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SUMMARY

This thesis tells the story of the UK change of prime minister in 1990
using a policy-based multi-dimensional model of intra-party
competition. Specifically, it focuses on Margaret Thatcher’s fall in
1990 from the position of party leader and prime minister and her
replacement by John Major.

This thesis develops a model of intra-party competition and applies it
to the UK Conservative Party 1975-90. The model isolates the unique
impact of salience change on actor’s preferences over real world
alternative prime ministers. I argue that in UK Conservative politics
in the 1980s there was a change in the relative salience of key policy
areas — there was a rise in the importance of EU policy and a
consequent decline in the relative importance of domestic economic
policy. I argue that change in relative salience of policy dimensions
can impact on the incumbent party leader’s support base in the party,
leaving her more vulnerable to challenge from rivals within the party.
The thesis illustrates the potential of models of party competition
based on a non-unitary actor assumption. which are very rare in the
literature

In order to apply the salience-based model of leadership change to the
Conservative case, I need data on Conservative parliamentarians’
positions on the economic and EU policy dimensions. In the thesis, |
pilot a new approach to estimating such positions using computer-
coded content analysis (CCCA) of politically relevant text. I
demonstrate the validity and reliability of the CCCA approach in the
context of an analysis of party election manifestos. I then apply the
approach to parliamentary texts in order to estimate policy positions
of parliamentarians. [ report the successes and future potential of
CCCA as an approach to estimating political actors™ policy positions.

The thesis demonstrates the salience based model in the context of an
analysis of policy based competition between Margaret Thatcher and
her main rivals — Michael Heseltine, John Major and Douglas Hurd
and reports the unique impact of salience change on the intra-
Conservative competitive environment.
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Inside Single Party Government Introducuon

INTRODUCTION

Models of Party Competition and the Unitary Actor Assumption

Much of political science literature explores the broad area of party
competition. Many and varied models have been employed to explain
and predict such phenomena as competition between political parties
at general election time and the formation of governments after the
votes have been counted. Influential models such as the party
identification model, the proximity voting model, the directional
voting model and economic voting models have sought to explain
why people vote the way they do at elections.' An array of models of
government formation have tackled the phenomenon of the creation,
the policy direction and the stability and duration of government.
Such models range from empirical models to a priori models (of both
an institution-free and new institutional variety).” All these models of

party competition vary greatly in terms of the assumptions made about

' On the proximity voting model see, most notably, Downs (1937). On the directional model see,
most notably Rabinowitz and Macdonald (1989). For an overview of models drawing on each of
these frameworks, and for an integration of the two frameworks into a unified theory of voting. see
Merrill 111 and Grofman (1999). On party idenufication see. most notably. Campbell, Converse,
Miller and Stokes (1960) and on economic performance models see, for example, Lewis Beck M.
and Paldman M. (2000).

* For an overview, and categorization, of models of government formation see Laver (1998a,
2000) and Laver and Schofield (1990, 1998). Examples of empincal models include Browne and
Dreijmanis (1982), Pridham (1986) and Warwick (1994), examples of institution free a priori
models include Axelrod (1970), Grofman (1982) and Schofield (1993) and examples of new-
institutional a priori models include Austen-Smith and Banks (1988, 1990), Huber (1996) and
Laver and Shepsle (1996).
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the motivations of the actors — for example, are parties/voters driven
by policy or non-policy concerns? — and methodological matters
relating to the generation and operationalisation of the models.
However, extant models of party competition are strikingly similar in
one important aspect. They are typically based on the assumption that
political parties are unitary actors.” This unitary actor assumption sees
political parties as being homogenous and the elements that make up a
party — such as the leader, the (shadow) Cabinet and the
parliamentarians — behaving in a unified and like-minded way to
achieve shared goals.

The unitary actor assumption may indeed be a plausible one in
several ways. It is true, for example, that political parties typically act
in a unified manner when entering or not entering government. There
may be deep disputes within a party about the wisdom of entering
government on a given occasion but it is very rare for half a party to
enter government and the other half to remain in opposition. It is also
the case that parties at election time put forward a single set of policy
proposals (a party election manifesto or ‘platform’) that is
representative of the entire party and is the official party position on

policy matters. Furthermore, there is a very high level — apart, most

? This is lamented by, for example, Bell and Shaw in their edited collection of descriptive studies
of factionalism in Social Democratic parties: “Modern political theory has not yet caught up with
the fragmented nature of political parties. Although obvious to participants and commentators,
there has been a distinct tendency to portray political parties as unitary actors, whereas the analysis
of parties and party systems will refer to internal party power structures, for the most party these
are discounted in subsequent analysis. Parties are not monolithic, and the actors, politicians,
activists and institutions are involved in games at several levels. Party actions cannot be
understood if these internal conflicts are ignored and the nature of internal alliances and coalitions
has to be understood to make any sense of party behavior. Within parties there is political
competition, and this competition can spill over into the struggle for power within the national
party system. Sometimes the inner party struggle can result in a split but less dramatic conflicts
also have an impact on party behaviour™ (1994 1).

~



Inside Single Party Government Introduction

notably, from the case of the US - of discipline in the parliamentary
voting behaviour of party MPs. Parties typically vote more or less as a
single unit in parliament. Because of these factors the unitary actor
assumption may be a plausible one on which to base analyses of many
political phenomena such as competition between parties at election

time and the formation of multi-party governments after an election.*

Relaxing the Unitary Actor Assumption® to Study
Single Party Majority Government

However, there is at least one key area that does not lend itself to
analysis based on the unitary actor assumption — single party majority
government. Other kinds of government are significantly affected, in
terms of their formation, policy direction and duration. by inter-party
relations and negotiation. Multi-party governments, whether of a
majority or minority make-up, are by their very nature a function of
inter-party dynamics and much work has been done in terms of
explaining the formation and duration of such governments using
models based on the unitary actor assumption.® Single party minority
governments are also very directly driven by inter-party relations as

their continued survival and their policy direction is dependent on the

* On the usefulness of the unitary actor assumption see Laver for an extended discussion of the
usefulness of the unitary actor assumption (Laver and Schofield 1990, 1998).

5 There are a limited number of examples of systematic analyses of political competition in which
the unitary actor assumption has been relaxed. Notably, Luebbert analysed coalition formation
focusing on the impact on party’s leaders’ negotiation strategies of intra-party division. He argued
that leaders were most likely to bargain their way into a coalition on the basis on issues that are
least likely to divide their party (1986). Also see Laver and Shepsle who offer a version of their
portfolio allocation model of government formation based on policy ditferences within parties and
the strategic advantages such factionalism may offer parties in the coalition negotiation process
(1990, 1996).
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continued support of (one or other) opposition parties.” In contrast,
single party majority governments are much less affected by inter-
party relations. In fact, given the unitary actor assumption, if a
government is made up of a single party that has a majority in
parliament, what more 1s there to say about the government except
that it will run its course until the next election?; the government is
made up of a single unified party that is not dependent on any other
party for the policy direction or maintenance (in power) of the
government. The single party majority government will, following the
unitary actor assumption, seek to implement its policy aims in a
unified way and there will be no political competition (a) between the
party and other parties or (b) within the party itself, to deflect it from
this path.

This thesis explicitly argues that the unitary actor assumption s
inappropriate for the study of single party majority government. If one
wishes to explain and predict changes in the policy direction,
leadership and stability of single party majority governments it is not
wise to base the analysis on an assumption that the party is a unified
actor. Such an assumption prohibits us from systematically taking

account of the impact of internal party dynamics on the government.

