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Abstract

This thesis assesses the outcomes of the 1957 and 1963 Conservative Party
Leadership Selections of Harold Macmillan and Sir Alec Douglas-Home. It analyses
the two selections using an original analytical framework, that demonstrates the
importance of both individual and situational criteria in determining the outcomes of
leadership selections. The individual criteria are the party status of the candidates, and
their actions and conduct during the selections. The situational criteria are the situation
and circumstances surrounding the selections, the formal and informal aspects of the
selection procedure used, and the candidates fulfilment of acceptability, electability,
and governability. Acceptability, (the need to retain or maintain party unity),
electability, (the need to be electable), and governability, (the ability to govern), are the
three core situational criteria on which the candidates are judged. This framework was
developed to offer a full and inclusive explanation of the outcomes of the two
leadership selections, because the existing analyses of leadership selections has a
restrictive approach, and does not offer a conclusive and systematic analysis.

The thesis demonstrates that the outcomes of the 1957 and 1963 leadership
selections have clear parallels and distinctions in their outcomes. Both selections
produced a stop-gap leader 1n a time of crisis for the Conservative Party. However, the
situations were clearly distinct, and this was influential in the outcome. The 1957
selection occurred following a crisis over foreign policy, while the 1963 selection
occurred during a deep-seated period of domestic crisis and upheaval. In January
1957, the Conservatives had three years before a general election had to be held, while
in October 1963, a general election was imminent within twelve months. The selection
procedure was influential in both selections. The informal aspects of the procedure
were more influential in 1957, while the procedure had become more formalised in
1963, and this prepared the way for the establishment of formal leadership elections in
the Conservative Party in 1965. The choice of Macmillan and Home was made because
of the circumstances in which the selections occurred, and because they fulfilled the
three core criteria more conclusively than the other candidates. In both outcomes,
acceptability was clearly the most important core criteria because the selections
occurred at a time of severe disunity in the party, and this deemed party unity as the
crucial task of the new leader. In 1957, Macmillan was selected as he fulfilled the
requirements of the situation better than R.A. Butler, the other candidate. In 1963,
Home became leader because of the weaknesses apparent in the other candidates, and
was the compromise candidate to retain party unity.

This thesis concludes that the wider individual and situational criteria set the
terms of reference on which the core situational criteria of acceptability, electabulity,
and governability are judged. The most important wider criteria were the candidates’
actions during the selection, the selection procedure, and the situation that the
selection occurred in. This demonstrates the utility of the analytical framework
developed 1n the study.
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Introduction
The Area For Investigation

This thesis analyses the outcomes of two Conservative Party leadership
selections. These are the selections of Harold Macmillan to replace Sir Anthony Eden
in January 1957, and of Sir Alec Douglas-Home to replace Macmillan in October
1963. These selections are two of the most controversial in the history of leadership
selection in Britain, because of the manner in which Macmillan and Home were
selected, and the outcomes they produced. Both selections were made using the ‘magic
circle’ system of selection. This was the method by which the Monarchy and the party
hierarchy conducted informal consultations to determine the best candidate, rather than
using a formal election procedure. Both selections occurred at a time when there was a
call for greater accountability and openness in political parties, and the selection of
Home in October 1963 led to the downfall of the ‘magic circle’ procedure. In 1965,
the Conservative Party introduced formal leadership elections, using a secret ballot of
the party’s MPs. The selection of Macmillan also contributed to that process, but the
selection of Home was the catalygt for the change.

Leadership selection is an understudied and misunderstood area of political
science, and the two selections chosen for analysis are typical of the misinterpretation
and weaknesses 1n existing work on leadership selection in Britain. Many of the
publications on the two selections are restrictive in their analysis, and do not fully
explain the outcomes. This 1s because of the domtnant emphasis on the issue of party
unity, at the exclusion of any investigation of the other determining factors that

influenced the outcomes. This has led to the need for the development of a coherent

analytical methodology by which to analyse leadership contests, because of the lack of



a viable approach in existing analyses. The analytical framework developed and applied
in this study offers a new, inclusive, and systematic approach to the analysis of the
outcomes of leadership selections, by assessing the importance of all individual and
situational criteria that may influence the outcome of a selection. The individual criteria
are the party status of the candidates, and the impact of their actions and conduct
duning the selection process. The situational criteria are the situation and circumstances
surrounding the selection, the selection procedure used, and the candidates’ fulfilment
of the three core criteria on which they are judged. These are acceptability (the need
for party unity), electability (the need to win elections), and governability (the ability to
govern). This method of analysis will, therefore, offer a full explanation of the

outcomes of the two selections.

