position as a world power, so "For us in this House as a whole, the
welfare of the Commonwealth and Empire must always be first
consideration". (64) From this perspective British participation in
any federation was impossible. He spoke against a Commons motion

on federalism, and stated at Columbia University, "This is something
we know in our bones we cannot do". (65) "We continuously encouraged

close co-operation and unity between the continental powers but we did

so from the reserve position that we would not accept a sovereign

66
European authority". (66) His "lack of enthusiasm for the movement
<o (B87)
for Western European Unity was certain, but lacks a clear
explanation. Macmillan wrote, "I have never understood why Antony
(68)

Eden stood aloof".

An explanation may be found in the multiple impact of a number of
factors. One was Eden's close personal relationship to Bevin, '"one

. . cos o (69) .
of his few personal friends in politics". Foreign policy
debates were often between the two front benches on one side and a
group of dissidents, either on the left or the right, on the other.
Eden believed in a bipartisan foreign policy and was opposed to the
use of foreign policy as a partisan weapon. He felt that much
Conservative criticism of the Government on the European issue was
simply an attempt to make party points. "He tended to believe that
] L} 3 1 1t (70)
it was all a 'party stunt' of Winston's".

A second factor was the strong influence of the Foreign Office,
with whom he had served for a long period of time. The Foreign Office
was opposed to any firm commitment to British participation in
European unity. Despite being in opposition, when politicians often

lose touch with officials (and therefore become more open to radical

ideas), Eden's close contact with Bevin included contact with the
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officials, and their influence upon him remained strong. One
biographer wrote that "he did not wish to diverge from the Foreign
Office, who certainly commanded more of his loyalty and affection

(T1) A third

than the Conservative Party was ever able to do".
factor was his lack of involvement with the Continental Europeans,
which consistently led him to underestimate the strength of
Continental feeling. Those involved with the European Movement were
highly conscious of the gap between Continental and British opinion
and sought to bridge their gap, while often being infected by
Continental enthusiasm. Eden's attendance at the Hague Congress
however was only as a result of strong pressure from Churchill, and
his lack of enthusiasm was evident. Kilmuir placed great importance
on Eden's absence from the Conservative delegation to the Council of
Europe. "His absence from the meetings of the Council of Europe in
those exciting and very moving mon#hs of its existence was a great
migfortune for himself, Europe, and the Conservative Party and the
cause of world peace". (72)

Another factor was his poor relationship with Churchill. There
was a significant difference in assessment of the Soviet Union, with
Eden taking a less hostile position. Churchill believed that Eden
was behind several attempts to remove him as leader, while Eden felt
that Churchill was using foreign policy for domestic party advantage.
Their relations were not close. Despite Eden's position as Shadow
Foreign Secretary, he played no effecf&ve role in the development or
articulation of European policy. He lacked any commitment to a
policy in which he had not participated, and viewed it as Churchill's
policy rather than that of the Conservative Party.

The final factor was that "at root Eden was an Atlanticist with

a view of Great Britain as a world power whose aspirations had
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scarcely altered since the inter-war years". (73)

Eden believed
that Britain could remain as one of the major powers together with
the U.S.A. and the Soviet Union, with her position as head of the
Empire. It was for this reason that he argued that "the first
consideration of the U.K. must always be the welfare of the

Commonwealth™. (74))

He perceived this as a most formidable obstacle
to British participation in a united Europe, so he preferred to
encourage unity from outside rather than as a leader within.

Thus the Shadow Foreign Secretary was not committed to the spirit
of much of the Conservative discussion on European policy, but while
there was no need to establish any concrete positions then this
situation, and the presence of other sceptics, did not matter a great
deal. However, once decisions had to be made, these differences
clearly emerged. The issue that brought differences to the fore was
the Schuman Plan. In May 1950 Robert Schuman, the French Foreign
Minister, proposed the merger of the coal and steel industries of
the war-time enemies of France and Germany, and opened the proposal
to other nations. The specific nature of the proposal was the
creation of a supranational Higher Authority, over which the national
governments would have no control. The presentation of this concrete
proposal, which required a British response, brought to the surface the
diffe;ences within the Shadow Cabinet.

Some urged a positive response. Macmillan tried to arouse
support and "expressed alarm at the somewhat tepid reception given so
far in British official circles to the Schuman proposals....If the plan
is pursued and implemented, it will be a wonderful step forward. But
if it fails, it will mean a serious deterioration. It will be more

than a set-back. It will be a disaster". (75) He wrote to the

(76)

Times as Chairman of E.L.E.C. and sent an urgent minute to



Churchill urging that a Commons motion be placed in support of the
Plan. (70 The 'Europeans' recognised the problem of the
supranational authority but wanted the party to understand the attitude
of the Continentals. They recognised that a federal solution was
unacceptable in Britain, but feared that no British participation
would destroy the Plan completely, and believed that Britain could
achieve the necessary changes to make the Plan acceptable. Thus

Macmillan's minute read:

"3. There is, of course, no Schuman Plan
in existence....There is a plan to
have a plan.