Rather, it 1s arguably more plausible to say that single party majority
governments are divided rather than unified actors, made up of
competing sub-party groupings. I focus on intra- rather than inter-
party competition in order to explain changes in the direction,

leadership and stability of single party majority governments. In such

® For a brief overview of four decades of research on the matter see Laver (2000).
7 See Strom (1990).
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governments internal party competition has the potential to drive such
phenomena as change of prime minister, major policy change or even
party splits. This thesis relaxes the unitary actor assumption in order
to model the policy direction and stability of single party majority
governments. Essentially I see single party majority governments as
coalitions of sub-party units (often called ‘factions’) in the same way
that multi-party governments are coalitions of parties.

This thesis focuses on one example of the profound
implications of intra-party competition in single party majority
governments — the change of prime minister in the UK in 1990. The
demise of Margaret Thatcher, most commentators and analysts would
agree, was a dramatic and politically significant event. The governing
UK Conservative party ousted her in an internal party leadership
contest. John Major won the contest and became party leader and also
— because the Conservative Party was in power at the time — prime
minister. Conventional models of party competition, bound by the
assumption that parties are unitary actors, are of very limited use in an
attempt to systematically analyse the intra-party competition that
drove the replacement of Thatcher by Major. Instead of assuming
homogeneity of beliefs of actors within parties this thesis assumes
heterogeneity. I assume that actors within parties may have different
beliefs — essentially, that parties may be factionalised — and offer a
model of internal party competition that seeks to explain the change of
UK prime minister in 1990.

[ argue that the policy concerns of Conservative MPs go a long
way to explaining the demise of Thatcher and her replacement by

Major. I regard ‘policy concerns’ as being made up of two basic
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elements. First, there is the question of where exactly an MP stands on
a particular issue — is she to the left or to the right on the issue?
Second, there is the question of the relative importance in the party of
that issue — in other words, how salient is the issue? Drawing on both
of these types of policy concern I offer — and test — the following
interpretation of Mrs Thatcher’s period as prime minister, 1979-90.
Up to the late 1980s, domestic economic policy was the key policy
area operating in the party. It was, | argue, largely on the basis of
beliefs about economics that MPs chose to support or not support the
incumbent leader and prime minister, Mrs Thatcher. Given the
relatively right wing views of Conservative MPs on economic matters,
Mrs Thatcher’s right wing economic project was supported by many
in the party. However, as the 1980s wore on, the issue of EU
integration rose to prominence. [t became even more important in the
party than domestic economic policy. Given the relative salience of
the European policy area by the end of the 1980s. I argue, MPs were
influenced more by European policy concerns than by economic
policy concerns when deciding whether or not to support the
incumbent. Given the greater range of opinion in the party on
European policy, compared to the relatively right wing nature of
views on economic matters, Mrs Thatcher’s extreme Euro-scepticism
was not likely to attract huge support within the party. In short, the
more that EU concerns became important relative to economic
concerns the more vulnerable Thatcher’s position became. Prior to the
late 1980s her position on the key issues of the day — economics — was
not so far from mainstream party opinion. She succeeded in imposing

a Thatcherite economic agenda on the party and brought the party
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with her to the economic right. By the end of the 1980s, her position
on the key issue of the day — Europe — was more distant from
mainstream party opinion. The rise to prominence of the issue of
European integration in Conservative politics, and UK politics more
generally, destabilised Thatcher. The party simply wouldn’t put up
with her extreme Euro-scepticism. It is this general line of argument
that this thesis wishes to put to a systematic and rigorous test. This
thesis offers a model of intra-party competition that isolates the
unique impact of salience change on sub-party actors’ preferences
over prime ministerial candidates. The model tests whether the rise in
salience of EU policy was pivotal to prime minister change in the UK

in 1990.

Methodological Challenges

In order to operationalise a model of intra-party competition based on

the policy concerns of parliamentarians one needs valid and reliable

data on those policy concerns. Many and varied ways have been used

to estimate the policy concerns of political parties, such as mass
surveys, expert surveys, expert (hand) coding of election manifestos.®
Such methods, however, are unlikely to work well in the intra-party
context. For example, mass surveys or surveys of experts which ask
respondents to identify the policy positions of, say, 300 or 400

parliamentarians are unlikely to yield dividends. Surveying MPs
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directly is a good approach to measuring attitudes of parliamentarians.
However, to track shifts in policy concerns of parliamentarians such
surveys would have to be conducted frequently, with negative
consequences for response rates. Problems also exist relating to the
anonymity of respondents in many elite surveys; resulting data cannot
be matched to other data. A further data source to use to infer policy
positions is parliamentary texts and this source is increasingly
available — in electronic form — to the political science community.
- Analysis of published political text such as parliamentary speeches,
can be analysed for (almost) the universe of parliamentarians in a
party. Also it can be analysed at time points chosen by the analyst (per
year, per month, etc.). One drawback, however, is that the hand
coding (‘expert’/qualitative content analysis) of the vast amount of
text involved in the parliamentary output of a party for, say, a decade,
would take a prohibitively long time. This thesis offers a technique for
the computer-coded content analysis of text which would facilitate the
coding of entire parliaments of text by a single coder. The thesis aims
to make a methodological contribution to the long term project of
generating data on the policy concerns of MPs to be used in the
testing of models based on a non-unitary actor assumption. [ pilot the
quantitative analysis of vast amounts of parliamentary text to infer
MPs’ policy positions. I report progress made, the limitations of the
approach at present and likely dividends from the approach for the

medium and long term.

* For a recent analysis of different techniques of estimating policy concems see Laver

(forthcoming). The merits and demerits of these techniques are elaborated in Chapter 5 of this

8
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Overview

This thesis aims to model competition within single party government
and to derive data to test the model from the computer-coded content
analysis of parliamentarians’ speeches. The thesis, as noted, looks at
one kind of political change that may occur during a single party
majority government — leadership/prime minister change — and it
focuses, as noted, on the British Conservative case of 1990. Chapter 1
focuses on the actors involved in driving this leadership change. The
chapter investigates who the relevant actors are for an exploration of
Conservative party leadership change during the Thatcher period -
party members, party activists, party MPs or party elite? I then ask
what assumptions one should make about the motivations of these
actors — are they policy seekers or office seekers? Finally [ examine
how these actors should be operationalised — in terms of organised
sub-party groups or in terms of individuals? The chapter concludes by

focusing on individual policy seeking parliamentarians as the relevant

actors.

Chapter 2 focuses on the policy concerns of these actors during
the Thatcher/Major period of party leadership — 1975-97 — and the
link between these concerns and the stability of the party leader and
prime minister, Mrs Thatcher. Three areas of policy concern are
identified — economic policy, European policy and moral/social
policy. In relation to each policy area, two elements of policy concern
are looked at — policy position (an MP’s stance on a particular policy

area) and policy salience (the relative importance of ditferent policy

thesis.
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areas in the party). The argument offered is that in the opening and
middle period of Thatcher’s leadership — 1975 to the late 1980s -
economic policy was quite a deal more significant or salient within
the party than EU policy. The distribution of opinion in the party on
economics — broadly on the right wing of the spectrum — was such
that Thatcher, a strong free marketeer, was relatively secure in her
position as leader and premier. However, once the EU policy area
became prominent from the later 1980s onwards Thatcher’s position
became vulnerable. Opinion in the parliamentary party on Europe was
very evenly distributed — stretching all the way from pro- to anti- on
the EU policy spectrum. Thus, once the EU became the crucial
dimension in the party, support for Thatcher — who was very firmly on
the extreme anti-EU wing — declined. Support for Thatcher within the
parliamentary party was much lower when the EU was crucial
compared to when domestic economics was crucial. This general
argument is offered in Chapter 2 with support from contemporary
historical accounts and journalistic accounts of the period.