The Research for the Study

The research for the study had three main components, each with a distinctive
objective. The first consisted of an in-depth analysis of the secondary source material
on the history of the Conservative Party’s methods of leadership selection, the two
selections of January 1957 and October 1963, and works on the careers and lives of
the candidates in the selections. These were R.A. Butler, Harold Macmillan, Lord
Home, Lord Hailsham, and Reginald Maudling. This provided the background
information for the investigation. The second was a study of the existing literature on
political leadership, leadership politics and leadership selection. This was utilised in the
development of the analytical framework applied in the investigation. The final area of

research consisted of archival material to gain primary evidence to develop the study.

The following collections of archival material were consulted: The Conservative Party



Archive, the Bodleian Library, University of Oxford; The Diaries of Harold Macmillan,
the Bodleilan Library, University of Oxford; The Papers of R.A. Butler, Trinity
College, University of Cambridge; The Public Record Office, Kew; and The Papers of
the First Earl of Halifax, the Borthwick Institute of Historical Research, University of
York. This level of research has developed the study into one that encompasses

research and 1deas in British party politics, political science, political psychology, and

contemporary history.

The Method of Analysis

The method of analysis of the outcomes of the two selections has three stages.
The first 1s the presentation of the analytical framework to be used to analyse the
selections. This 1s assessed in chapter one, and outlines the individual and situational
criteria that will be analysed, to assess their influence on the outcome of the selections.
All of the component factors of each criteria are demonstrated here. The second stage
is the application of the analytical framework to the two selections. This is assessed in
chapters two to seven. Chapter two analyses the Conservative Party’s history of
leadership selection from 1902, to the selection of Home in October 1963. This sets
the context for the study, and demonstrates the different situational parallels and
distinctions between the selections over the pertod. This, therefore, acts as a contextual
introduction to the analysis of the two selections. The third chapter assesses the
careers, party status and personalities of the candidates, and therefore, analyses the
first individual critena.

Chapters four and five apply the analytical framework to the selection of

Macmillan. Chapter four analyses the candidates’ actions during the Suez Crisis, which



formed the selection process, because the demise of Eden was widely expected.
Chapter five applies the Situational Interpretation to the selection. This chapter
analyses the influence of the situational cnteria of the situation, the selection
procedure, and the candidates’ fulfilment of acceptability, electability, and
governability. Chapters six and seven apply the analytical framework to the selection of
Home. Chapter six assesses the importance of the candidates’ actions during the
selection procedure, and chapter seven applies the Situational Interpretation to the
selection.

The final stage 1s the assessment of the outcomes. This forms the conclusion to
the study, and brings together the results of the investigation into the two selections.
The conclusion will demonstrate a full explanation of the outcomes of both selections,
and assess the different influence of the individual and situational criteria in
determining the outcomes. The study will finish with a discussion of the parallels and
distinctions between the two outcomes, and will assess what they demonstrate about
how the Conservative Party selects it’s leaders in different situations and

circumstances.



Chapter One

The Analytical Framework

This chapter has two sections. The first assesses the Interactionist
Interpretation of political leadership and leadership selection, and the influence this has
had on the development of the analytical framework. The second section discusses the
analytical framework. This 1s outlined in abstract form, and is then applied to party
leadership selections in the British Conservative and Labour parties between 1957 and
1997. The two main components of the analytical framework will be discussed. These
are the Individual Interpretation, which assesses the importance of the candidates’
party status and their actions, and the Situational Interpretation, which assesses the
influences on the selection. The situational factors are the circumstances that the
selection occurred in, the selection procedure used, and the importance of each of the
three core criteria that must be met 1n leadership selections: Acceptability, Electability,
and Governability. The section will finish with an analysis of party leadership selection
in the Bntish Conservative and Labour Parties between 1957 and 1997. Five specific
selections from that period are analysed using the framework to demonstrate its

application.