4, But this is the very reason why
Britain should be in from the start.
Then we can mould the plan to our

- pattern.
5. If we are not in:

either ( i) the whole thing will
collapse, and with it all
real hope of European
co-operation;

or (ii) the Governmentswill, in due
course get complete control". (78)

Maxwell-Fyfe felt the Plan was too ambitious and would fail.
"My general impression is quite clear, namely that it is unworkable".(79)
He felt that British participation was essential to ensure that
something would be saved from the Plan and in a form acceptable to
Britain. Eccles argued that without British participation the Higher
Authority would have considerably more power, while British
participation would ensure a more acceptable solution.

There was, however, considerable opposition within the Shadow
Cabinet by what Maxwell-Fyfe described as "many of the most dominant

(80) Eden, Salisbury and

figures -on the Conservative benches".
Stanley were opponents. Their arguments against were ongrounds of

sovereignty, and that the British coal and steel industries would not



(81)

be better off in such an arrangement.
A compromise emerged. In the Commons, the Conservative position
was to attack the Labour Government for their hostile attitude, and
urge British participation on the same basis as the Dutch who had
agreed to participate but without any prior commitment. Eden very
reluctantly endorsed this position, the first time that he did not
follow the Foreign Office.position on a major issue. He accepted the
collective Shadow Cabinet position put through by Churchill under the
strong influence of Macmillan.
The Commons debate was held on 26th and 27th June 1950 on the
Conservative motion
"That this House requests H.M.G., in the
interests of peace and full employment,
to accept the invitation to take part
in the discussions on the Schuman Plan,
subject to the same condition as that
made by the Netherlands Government,
namely, that if the discussions show the
Plan not to be practicable, freedom of
action is reserved".
The basis of the Conservative case was that Government hostility was
bagsed on partisan motives; that the Plan was anti-national planning;
that socialist governments would be in the minority; and that the
trade unions feared the loss of their negotiating power. Eden
presented the motion in a rather half-hearted manner,; which contrasted
greatly with Churchill's scornful attack on the Government. Max
Beloff has described the debate as "noteworthy as being the only
occasion in this period when a Parliamentary Opposition attacked the
Government for its unwillingness to proceed faster in the direction of
European integration". (82)
The second part of their policy was to seek to influence

Continental discussion through the Macmillan-Eccles Plan, which was

presented to the Assembly of the Council of Europe on 15th August 1950,
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Macmillan has described the three main differences from Schuman.
"l. The experts who co-ordinate the coal
and steel industries will be
responsible to a Committee of Ministers,

and therefore the link with the
underlying Parliaments is kept.

2. The basic social, economic and strategic
interests of each country are safe-
guarded from encroachment by the experts.

3. Any member can withdraw on giving 12
months notice and any member can be
expelled by the others'. (83)
The proposed coal and steel community could exist under the
Council of Europe, as perhaps the first of a series of functional
organisations with which nations could choose to associate, "integration
a la carte”" (Sandys). However, as Max Beloff noted, "ThisAwas far
removed indeed from the ideas of the supranationalists and the scheme
met with little response in the Assembly where it was allowed to die

(84

in committee". This compromise formula had at least managed

to keep together a united Shadow Cabinet, until the next issue of a
European army.

Churchill recognised that the Soviet threat required all the
resources of the West to combine in defence, and that included German
rearmament and participation. When the issue was raised at the
. European Assembly in August 1950,,Churchill decided to propose a
motion calliﬁg for the immediate creation of a European Army as the
means to enable German rearmament. "We should make a gesture of
practical and constructive guidance by declaring ourselves in favour.
of the immediate creation of a European army under a unified command,
and in which we should bear a worthy and honourable part". (85)

This was presented in the form of a general idea rather than any
considered plan. The motion was endorsed by the Assembly.