In Chapter 3 I assess the extent to which extant empirical
political science work supports (elements of) the broad argument
elaborated in Chapter 2. I look at evidence on Conservative MPs’
policy positions, on the relative importance of different policy areas in
the party and at evidence of the link between policy concerns and
voting behaviour in internal party contests. I discuss how the
argument outlined in Chapter 2 may best be comprehensively tested. |
make the case for elaborating the argument in terms of a formal model

and for the collection of appropriate data to operationalise this model.
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Chapter 4, therefore, seeks to be systematic about the argument
offered in Chapter 2. [ formalise the argument elaborated in Chapter 2
and offer a model of intra-party competition based on the preferences
— over alternative prime minister candidates — of sub party actors. The
preferences of the sub-party actors are seen as determined by the
distance in policy space between an actor and the alternative
candidates, distance being determined both by actors’ ideal points in
policy space and the relative salience of the policy dimensions.
Specifically, the ‘distance’ between an MP and one of the candidates
is ‘weighted’ by the relative salience of the economic and EU policy
dimensions. The model is used to test the general argument outlined in
Chapter 2: relative salience change caused prime ministerial change in
the UK in 1990. The model holds ideal points constant and isolates
the unique impact of salience change on prime minister stability. The
model is designed to test whether salience change was pivotal to
incumbent prime minister change.

To operationalise the model I obviously need data on the ideal
points of MPs, the stated policy positions of the candidates and the
relative salience in the party of policy areas at different time points.
Chapters 5 and 6 set out to generate such data. The chapters describe
how data on policy position and policy salience should be collected in
order to test the model just described. In general. how should one
estimate political actor’s policy positions? How should one estimate
the relative salience of policy dimensions? Chapter 5 begins with a
review of ways of estimating policy concerns. In the context of this
review | argue that analysis of political text — such as manifestos,

speeches and statements — is the most useful way forward for
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generating data on position and salience for political actors. I offer a
way of content analysing political texts in order to infer policy
position and policy salience using qualitative coding (also, as noted,
called expert coding or hand coding). I then demonstrate a method of
mechanising or computerising the technique so that the technique
lends itself to the task of quantitatively analysing vast amounts of text
in order to generate valid time-series of data on policy positions.
Chapter 6 applies the computer coded content analysis technique to
UK Conservative MPs’ parliamentary speeches in order to infer
policy position for MPs in the Thatcher period. I discuss the progress
made in this area and the limitations of the findings. I suggest reasons
for the limitations and argue that it may be possible in the medium
term to build on the progress reported in this thesis and generate valid
and reliable data on policy positions of MPs from analysis of word
counts of parliamentary speeches. However, given the limitations of
the approach at the moment, I must revert back to using other data —
from a survey of MPs — for the purposes of testing the proposition of
this thesis.

Chapter 7 uses the survey data to operationalise the model
referred to earlier. Specifically the model explores the impact of
salience change on prime minister change. Did Thatcher fall because
of the rise in salience of EU policy? Would she have been able to
remain as prime minister if different levels of relative salience of EU
and economics had operated? Did John Major assume the premiership
because of the rise in importance of EU policy? Would another
candidate — most notably Heseltine — have succeeded Thatcher if

relative salience levels had been different? The model explores the
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support bases — on policy grounds — of the major contenders for the
leadership and does so at different levels of relative salience. It
identifies the unique impact of the (relative) rise in importance of EU
policy on Thatcher’s security as leader and on the ability of her
various rivals to succeed her.

The Conclusion reflects on the findings of the thesis. First it
considers what we have learned about the core substantive point — the
impact of salience change on the fall of Thatcher and the rise of
Major. Second, I consider the successes and the failures of the various
quantitative content analyses reported in the thesis. I consider possible
future directions for quantitative text analysis in political science and
map out a potential medium term research agenda that could build on
the achievements reported in the thesis and tackle the important
problems that are still evident in this relatively new and novel
research area. Third, I consider the area of intra-party modelling and
try to place the work of the thesis in the context of an increasing
interest in political science in this area. Moving away from a direct
interest in the UK Conservative party, I reflect on how the model
offered in this thesis could be developed and refined to account for
intra-party dynamics in parties more broadly. Fourth, I consider the
role of salience in political models more generally. I suggest how the
salience based model elaborated in this thesis may perhaps usefully be

applied to inter- as well as intra- party politics.

—
(V]
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CHAPTER 1

THE CASE OF UK PRIME MINISTER CHANGE IN 1990:
THE ACTORS

This chapter asks three questions. Who were the key actors within
the Conservative Party driving prime minister change in the UK in
1990? What assumptions should one make about what motivates
these actors? How should one operationalise the actors — in terms

of individuals or in terms of groups of some kind?

1.1 Identifying The Actors

The UK got a new Prime Minister in 1990 because of internal
Conservative Party politics. The Conservative Party leadership
election of 1990 transformed the political landscape of the UK. Out
went Margaret Thatcher as Conservative Party leader and in came
John Major. Crucially, the Conservatives were in office at the time
of the contest and the incumbent party leader — Thatcher — was also
the premier. When she lost her position as party leader she also, by
extension, lost her position as premier. Similarly the incoming

party leader, John Major, gained not only the party leadership
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position but also the premiership.' This section identifies the
Conservative actors who drove this party leadership and
premiership change. I identify the actors in the context of a
discussion of leadership selection procedures in the party. First,
however, I briefly address the question: who exactly is the party

leader?
1.1.1 Who Exactly Is Party Leader?

In political parties the position of party leader is not always readily
identifiable or obvious. Many Green parties for instance reject the
concept of leadership. Often a number of people share the
leadership rather than having it reside in the hands of a single
individual. The French Greens, for example, are the only French
party officially without a leader (Thiebault 1993, 278). ‘Group’ or
‘collective’ leaderships are, however, not common in political
parties. Typically, the most useful way to approach the question of
who is party leader is to appreciate that there are usually two main
leadership positions in parties. As Punnet states: ‘Virtually all
parties distinguish between the leader of the party in parliament
and the leader of the extra-parliamentary party’ (Punnet 1992, 5).
In a comparative analysis of party leader selection
procedures, Marsh looked at parties in six countries. He concludes

that while the situation may be more complicated in some parties

' There is much literature providing rich detailed accounts of the fall of Thatcher and her
replacement by Major: Philip Norton (1993), Robert Shepherd (1991, chapter 3); Alan
Watkins (1992, chapter 8): Michael Foley (1993, chapter 7). The many biographies of John
Major also contain accounts of the leadership change: for example, Ed Pearce (1991, chapter
11); Bruce Anderson (1992. chapter 6); Penny Junor (1993, chap 11), Nesta Wyn Ellis (1991,
chap 1); and John Jenkin (1990, pp. 149-67).
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than others it is typically possible to identify the key, pivotal and
most influential figure in each party. He states that ‘despite a
formal dissagregation of leadership tasks in many parties, most
parties do seem to have someone widely recognised as the party
leader, although the post that leader occupies varies widely across
countries and parties’ (Marsh 1993, 231).

Britain is one of the simplest cases. ‘While European parties
generally divide the tasks of parliamentary and extra-parliamentary
leadership among two or more persons ... party leadership roles
are, for the most part, concentrated in the hands of one person’
(Punnet 1993, 258). The British Conservative Party, for example,
does provide for a post of chairman, but the chairman - ‘an
organisational and public relations post” (Punnet 1992, 5) — is
typically a figurehead whose position is in the gift of the party
leader. The chairman of the Labour party has ‘never been a serious
extra-parliamentary rival of the parliamentary leader’; the chairman
presides over the party’s conferences and the meetings of the
national executive committee (NEC) ‘but for the most part his
personal authority is subsumed within that of the NEC’ (Punnet
1992, 5-6).

Overall, the identification of party leaders may often not be a
straightforward task, some parties weighting the balance of power
in favour of parliamentary leaders and others in favour of a
chairman. One may, however, accept that a ‘leader’ can be
identified in most parties, particularly in the case of the major UK

parties. The task now is to examine how such leaders are selected
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and to identify who in the party are the key actors in the selection
process.”