The Interactionist Interpretation of Political Leadership

The Development of the Interactionist Interpretation

The Interactionist Interpretation of political leadership has resulted from the

synthesis of the ‘Great Man’ and the Determinist/Situational schools of political

|

leadership.” Recent analysis has stressed the importance of personality’s interaction

' The term ‘Interactionist Interpretation’ is derived from Elgie’s use of the “interactionist approach’ in
R. Elgie, Political Leadership In Liberal Democracies, (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1995). The term I



with the environment in understanding political action and behaviour.”? The
Interactionist Interpretation developed from the realisation that ‘Great Man’ theones,
and Situational Interpretations were insufficient to account for political leadership and
the emergence of political leaders. It developed from the assumption that political
leaders do matter, and that individuals do make a difference within the political
environment. However, the Interactionist Interpretation does not assume that
individuals play the dominant role in the leadership environment, but takes as its
central assumption that ‘all leaders are constrained in the extent to which they are able

to act freely’.’

The ‘Great Man’ School of Political I.eadership

The ‘Great Man’ school of political leadership has a long tradition, dating back

to the nineteenth century, and stresses the importance of great figures who emerged at
certain times to have a major impact on the course of history. Thomas Carlyle was a
theorist of the ‘Great Man’ school, and he stressed the importance of these men. He
made four assertions. The first was that some people were born great, and greatness
was an innate God-given quality. The second, was that such people were objectively
great, and it was not just that everyone thought they were great. The third, was that

their greatness enabled them to change the course of history. The final assertion, was
that they changed the course of history for the good, and were moral people.” Carlyle

wrote 1n 1840

have used is phrased as the ‘Interactionist Interpretation’ as it fits more clearly my framework of
analysis.
? A.C. Elms, Personality in Politics, (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1976), p.iv; and F.I.

Greenstein, Personality and Politics: Problems of Evidence, Inference, and Conceptualization,
(Chicago: Markham Publishing, 1969), pp.28-29

3 Elgie, Political Leadership in Liberal Democracies, p.5
* Elgie, Political Leadership in Liberal Democracies, p.6



Universal history, the history of what man has accomplished 1n
this world, is at the bottom the history of the Great Men who
have worked here. They were the leaders of men, these great
ones...all things that we see standing accomplished 1n the world
are properly the outer matenal result, the practical realisation and
embodiment, of thoughts that dwelt in the Great Men sent into
the world: the soul of the whole world’s history, it may be justly

considered, were the history of these’

The ‘Great Man’ school emphasised the impact of outstanding individual
figures on the course of history, and believed that these figures were more important

than the environment in which they operated. Romantic philosophers like Frederich
Nietzsche agreed with Carlyle’s ideas, as they believed that a sudden decision by a
great man could alter the course of history.® William James stated that developments
In society were due to great men who initiated movement, and prevented others
moving society in another direction.” This school believes eras of history are directly
associated with ‘Great Men’. For example, the Reformation is associated with Luther

and Calvin, the Russian Revolution with Lenin and Stalin, and fascism with Hitler and
Mussolini. Eighteenth-century rationalists believed that luck must be added to the

personal qualities of great men if they were to determine the course of history.

> T. Carlyle, Heroes and Hero Worship, (Boston: Adams, 1841) in Elgie, Political Leadership in
Liberal Democracies, p.6

° B.M. Bass, Bass and Stogdill’s Handbook of Leadership: Theory, Research and Managerial
Applications, (London; Collier Macmillan, 1990), p.37

" W. James, ‘Great Men, Great Thoughts and their Environment’, Atlantic Monthly, 46, 1880,
pp.441-459 1n Bass, Handbook of Leadership, p.37




There are obvious problems with the theories expounded by the ‘Great Man’
school. Firstly, it excluded the impact of ‘great women’, and it also did not specify
what was a ‘morally good’ action. Most importantly in the context of the Interactionist
Interpretation, it ‘exaggerated the influence that individuals exerted on the course of
events and is irrelevant in the context of modern political leadership, because it takes

no account of the many factors, institutional, social and historical, that act as

constraints on political leaders’.’