On October 24th 1950 the French Government presented the Pleven

Plan for a European army, with German participation, integration at



unit level, a supranational authority ; la Schuman, a European

Minister of Defence, European Budget and a European Parliament for

defence. The Conservative reaction was to reject the Plan as of

little military value but to fear that failure would set back

co-operation. Churchill described the plan as a "sludgy amalgam", (86)

and felt that there was too much mixing of nationalities to create

an effective military force. The Conservative position was to favour

national divisions with a Supreme Commander, the centralisation of

supply, the standardisation of arms, but no elaborate or supranational

authority. Sandys, speaking for the Party in the Commons, supported

a European Army as the only framework for German rearmament but

opposed the Pleven Plan because it would hinder co-operatidn through

N.A.T.0., proposed a European Minister of Defence, and favoured a

European Parliament instead of democratic control through a joint

committee of national parliaments. (87)
Eden's position was somewhat different. He favoured a European

Army to encourage Franco-German entente. "I had no quarrel with

the conception of a European Defence Community. On the contrary, I

liked the idea, for I have never thought that my country need have

any apprehension on account of a closer union between the nations of

continental Europe’”. He, however, was opposed to British
participation in a European Army. He also endorsed the Conservative
opposition to Pleven. "I feared that the plan, imaginative as it was,

might fail for just that reasbn. It seemed to attempt too much, to
ask more of the nations concerned than they could freely give and then
the outcome might be disillusion, leaving Europe in disarray". (88
Eden's contribution was to urge that a European Army should be

created within an Atlantic Army, leaving the nature of Britain's

position ambiguous. (89) The issue of the Army was still unresolved
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when a second election was called and the Conservatives were called to

form the Government, when the different attitudes would re-~emerge.

Parliamentary Party

The Parliamentary Conservative Party was devastated by the 1945
election with the loss of many seats. Gradually it restored itself
in morale, but the 1945 intake included a large number of
inexperienced M.P.s. Due to the presence of Churchill and Eden,
foreign affairs was largely left to them. There was a heartfelt
desire to unite again the socialist government, and so to avoid
strong intra-party conflict.

There was in the Commons a small group of European enthusiasts
who made most of the running on this issue. Most M.P.s were willing
to follow the lead from the leadership. While in support of the
general concept of European unity and especially Western union,
they were hostile to federalist experiments. There was also a
group of opponents, however, who never provided a coherent critique
of the European issue, although they often articulated fears which
were felt more widely.

The most prominent backbench speaker for European unity was Bob
Boothby, an articulate, irrascible and independent-minded Tory from
Aberdeenshire East. Boothby spoke frequently inside and outside the
Commons on two necessities for him: the need for Europe to develop
as a 'third force' between the U.S.A. and the Soviet Union, and the
need for democratic regional economic planning, which would provide
a middle way between laissez-faire capitalism on the one side, and
communism on the other. Together these two concerns led him to
believe that this was the end of the era of the sovereign state.

The concept of sovereignty was obsolete. "The smaller nations
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of Western Europe, of whom we are one, cannot hope to survive

politically or economically in isolation”. (90) "War is inherent
and endemic in a world of completely independent sovereign gtates'". (eD)
European unity must involve the surrender of sovereignty. "If it is

to be anything more than a meaningless phase, it must involve some
merging or pooling of national authority or sovereignty for defined

purposes". (92)

Boothby believed in the need for some supranational
" authority and supported an Early Day Motion in favour of federalism
in 1948, but was aware that many Conservative backbenchers were
suspicious of such ideas.

His first objective was to avoid the absorption of Europe into
either the U.S. or Soviet blocs. "Unless we get together in.pursuit
of a common political and economic policy we shall, inevitably,
sooner or later, be absorbed into one or other of the great economic

93)

or political blocs which surround us". His fear of American

dominance led him to vote against the American loan agreement in

S He also feared that the only alternative to voluntary

1945.
co-operation was domination by the Soviet Union. He believed that
there was "only one alternative to the regional planning of Europe
by mutual agreement, and that is yet another attempt at unification
of the European economy by force, or by the threat of force". ©5)

He attributed the failure to achieve peace after World War 1 partly
"to our refusal to abandon the obsolete economic doctrines of
laissez-faire and multi-lateral free trade, and our refusal to accept
the modern economic concept of regional planning and organisation,

(96)

both for economic and defence purposes'. He felt that Western

Europe could combine the best of the Soviet Union, economic planning

but without the loss of democracy, and the U.S.A., with its democracy

(97)

and freedom but without its "free knock-about capitalism". Thus
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Boothby presented a Third Force approach, which was not widely

supported in the Parliamentary Party or shared by his fellow 'Europeans’.
There was a group of enthusiasts, around 60, who took many

.opportunities to express their support for European unity. They

contributed to many debates and participated actively in the work of

the European Movement. Boothby and Leslie Hore-Belisha were on the

Executive, and Julian Amery was a member of its Central and East

European Commission. Boothby, Walter Elliot, Henry Hopkinson,

Hore-Belisha and Colonel Hutchinson attended the International

European Movement in Paris. 23 Conservative M.P.s attended the Hague

Congress, one pf the most impressive single delegatioms. Three

Conservatives (Boothby, Sir Peter Macdonald, Peter Roberts) joined

an all-party ad-hoc drafting committee on an Early Day Motion which

called for a long term policy of Britain's membership 