There are four main types of leadership selection procedures
that operate in political parties, ranging from least to most
inclusive: selection by party elite, selection by parliamentarians,
selection by activists and selection by party members. I discuss

each type in the context of the UK Conservative Party.

1.1.2 Selection By Party Elite

The British Conservative party’s selection procedure up to 1965,
the year in which the procedure was democratised, serves as a good
example of a method which is ‘closed’ and non-participatory and is
associated with dominance by the party elite. In this period
succession in the Conservative Party occurred as a consequence of
either a/ the uncontested accession of an obvious heir apparent or
b/ as a result of ‘process of consultation’ in which a select elite
‘took soundings’ from the party and decided in their wisdom on a
successor.

For example. no consultations or discussions were necessary
in the party when Arthur Balfour, generally seen as the leader in
waiting in the party. replaced Lord Salisbury when the latter retired
in 1902 (Stark 1996, 13). Similarly, when Stanley Baldwin retired

in 1937 ‘Neville Chamberlain had been Baldwin's heir apparent

* The main comparative work on leadership selection procedures is Marsh ed (1993). In
relation to leadership selection in British political parties see: Stark (1996) and Selecting Party
Leaders by Punnett (1992). Specifically on the Conservative Leadership Selection Rules see:
Vernon Bogdanor (1994). R. K. Alderman (1992 30-9); and Rodney Brazier (1994).
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throughout the 1930s so, when the time came the succession was
not in doubt’ (Stark 1996, 15). And when in 1955 Winston
Churchill stood down, Anthony Eden, ‘who for fifteen years had
been almost universally regarded as Churchill’s eventual successor,
took over without debate’ (Punnet 1993 260). Punnet states that in
each of these cases ‘the “will of the party” was clear and was
transmitted to the Monarch by party notables’ (Punnet 1993 260).

There have been three occasions this century — 1923, 1957,
and 1963 — when ‘processes of consultation’ have been used to
decide whom from a number of possible successors should be
appointed. This selection process has been variously described as
follows: ‘exclusive, secretive and ad hoc’ (Punnet 1993 262), a
method by which a ‘magic circle™ of close colleagues of the Prime
Minister — on each of these three occasions the Conservatives were
in office — select a leader and also as ‘the informal alchemy of a
charmed circle of elders” (Young 1991, 91). The process by which
a Conservative leader ‘emerged’ has been summed up by Punnet as
follows: ‘one of informal soundings of an undefined nature among
a limited but variable number of unspecified party notables’
(Punnet 1992 32). Stark notes that the process was so informal the
party had no documentation on the procedure (Stark 1996, chapter
2).

While the consultation process varied substantially on each
of the three times it was used there was a similarity in the pattern
involved. The consultations were conducted in an informal and

discreet manner with very little detail released as to the manner in
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which a conclusion was reached. ‘In due course’, states Punnet, ‘a
name “floated to the surface” and was passed on to the Monarch
who appointed him as party leader’ (Punnet 1992, 32). The
selection procedure was fluid, non-transparent and could be
adapted to the circumstances of the day. ‘There were certainly no
written rules and few conventions regarding the form that the
consultations should take’ (Punnet 1992, 32).

The limitations of the party’s selection process were
dramatically highlighted by the 1963 succession (when Home
replaced Macmillan).* In part it was the particular successor who
provoked scepticism. The Times, for example, commented at the
time: ‘some backbenchers hardly see a dis-ermined fourteenth earl
as a perfect standard-bearer for a democratic party’ (quoted in
Punnet 1993, 262). More significantly, however, it was the
characteristics of the selection system, characteristics that hitherto
had been seen as advantages.” that were now questioned. Many had
viewed the process as discreet in that views could be voiced and
taken account of in informal individual or small group discussions.
[t had previously been looked upon as flexible in that because there
were no rules the process could be ‘adapted to particular
circumstances (and thus when there was an acknowledged heir
apparent the succession could proceed without even the trappings

of a contest)” (Punnet 1993, 262). The method had also been seen

3 The term was coined by lain Macleod in an article in the Spectator (1964) and has been
much used since by commentators.

* See, for example, Stark (1996) Chapter 2: and also Watkins (1991).

3 There had been long standing suspicion in the party about the virtues of an elected leader.
The Conservative Walter Long, in 1911. for example stated: “There is nothing so undignified
as a ballot for the leadership of the Great Unionist Party. [ will never be a party to putting the
leadership of the Unionist cause up to Dutch auction’, quoted in Bogdanor (1994, 72).
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in a way as ‘expert’ in that opinion was weighted in favour of those
who most appreciated what the position demanded and who were
most familiar with the contenders. However, the consultations in
the party which resulted in Home replacing Macmillan took place
in great secrecy and many in the party felt Home was favoured —
rather than R A Butler - by Macmillan who was in charge of
sounding out party opinion.® The flexibility of the consultations
procedure came under attack as suspicions grew that the procedure
could be used to unfairly benefit one candidate rather than another.
The party came to the conclusion that such a selection method
should not be employed again. After losing the 1964 general
election the party set about drawing up rules for the election of
party leader by the party’s MPs.’

In addition to the UK Conservative Party, Belgian political
parties are examples of other parties in which the key power of
selection is in the hands of party elites. ‘Rubber-stamping the
nominee of the party elites’ is how De Winter subtitles a paper on
the selection of party presidents in Belgium in which he describes
‘the successful control of Belgium party elites over their own

succession’ (De Winter 1993, 252).

% On the succession see. for example, Randolph Churchill (1964).
7 See Watkins (1991).
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1.1.3 Selection By Parliamentarians

Many political parties prefer to operate a leadership selection
procedure that is somewhat more inclusive than selection by party
notables. They seek to involve more people in the process and
allow for a greater choice of successors. Many parties extend
power to the parliamentary part of the party to select and deselect
the party leader.

The British Conservative Party drew up such rules in 1965,
providing for leadership selection by Conservative MPs.® The 1965
rules made provision for a leadership election only when the
position was available. Since 1975, a contest may be initiated at the
start of each parliamentary term. The election rules are complex.
For a candidate to win the contest on the first ballot he or she must
achieve a majority of those eligible to vote and must also have a
lead over the second placed contender of at least 15% of those
eligible to vote. This 15 per cent rule was drawn up to ensure the
winner enjoyed more than just a slim majority of party support. If a
second ballot is needed the first ballot contenders have to be
renominated and new contenders may also enter the contest at this
stage. A 15 per cent margin is not required in this round; a majority
of those voting will suffice. If no contender attracts a majority, a
third ballot occurs between the top two candidates of the second
ballot with a simple majority sufficing. The victorious candidate’s
title upon election is then ‘leader of the Conservatives In

Parliament” until he or she is formally endorsed as party leader at a
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meeting of MPs, MEPs, Peers, parliamentary candidates and
members of the extra-parliamentary organisation.