The Determinist/Situational School of Political I.eadership

The Determunist or Situational school of analysis stresses the absolute
importance of the situation or environment on determining political leadership, thus

directly opposing the ‘Great Man’ school. The Determinist school argued that ‘the

course of history was determined by the impersonal interplay of social and cultural
forces over which individuals had little control’.” The Determinist school states that
leaders have power because they are in the right position, or they have the abilities
required by the situation at that moment.'® It disparages the ‘Great Man’ school as it
believes it neglects the great impersonal forces of history, and saw the school as a
misplaced personality cult. This school has argued that leadership does not really

' The school of cultural determinism

count, and 1s merely an epiphenomenon.
developed to oppose the ideas of men like Carlyle. Herbert Spencer, a cultural

determinist, wrote in 1873

8 Elgie, Political Leadership in Liberal Democracies, p.5

? Elgie, Political Leadership in Liberal Democracies, p.6
19D G. Winter, The Power Motive, (New York: The Free Press, 1973), p.11

' J. Blondel, Political Leadership: Towards a General Analysis, (London: Sage, 1987), p.18



If it be a fact that the great man may modify his natton in its
structure and actions, it 1s also a fact that there must have been
these antecedent modifications constituting national progress
before he could be evolved. Before he can re-make his society,
his society must make him...If there is to be anything like a real
explanation of these changes, it must be sought in the aggregate

of conditions out of which both he and they have arisen'?

Elgie has argued that the school of Social Determinism implies that individuals
are powerless, and that all individuals would act the same way in the same situation,
which is a contention he disagrees with. He claims that this school of analysis 1s
reductionist in its approach to political leadership, and therefore does not explain the
leadership process fully. Elgie’s contention is difficult to dispute. Political leadership 1s
much more complex than either the ‘Great Man’ or Determinist schools suggest. These
levels of analysis give no recognition to the importance of a power motive, or any
personality variable, that would influence the course of events. Blondel has asserted
that the environment introduces constraints and provides opportunities, and is thus of

overriding importance. It is the ‘raw material, substance and framework’."

The Utility of the Interactionist Interpretation

The Interactionist Interpretation that results from the synthesis of these two

levels of analysis is the dominant paradigm for the study of political leadership today,

'2 B, Kellerman, Political Leadership: A Source Book, pp.13-14 in Elgie, Political Leadership In
Liberal Democracies, p.7
'3 Blondel, Political Leadership, p.30
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and it explains a considerable amount about the emergence of political leaders. The
Interactionist approach developed, because both the ‘Great Man’ and Determinist
schools were reductionist, in emphasising only one aspect that influences political
leadership. For Elgie, the essence of the Interactionist Interpretation is that 1t
emphasises ‘the extent to which political leaders are able to influence the decision-
making process [and] 1s considered to be contingent upon the interaction between the
leader and the leadership environment in which the leader operates.’’* The
Interactionist Interpretation combines the personal and systemic demands of the
leadership process.

Three elements comprise the interaction process of political leadership. The
first are the ambitions and styles of political leaders, the second are the institutional

structures of the societies they lead, and the third are the needs of the society. The

Interactionist Interpretation believes that the environment in which leaders operate will

3

both structure their behaviour, and limit their freedom of action.”” Elgie has

demonstrated this in Political Leadership In Liberal Democracies. He has analysed the

roles of Presidents and Prime Ministers in six countries, Britain, France, Italy, Japan,

Germany and the United States.

Elgie’s prime aim was to assess the extent to which the leaders in these
countries can shape the decision-making process, or whether 1t was shaped for them.
His main conclusion was that, in all six countries, the leadership process was
influenced most significantly by institutional structures. However, this does not mean

that leadership is determined in advance, and ‘institutionalism is neither deterministic

'4 Elgie, Political Leadership in Liberal Democracies, p.7
'* Elgie, Political Leadership in Liberal Democracies, p.8, and p.191

- ko
%"'f("’r

.
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nor reductionistic’.'® By pinpointing the three central elements of the Interactionist
approach to political leadership, Elgie has illustrated the necessity of an inclusive
approach to the study of political leadership, as many factors are involved in exercising
it. The institutional approach to politics is an important aspect of the Interactionist
Interpretation. The approach shows how ‘institutions help to determine the nature of
the leadership process’, and how the institutional structure of a society is primanly

responsible for structuring the interaction between the leaders and their environment. *’