On the impact of democratisation, Kavanagh, in line with
many commentators, suggests that it lessened the powers of the
incumbent: the rules change amounted to ‘a significant limitation
on a Conservative leader or prime minister’ (1999, 31). Alderman
and Smith, for example, argue that the introduction of formal
democratic rules undermined the security of an incumbent as a
contest is easy to initiate, the rules provide an incentive to abstain,

and also encourage ‘token candidates’:

These procedures, which still remain in force, have the effect of weakening a
Conservative Prime Minister’s position in several respects. They are, in
principle, very easy to initiate, requiring only a challenger and two MPs to
nominate him or her. The stringency of the terms of the first ballot make it
extremely difficult for an incumbent against whom there is significant
opposition to get the necessary number of votes. Abstention has the strong
negative effect of depriving him or her of the required total. The possibility
of additional candidates entering on the second ballot (which was widely
criticised as a ‘cowards charter” when the rules were introduced) is a positive
incentive to abstain on the first. It means that a ‘token candidate’ could be put
on the first ballot simply to initiate a contest which would become, in effect,
a vote of confidence in the Prime Minister. Opponents would have only to
abstain in sufficient numbers to deprive him or her of the necessary majority
to force a second ballot in which they could hope to be able to cast a positive
vote for some more favoured, previously undeclared candidate. A Prime
Minister not elected on the first ballot could, of course, stand again.
However, his or her authority would be severely damaged if he or she had
fallen substantially short of the required total would have little alternative but

to withdraw at this stage. The way would then be open for contender who had

¥ See Stark (1996) 20-6 and Watkins (1991). On refinements of the rules see: Stark (1996
chapter 2), Alderman and Carter (1991), Bogdanor (1994), Lee Marshment and Quail (1999).

ro
o
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been unwilling to risk their careers in the first ballot (Alderman and Smith

1990, 272).

Other examples of parties whose parliamentarians choose the
leader include Irish political parties (Marsh, 1993) and the pre-
1981 UK Labour Party (Punnet 1992, 1993).

1.1.4 Selection By Party Activists And Party Members

The UK Conservative Party have not utilized choice by party
activists in leadership contests. During recent leadership election
contests, the opinions of constituency branch chairpersons has been
sought but not formally taken on board in the decision making.’
Parties that do afford power to activists include the UK Labour
Party post 1981 (Punnet 1992, 1993) and several Norwegian
parties (Strom, 1993).

A final selection method, selection by party members, is a
very inclusive one. Since Hague took over the party in 1997, the
UK Conservative Party has undergone ‘wide ranging reforms to its
organisational structure’ (Lees-Marshment and Quale, 2000). One
of the key reforms has related to leadership selection and was the
introduction of one member one vote (OMOV) for the final stage
of the leadership selection procedure (Lees-Marshment and Quale,

2000). McSweeney argues that this introduction

’ They have often been on the losing side, favouring Heath in 1975, Thatcher in 1990, and
Clarke in 1997.
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is likely to stimulate further changes in campaigns, candidates, selection
criteria and winners. Membership participation will encourage candidates to
direct their campaigns at the party in the constituencies ... For the future,
prolonged campaigns, launched long in advance of formal contests, will
facilitate cultivation of the grassroots... The priorities of party members will

be injected into selection criteria (McSweeny 1999, 482).

Alderman regards the OMOV reform as ‘a fundamental
break with the party’s previous practice’ (Alderman 1999).
Examples of parties who draw on members to formally choose
their leaders include the Belgian PSC (De Winter 1993) and the
UK Liberals (Alderman 2000).

The task in this section was to identify relevant sub party
actors for an explanation of prime minister change in the UK in
1990. I take the relevant sub party actors to be those empowered to
select and deselect the party leader. It may be seen from the above
discussion that the relevant actors may differ markedly from party
to party, and even for the same party at different time points. For
some parties a select elite group are the relevant actors while in
others party activists or the wider party membership should be
focused on. In relation to the British Conservative Party 1979-97, it
was the legislators in the party who were empowered to choose the
leadership. Thus it is legislators on whom I proceed to focus, rather
than activists, members, or party notables. The next section
examines the motivations of legislators while Section 3 examines
interactions between legislators and asks how our units of analysis

— that is, legislators — should be operationalised.
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1.2. The Motivations Of Legislators

Are legislators primarily policy seekers who want to see their
beliefs and ideas on a range of policy areas implemented? Or are
legislators, typically, simply ‘office seekers’ who are interested in
the perks of the job (a nice office, lots of underlings at one’s beck
and call, high levels of prestige and foreign travel)? [ do not simply
wish to assume that legislators are motivated by office or by policy
without any empirical support for the plausibility of that
assumption. Rather, I seek to assess, on the basis of empirical
investigations of the roles and behaviours of legislators that have
been conducted. which assumption about the motivations of
legislators appears to be the most plausible one to proceed with.
Muller and Saalfield, for example, advocate empirical work on

legislators’ role orientations to assess what motivates legislators:

The motivations of individual members of parliament have been neglected.

. recent studies in the rational choice paradigm ... have emphasised the
importance of parliamentarians’ motivations as a key element in
understanding the workings of parliaments. but often based their arguments
on motivational assumptions and anecdotal evidence rather than careful

empirical studies (Muller and Saalfield, 1997, back page).

Contemporary analysts of the role conceptions of parliamentarians
arec heavily influenced by the classic work in the empirical
investigation of legislator motivations — Donald Searing’s

Westminster World.'" I first draw on Searing’s analysis and then

0 ol - . . . . . o
' For recent empirical analyses of the role orientations of parliamentarians in a range of

European national parliaments see papers on Germany by Saalfeld (1997) and by Patzelt
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examine a recent update of Searing’s work in the Westminster

context.

1.2.1 Searing’s Analysis

Searing seeks to identify the motivations of legislators in the
context of role theory. The notion of ‘role’, is associated with
norms of behaviour existing in certain contexts and the expected
types of behaviour and views that incomers are taught by existing
actors in that context.'' Directly in relation to legislators, Wahlke et
al have defined ‘role’ as a ‘coherent set of ‘norms’ or behaviour
which are thought by those involved in the interactions being
viewed, to apply to all persons who occupy the position of
legislator ... the concept postulates that legislators are aware of the
norms constituting the role and consciously adapt their behaviour
to them in some fashion™ (1962, 8-9). Searing views ‘political
roles’ as ‘patterns of interrelated goals, attitudes. and behaviours
that are characteristic of people in particular positions’ (Searing
1994, 18). Searing identifies two kinds of roles legislators may
have — position roles and preference roles. Position roles are easy
to identify. Is the legislator a cabinet minister. a chief whip, a
junior whip or whatever? (Searing 1994, chapter 1). Preference
roles on the other hand ‘are much less constrained by the institution

and therefore more easily shaped by the preferences of the role

(1997), on Denmark by Damgaard (1997), on Norway by Heidar (1997). on The Netherlands
by Andeway (1997), on Belgium by De Winter (1997) and on Ireland by O'Sullivan (2000).
On the role orientations of Members of the European Parliament see R Katz (1999).

"' On role theory in general see, for example, Biddle (1992).
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players. As informal roles they allow considerably more scope for
interpretation’ (Searing 1994, 16-17). Searing sought to identify
the different preference roles that operated in the British House of
Commons. He conducted open-ended interviews with 521 of the
630 MPs in the 1970-74 parliament and produced a typology of

legislator roles, reproduced below, from analyses of the transcripts.

Figure 2.1
Backbench Roles in Partiament
(taken from Searing 1994, p32)

Backbencher
Policy ministerial constituency parliament
Advocate aspirant member man
Ideologue high flyer weltare oificer status seeker
Generalist subaltern locat promoter spectator
Specialist club man
Part umers good
House
Knights of the of
Shires Commons

Men

Searing identifies ‘Policy Advocates’ (who may also be
referred to as ‘policy seekers’) as those who try to influence
government policy. There are three types of Policy Advocates.
Ideologues promote political ideas that are often conceptual,
abstract and quite radical. Generalists are interested in practical

political issues, but are specialists in one particular area of policy
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or set of issues. In contrast Specialists deal with detailed and
specialised sub-fields (Searing 1994, chapter 2).

‘Ministerial Aspirants’ are office seekers who regard
parliament as a step along the road to government office. Their
main interest in parliament is using it to gain ministerial promotion
(Searing 1994, chapter 3). ‘Constituency Members’ are a third type
of backbencher identified by Searing. These MPs concentrate on
providing services to their constituents (Searing 1994 chapter 4). A
final group is termed ‘Parliament Men’. These MPs are particularly
taken with the conduct of business in parliament and see
themselves as connected to the activities of parliament, whether it
be the club-like social life associated with it, or the status, or

simply the fun of spectating (Searing 1994, chapter 5).

1.2.2 Norton's Development Of Searing’s Approach

Searing provided a systematic typology of types of MP for the
1970s. Norton's aim is to use the typology Searing generated to
describe a much wider time span, the entire century (Norton 1997).
He aims to assign MPs to the same categories as Searing and thus
provide a picture of the relative number of Policy Advocates
(policy seekers) and Ministerial Aspirants (office seekers) as well
as the numbers of constituency men and parliamentary men.

The most interesting of Searing’s findings, according to
Norton, 1s the relatively large number of Policy Advocates. Forty

one per cent were policy advocates and this was the largest of the
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categories in the typology. Norton finds this somewhat surprising
given the conventional belief that MPs were typically office
seeking ‘Ministerial Aspirants’. In fact this group amounted to only
25% of parliamentarians. Another 25% were categorised as
Constituency Members. Only thirty-one MPs were allocated by
Searing to the ‘Parliament Man’ group.

Norton, in his attempt to expand Searing’s early 1970s
snapshot over the whole century, separates his analysis into pre-
and post- 1970 period. In the period 1900-70 Norton argues that
Parliament Man was probably much more predominant than
indicated by Searing, and the proportion of Policy Advocates or
Constituency Members was also correspondingly smaller. Norton
draws on a range of data sources and concludes that ‘in
combination, these data would suggest that Parliament Man held
sway in the House of Commons. Examination of the data on a
decade by decade basis would also suggest that he (rarely she) held
sway until the 1950s and even in to the 1960s’ (Norton 1997 22).

The major ‘paradigmatic shift in role orientation’ came in the
1960s and 1970s but there was gradual movement over time.
Norton states that ‘Parliament Man was becoming less
predominant as the years progressed. The century appears to have
witnessed the decline of Parliament man in favour of the Policy
Advocate’ (Norton 1997 23).

By the time of Searing’s early 1970s study Norton states that
‘what was surprising was the extent to which the Policy Advocate
had come to the fore’ (Norton 1997, 23). Norton explains this in

terms of the change in social background of incoming MPs.
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Increasing levels of education of MPs, the extension of education
and the media in the 1940s and the 1950s, Norton says, created a
major increase in political awareness, with increased political
activity and pressure group membership. In terms of occupation,
MPs have also changed. Many more are now from the ‘self-
expression’ occupations — such as journalism, teaching and
consultancy — and this has encouraged the rise of policy advocacy.

In addition to this ‘new breed of MP explanation’ Norton also
focuses on ‘behavioural changes’. Party cohesion in voting
behaviour which had been a major pre-1970s feature was to drop
markedly. In the Parliament of 1970-74, Conservative
Backbenchers voted against their own government on more
occasions, in greater numbers, and with more effect then before.

Norton states:

Once Backbenchers realised what they were able to achieve, they made
greater use of the facility. producing what Samuel Beer has termed a more
participant attitude on the part of Members, displacing their previously
deferential attitude. They wanted to be more involved in influencing public
policy. The change thus consolidated the position of Policy Advocates and
may also have served to enlarge their ranks, given that the change in attitude

was, as Beer noted, pervasive (Norton 1997, 27).

In addition to behavioural changes the Policy Advocate or ‘policy
seeking’ MP was further encouraged by ‘structural changes’,
particularly the introduction of select committees ‘to examine the
expenditure, administration and policy in the principal government
departments ... and associated public bodies’ (quoted in Norton

1997, 28).
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Of course, most legislators may be — indeed, probably are —
motivated both by a desire to enjoy the fruits of high office and to
achieve certain policy or ideological goals. But for the purposes of
elaborating a sparse model of a political phenomenon such as the
impact of intra party politics on prime minister stability one has to
be fairly ruthless in the assumptions one makes about what
motivates the relevant actors. Norton's analysis suggests quite a
significant emphasis by legislators on policy related matters. I draw
on this analysis and at this stage I am explicit about the working
assumption of this thesis that legislators are policy seekers.

This is not such a controversial assumption to make in the
sense that many preceding analyses of internal Conservative
politics have been, implicitly or explicitly, based on the same
assumption. For instance an analysis by Crewe and Searing was
based on the ideological motivations of parliamentarians (1988).
The authors examined the internal make-up of the parliamentary
party in terms of MP’s closeness to ‘Thatcherism’. The latter was
made up of advocacy of discipline and standards in society,
economic free enterprise and strong central government. Philip
Norton has also conducted several analyses of the internal politics
of the Conservative party based on the policy-based views of MPs.
For example these have been based on the parliamentary voting
behaviour of MPs (1978, 1980) and voting behaviour and other
sources, such as membership of particular groups, which operate
within the party (1990). Other policy-based analyses of the
Conservative parliamentary party include Garry’s analysis of

policy positions and policy salience in the 1987 parliament (1995),
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Cowley and Garry’s analysis of voting behaviour in internal party
contests (1998). Very many of the works drawn on in Chapter 2
are based in significant part on the idea that policy matters are of

high importance within the Conservative parliamentary party.

1.3 How Should The Actors Be Operationalised?

Thus far in this chapter two questions which arise from our
relaxation of the unitary actor assumption have been answered:
who are the relevant sub party actors? Legislators are. What
motivates them? They are policy driven. A third question will now
be addressed. How exactly should the units of analysis — policy
seeking legislators — be operationalised? Should one see legislators
as interacting together in some form of intra party grouping? If so,
what kind of grouping? Should one treat them strictly as
individuals and operationalise them accordingly?

The discussion takes the following form. I examine, in turn,
the main types of intra party groupings identified by authors in this
sub-field — factions, tendencies, single-issue groups, personal client
groups, and non-aligned groups.'2 In each case, how that type

relates to the British Conservative Party is explored.

1.3.1 Factions
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A faction is generally viewed as a highly organised sub party
groupings made up of a self-conscious membership who come
together in an attempt to further a particular set of policy options
on a range of policy dimensions. Factions are the sub party
grouping most similar, in terms of organisation, to a political party.
In fact, a faction may often be referred to as ‘a party within a
party’. There is often a list of members of the faction and the
members are highly aware of their membership of the group. A
faction usually has a name, perhaps based on the person who
founded it or the name of a place it meets or some other name that
acts as a symbol of its broad aims in the same way as names of
political party names do. Faction members may pay fees or dues to
the group and hold regular meetings. Thev may have their own
newspaper or pamphlets circulated to faction members. They have
a basic co-ordinating structure such as an executive committee or
leader. They have a set of rules and procedures to follow. Their
high level of organisation means they are sometimes referred to as
‘organised” or ‘formal’ or ‘institutional’ factions. They are
relatively durable and stable over time, their membership
remaining constant."”

As well as being highly organised, factions are dedicated to
the pursuit of policy goals, usually on a fairly broad range of policy
matters. They wish to use the faction’s influence in the parent

political party to see these policy aims furthered. Members, then,

'* For discussion of the various types of intra party groups see. for example, Belloni and Beller
(1978) and R Rose (1967).

¥ On the organisation of factions see for example: Belloni and Beller (1978), Brand (1989)
and Hine (1982).
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are similar in terms of broad policy dispositions."* Cyr regards
faction members as being committed to a particular ideological
outlook, which he defines as ‘a structured and codified set of
beliefs about politics’ (1978, 288). Seyd offers the following

definition of faction:

A group of party members operating within the framework of the parent
political party which is consciously organised for the purpose of replacing the
policies and/or the leadership of the parent party. The group will be united in
its attitude towards a range of issues over a period of time since the members
hold a common set of political values. Group consistency is therefore likely
and it will be possible to predict its attitude on a majority of political issues

(Seyd 1972, 465).