The Influence of the Interactionist Interpretation on the Analytical Framework

The Interactionist Interpretation’s emphasis on the importance of political
actors within the environment in which they work, has had a major influence on the
development of the analytical framework used in this study. The three core
components of the Interaction process of political leadership: the ambitions and styles
of political lea.ders, the institutional structures of the societies they lead, and the needs
of the society, are embodied in the two interpretations that are central to the analytical
framework. The ambitions and styles of the candidates are embodied in the Individual
Interpretation, which analyses the candidates’ party status, and their actions and
conduct. The institutional structures of the society, and the needs of the society are at
the core of the Situational Interpretation. This analyses the selection procedures used
(the institutional structures) and the circumstances surrounding the selection, and the
need for acceptability, electability and governability (the needs of the society). Society
1s taken here to mean both society in a general sense, and the Conservative Party in a

specific sense, as the forum in which the selections were made.

'6 Elgie, Political Leadership in Liberal Democracies, p.191, and 206
' Elgie, Political Leadership in Liberal Democracies, p.203
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The Interactionist Interpretation, by its inclusive and non-reductionist
approach, also advocates a full assessment of both individual and situational factors,
and this has led to the inclusive approach used in the analytical framework. This means
that a full assessment of all the influencing factors on the leadership selections of 1957

and 1963 1s evident in this study.

The Analytical Framework

This section outlines the two Interpretations that are used to analyse the two
leadership selections. These are the Individual Interpretation and the Situational
Interpretation. The analysis 1s not meant merely to demonstrate whether one
interpretation was more valid than the other, but to use them to show whether any of
~the different components within the two interpretations were more important than the
others. For instance, is party unity always the principal dominant objective, or does the
imminence of an election, and the obvious need to win that election, or a need to
rescue a party’s reputation for governmental competence, override the importance of
this objective? These graduations of the importance of the component factors of each
interpretation, are a significant part of the analysis of the two leadership selections, and
the section will finish with an account of how the two leadership selections will be
assessed using the analytical framework.

The analytical framework was developed from the use of a number of sources

consulted during the literature review of material on leadership selection, leadership
selection in British political parties, and party leaders in Britain. Use was also made of
archival material which highlighted significant aspects of importance in leadership

selections, especially in the Conservative Party. The following diagram sets out the
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analytical framework used in the study. The aim of the analysis 1s to 1illustrate if any of
the components of the Individual and Situational Interpretations had a determinant role
in the selections of 1957 and 1963. This 1s why the framework 1s set out with the core
situational criteria at the foundation of the framework, and the wider individual and

situational criteria connecting to it.
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The Individual Interpretation
The Party Status of the Candidates

This section constders the importance of the candidates’ position in their party,
and more specifically 1n thg Cabinet or Shadow Cabinet. A significant aspect i1s
whether any of the candidates occupied the three ‘great offices of state’, the
Chancellor of the Exchequer, Foreign Secretary, or Home Secretary, or their shadows
in opposttion. This needs consideration to illustrate if occupation of these positions
gave the candidates an advantage over opponents who did not occupy these offices.
The sen.iority* and status these positions give to politicians appears to give them an
advantage in leadership selections. Of the 53 candidates to stand in leadership
selections in British political parties from 1963 to 1994, 26 had served in the ‘Great
offices of state’, and only 9 of the 53 lacked Cabinet or Shadow Cabinet experience."
This illustrates two matters of significance. First, that Cabinet or shadow Cabinet
experience is essential for leadership candidates, and second, that experience in one of
the ‘great offices of state’, is often an essential requirement.