There are many examples of organised tactions in political
parties. The CERES group in the French Socialist party is one such
example and the Italian DC and UK Labour parties have been
noted as highly factionalised. The Japanese Liberal party also has
such formal intraparty groups.”” As far as the British Conservative
Party is concerned one group in the party — the Monday Club — has
been identified as a good example of a faction (Seyd, 1972). The
Monday Club was active in the 1960s and 1970s and manifested a
high degree of organisation. For example, Seyd states that since
1964 the Monday Club has built up a highly structured
organisation worthy of the description of a “party within a party”.’
There were formal annual meetings at which ‘members of an

Executive Council and the officers at the Club are elected’ and a

" See for example, Brand (1989, 148)
'3 See discussions in Beller and Belloni for examples of factionalised parties (1978). On
factionahised Social Democratic parties see Bell and Shaw (1994).
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‘permanent bureaucracy exists to administer the organisation (Seyd
1972, 472). The aim of the Club was to further its distinctive policy
aims within the Conservative Party. The Club was particularly, but
certainly not exclusively, concerned with the decline of traditional

moral standards and authority. Seyd states that

It would be inaccurate to portray the Club’s concern with what it regards as
the general political, social and moral decay of Western Civilisation as its
only preoccupation. Race, Rhodesia and political subversion are all subjects
on which it has received publicity as a result of its policy statements but the
Club’s intention has been to develop a research programme over a wide field
of affairs ... Since 1964 the Club has formed study groups on such matters as
economic policy, taxation, social services, education, housing, defence.

aviation. Rhodesia and the machinery of government (Seyd 1972. 478-9).

Although there may be other groups which may come under
the category of faction they would be much less formally organised
than the Monday Club. Seyd states that ‘the Monday Club is
unique within the Conservative Party for the methods which it has
adopted in its attempts to organise support’ (Seyd 1972, 482).
Other groups which are identified by Seyd as factions within the
Conservative party include the relatively leftist Social Reform
Committee in the 1910s, the Tory Reform Committee in the 1940s
and the One Nation Group operating since the 1950s. Groups such
as ‘forty thieves’ and the leftist ‘YMCA' are identified by Brand as
Conservative factions (Brand 1989). Gamer and Kelly offer
descriptions of the following relatively organised grouping in the
party: The Bow Group, No Turning Back Group, Conservative
Way Forward and the Tory Reform Group (1998, 70-2).
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1.3.2 Tendencies

Tendencies (which may also be referred to as ‘wings of opinion’)
were identified by Rose as an internal grouping that contrasted
with a faction in terms, first, of organisation (Rose 1967). While
factions are organised groups of people, tendencies are simply
bodies or strands of opinion on a particular policy area. For
example, there may be an interventionist set of attitudes which may
be regarded as a ‘left wing economic tendency’ and an opposite
‘right wing economic tendency’. The politicians holding left wing
economic views are thus associated with the ‘left wing economic
tendency’. But these politicians are not formally organised together
and are not conscious of all the other politicians holding similar
views (and therefore being in the same tendency). Unlike factional
membership, the ‘membership’ of tendencies is not necessarily
stable as politicians may drift away from the tendency. Equally,
politicians who share a tendency on one area of policy do not
necessarily also share the same tendency on a different policy area.
This contrasts with the membership of factions who typically share
similar views on a range of policy areas. In relation to tendencies,
it is the body of opinion that stays constant — for example there
may consistently be an economic left tendency and an opposing
economic right tendency. The politicians associated with a
particular tendency may change over time, are not organised in the

furtherance of that body of beliefs, and often only share similar
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beliefs in relation to that particular tendency, finding themselves
associated with opposing bodies of belief on a second issue. (They
may be on the same wing of economic opinion within the party but
on opposite wings on, for example, law and order.)

Brand defines a tendency as consisting of ‘people who have
more or less the same opinions but who do not meet regularly, have
no definite list of members and may not even be conscious of
sharing convictions’ (Brand 1989, 148). Beller and Belloni

emphasise the lack of structure of tendencies, stating that

Membership is vague at best, usually consisting of self-identification or even
externally ascribed identification; there normally is no purposeful recruitment
at all ... [tendencies] usually acquire only nicknames or “tags”, sometimes
originating with the press or other outside observers; or they have no
identifying symbol at all ... [members have] a minimum of cognisance of
their shared membership in a group except in a vague way. or at the irregular
occasions of their common mobilisation to action in a conflict over an issue

16

or in an election” (Beller and Belloni 1978, 422).

As far as the UK Conservative Party is concerned, there
appears to be a consensus that the party consists predominantly of
tendencies rather than of factions. Typically, the Conservatives are
compared with the UK Labour party and Conservative divisions
are regarded as much more fluid than the organised factional
divisions which are deemed to characterise Labour. A range of

17

authors supports this. " Rose, for example, argues that the

Conservative party is made up of distinct sets of political views

' The integralist and the autonomists in the Italian DC may be seen as examples (R E M
Irving 1979).
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which remain constant while party members are free to shift from
one set of views to the other depending on the policy area at issue
(Rose 1967). Seyd states that ‘the tendency is characteristic of the
Conservative party’ and the party lacks ‘a hard core of organised
members ... adhering to a set of principles which they are
attempting to impose on the party in general’ (Seyd 1972, 464-5).
Dennis Kavanagh states that ‘for most of its history the
Conservative Party has managed to avoid the factionalism of the
Labour party’ and his discussion of the ‘sharpened divisions’ in
recent party history is in the context of tendencies (Kavanagh 1990,
280). Gamble follows a similar line (Gamble 1974, 9 and 213-219)
as does Anthony King who states that the ‘criss-crossing pattern of
cleavage amongst Conservative MPs inhibits the development of
Tory factions analogous to those in the Labour Party. Allies on one
issue either become enemies on the next, or else simply do not feel
strongly enough on the next issue to want necessarily to work
together’ (King, quoted in Seyd 1972, 464). Similarly, Norton
notes that ‘the Conservative party in pre-1970 parliaments ‘was a
party of “tendencies”, with dissenting Members forming ad hoc
alliances from issue to issue with no persistent and organised
dissent along “factional” lines’ (Norton 1978, 244). His in-depth
analysis of the 1970 parliament showed similar patterns, his results
‘indicat[ing] the extent to which the party remains one of
“tendencies”; although a number of identifiable Members tended to
dissent persistently on a number of issues, they were often

supported by different colleagues on difterent occasions’ (Norton

17 As well as the authors cited in the text see also, on the debate over factions and tendencies

38



Inside Single Party Government Chapter 1

1978, 248)." Analysis of the proceeding 1974-9 parliament
showed that ‘there are not organised or cohesive groupings within
the parliamentary party ready and able to provide a co-ordinated
challenge to official policy in the same way, or on the same scale,
as the Tribune Group on the other side of the House’ (Norton 1980,
452)."”

1.3.3 Single Issue Groups

A third type of internal party group which is usually mentioned in
discussions of intra party interactions is the single-issue group.
Single-issue groups form for brief periods of time to address a
specific question that is prominent in political debate and disband
upon the resolution of that question. Such groups are described by
Rose as ‘ad hoc combinations of politicians in agreement upon one
particular issue or at one moment in time (Rose 1967, 107). Hine
suggests such groups may often be more formally organised than
Rose suggests, suggesting that the groups ‘may for brief periods be
highly organised” (Hine 1982, 39). Seyd, who speaks of single
issue groups in terms of ‘alliances’, regards them as an ‘organised
group of persons within the parent political party which is

concerned to replace the policy of the party on a single issue (Seyd

in the party: V. McKee (1989) and J. Barnes (1994), and A. Aughey (1996a).

" Norton also analysed dissent within British parties in earlier post-war parliaments, 1945-74
(1975). Other studies relating to this period include those by R J Jackson (1968), H Berrington
(1973). and S E Finer. H Berrington and D J Bartholemew (1961).

" For an empirical analysis of Labour party factionalism in the 1990s see, for example, P
Norriss (1994). For descriptions of Labour party dissent in the 1970s and 1980s see D Kogan
and M Kogan (1982) and E Shaw (1988).
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1972, 465). What members of single-issue group have in common,
whether or not the group displays high or low levels of
organisation, 1s a similarity of viewpoint in relation to the
particular question at issue. They hope to influence the policy of
their party in relation to this question. The members do not
typically share views on other political questions. Seyd states that
the issue which unites members of a single-issue group ‘unites
persons who on other issues would differ’ (Seyd 1972, 465). Single
issues groups last much less time than either tendencies or factions
because they only come together to address a single particular
question. They are thus, as Hine puts it, ‘distinguished from faction

and tendency by scope and duration’ (Hine 1982, 39).

1.3.4 Personal Client Groups

A fourth type of intra-party grouping is the personal client group
which is based on particular personalities rather than policy. In
relation to organisation, such groups are more similar to organised
factions than to unorganised tendencies. They ‘have true
organisation, in the specialised form of the unique, personally
recruited and maintained bond of leader and follower’ (Beller and
Belloni, 1978, 420). Personal client groups are based on personal
ties, personal allegiances to the group leader and the group itself

usually draws its name from the leader. The group is organised on
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a clientelist basis and so vertical, rather than horizontal lines of
communication are encouraged by the leader.”

As for the UK Conservative Party, support for particular
politicians is typically discussed in terms of support for some or all
of that politician's views, rather than simply support for that
particular individual per se. One group has however been noted by
Norton and corresponds with a personal client group. ‘Thatcher
Loyalists” support Thatcher not out of support for her position on
any policy area. Rather, they are attracted to ‘the style of leadership
offered by Mrs Thatcher, with no strong ideological commitment’
(Norton 1990, 49). However, Norton notes that the group is a small

one, consisting of between 5 percent and 8 percent of the party.

1.3.5 Non-Aligned Groups

Finally, Non aligned groups in parties are essentially that element
of the party which is remaining after members of tendencies,
factions, single-issue groups and personal client groups are
accounted for. Hine, for example, sees parties as basically
consisting of two groups. There is ‘that proportion of the party ...
[which] ... identifies with a particular group ... [and there is that
proportion which] consists of non-aligned individuals identifying
only with “the party as a whole’ (Hine 1982, 39). The non-aligned
member may be regarded as being loyal or faithful to the party in

general. Cyr states that they are ‘committed to very general

* For example, the Irish, Italian DC and French Socialist cases (on the latter see Cole 1989).
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sentiments in favour of one party and against the other, unrelated to
positions on particular policy issues’ (Cyr 1978, 289). Non-aligned
members, as Brand puts it, ‘follow the leadership because they
perceive the opposing party as the enemy rather than another
tradition within their own’ (Brand 1989, 148). Hine sees an inverse
relationship between the size of the non-aligned element of a party
and the level of polarisation in the party. ‘Highly fragmented’
parties such as the Italian DC or Italian Socialists, will have a low
level of non-alignment and the party ‘will often be little more than
the sum of its factionalised parts™ (Hine 1982, 39-41).

As far as the British Conservative Party is concerned, Norton
has identified non-aligned individuals as forming a significant
section of the party. The ‘party faithful’ support the party in
general rather than any particular wing of opinion or grouping in
the party. They support the incumbent leader, whoever that might
be because support for the party, and by extension, support for the
party leadership. is their priority (Norton 1990).

Overall, the extant literature suggests a picture of the UK
Conservative Party as having ‘wings of opinion” or ‘tendencies of
opinion’ on policy areas. The party does not typically have
organised groupings whose members agree on a range of policy
dimensions. Rather, Conservative MPs are inclined to one or other
wing of opinion on a policy area and one or other wing of opinion

on another policy area/areas.

1.4. Conclusion
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I began by identifying a range of actors who, depending on the
leadership selection procedures of the party one is looking at, may
be relevant to the analysis of party leadership change — party
notables, party parliamentarians, party activists and party
membership. The case at issue in this thesis is the UK Conservative
Party 1975-97. In this period I identify legislators as the key sub
party actors. Next [ decide whether the legislators are policy or
office seekers and I come down on the side of legislators as policy
seekers. Next I consider how to operationalise the units of analysis
— policy-seeking legislators. I decide to effectively treat them as
individuals rather than as formally organised sub party groupings.
The units of analysis are thus: policy seeking individual
Conservative legislators.

The next chapter focuses on these actors during the Thatcher
period. The chapter elaborates the argument that the rise in
importance within the Conservative parliamentary party of
European policy. relative to economic policy, resulted in decline in
support from Conservative legislators for Thatcher, leading to her

replacement by Major in 1990.



Inside Single Party Government Chapter 2

CHAPTER 2

THE IMPACT OF POLICY CONCERNS ON PRIME
MINISTERIAL STABILITY

I now discuss the policy concerns of Conservative parliamentarians
in the period of Mrs Thatcher’s leadership of the party, 1975-90. In
turn, I discuss economic, European and social values concerns. I
identity the opposing beliefs that Conservative MPs may hold on
each policy area and I discuss the relative importance of these
policy areas in the party over the Thatcher period. 1 offer an
argument relating policy concerns of MPs to the security of
Thatcher’s position as party leader and. by extension, prime
minister. [ argue that a change in the relative salience of the
economic and EU policy areas destabilised Mrs Thatcher’s
position. I argue that the rise in significance of EU policy had
negative consequences for the size of Mrs Thatcher’s support base
in the party and facilitated her replacement by John Major. In
pursuing the argument in this chapter I draw on journalistic and
contemporary historical accounts of Conservative politics. It is the
aim of Chapter 3 to identify evidence from the political science
literature to support elements of the argument and to discuss how
best to gather further evidence to test the validity of the argument

as a whole.
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2.1 High Salience Of Economic Policy 1975 - Late 1980s:

Positive Impact On Mrs Thatcher’s Position As Prime Minister

Conservative Members of Parliament (MPs) may be regarded as
inclining towards either a right wing or relatively centrist position
on economic policy. I discuss the economic centrist and economic
rightist positions and then highlight the main clashes between these
viewpoints. | argue that it was debate over the appropriate
economic policies to adopt which dominated Conservative party
politics for much of Mrs Thatcher’s leadership, from 1975 to the
later 1980s. I argue that this dominance of the economic policy
dimension in the party was beneficial for Thatcher. Her ability to
dominate the economic policy debate helped render her position as

leader and prime minister secure.

2.1.1 Economic Centrists

The economic policy positions held by MPs in the Conservative
Party may be seen as stretching from the moderate centre of the
general economic policy spectrum to the extreme right. What
distinguished Conservative centrists from Conservative rightists in
the late 1970s and 1980s was their attitude to the moderate
economic policies implemented by Conservative (and Labour)
governments in the 1945-75 period. The centrists wanted to

continue with the moderate policies of this period while the

4
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rightists favoured a complete break from these policies and a move
to the free market right.'

A centrist economic approach was advocated by both
Conservative and Labour parties in the 1945-75 period. The
similarity between the governing parties in terms of economic
matters gave rise to the description of this period of British
political history as the ‘consensus’ period.” Another term used to
describe the similarity in economic philosophy of both parties in
this period is ‘Butskellism’ — a term coined by the Economist
newspaper and drawn from the names of two Chancellors of the
Exchequer in the 1950s, Labour’s Hugh Gaitskell and the
Conservative’s R A Butler (Keegan 1984, 20).

The consensus period of economic policy that the
Conservative centrists of the 1970s and 1980s wanted to continue
with’ — and that the Conservative ri<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>