The level of progression or decline in a candidate’s career at the time of a
selection must be addressed. If a candidate’s career was progressing towards an
achievement, or an occupation of the great offices of state, this appears to give them
an advantage over candidates who may have previously occupied one of the most
senior positions, but whose career paths had moved into less senior positions at the
time of a selection. The Parliamentary position of candidates in terms of whether they

were members of the House of Commons, the traditional career path to the

Premiership, or whether they were members of the House of Lords, may have an

'9 Stark, Choosing A Leader, p.85
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influence on the outcome. These issues raise aspects of great significance. First, that if
a candidate has experience of office as Chancellor, Foreign Secretary, or Home
Secretary, but no longer occupies one of those offices, then their chances of attaining
the leadership will be reduced. The level of this reduction of their chances will depend
on how far they have fallen away from the summit of political office. The clearest
example of this i1s the candidacy of R.A. Butler in the Conservative Party selections of
1957 and 1963. Butler was Chancellor from 1951 to 1955, but was Leader of the
Commons and Lord Privy Seal at the time of the selection of Harold Macmillan in
1957, who had replaced Butler at the Treasury in December 1955. In 1963, Butler was
First Secretary of State, and de facto Deputy Prime Minister, having previously been
Home Secretary from 1957 to 1962. Butler’s career at the time of both selections can,
therefore, be perceived to have been in decline away from the principal offices of
government. The failure of Dennis Healey’s candidacy in the 1980 Labour Party
selection 1s another example. Healey had been Cﬁancellor in the 1976-79 Labour
government, and the May 1979 election defeat may have led him to be perceived as
having experienced a step away from the principal offices of state, and reduced his
status. On similar lines, the failure of Kenneth Clark in the 1997 Conservative Party
selection of William Hague can be explained in this way. Clark had been Chancellor 1n

the 1992-97 Conservative administration, and the massive election defeat of May 1997
may have reduced his status.

The level of ‘insider’ status of a candidate 1s of great importance in an analysis
of leadership selections, and therefore requires definition. The move from ‘outsider’
status to ‘insider’ status in a political party seems to develop over a number of stages.

A politician is an ‘outsider’ at the start of their careers as a junior back-bencher. If they
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do not progress beyond back-bench status, they remain political ‘outsiders’ in the
party. The first stage of ‘insider’ status 1s an attainment of a junior government
position, as a Parliamentary Private Secretary, or an Under-Secretary. The second
stage 1s promotion to ministerial or Cabinet rank. The attainment of one of the “great
offices of state’ marks the final stage, and a full achievement of ‘insider’ status. This
marks the ultimate step in “insider’ status in a political party. This level of progression

1s displayed in the following diagram

Diagram Two: Levels of Progression from ‘Outsider’ to ‘Insider’ Status in a Political

Party

oulsider - » Cinsider’: first stage -

junior back-bench MP Junior government position  Ministerial and Cabinet
position 5
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This section analyses the different status of the candidates in both selections by
analysing the above criteria, and assesses the importance of their party status in their

selection. This part of the Individual Interpretation 1s analysed in chapter three



18

The Candidates and their Actions

This section analyses the importance of the candidates’ actions and conduct
during the selections. The 1ssues for consideration here are first, the reaction of the
candidates to the possibility of their candidature, and how this affected their conduct in
the rest of the selection process. Stark has correctly identified three aspects that need
consideration in analysing candidates’ decisions to stand. The first aspect is whether
the candidates’ participation in the selection was expected. The 1963 selection was
unique 1n this respect, as the situation was complicated by the passage of the Peerage
Act in July 1963. This Act allowed peers to renounce their peerages, and stand for
election to the Commons. This meant that both Lords Home and Hailsham became
candidates in the 1963 selection, when they were not previously expected to stand.
This was especially the case with Home, who did not enter the contest until late in the
controversy. In many selections, candidacies can be foreseen and predicted, but the
eventual victor can often be perceived as a shock. Examples of this include Thatcher’s
victory in 1975, and Major’s in 1990. Another significant point here is that selections
occurring when a party 1s in government can attract more candidates than those in
parties in opposition, as the new leader is certain to become Prime Minister. However,
as Stark has pointed out, this 1s unconfirmed by the data of selections in Britain from
1963 to 1994. He notes that selections in governing and opposition parties have
averaged similar numbers of candidates. These are 4.0 in governing parties, and 3.5 in
opposition parties.*’

The second aspect 1s the apparent (or declared) motivation behind the

candidacy. There appear to be three broad motivations for standing in a leadership

20 Stark, Choosing A Leader, p.95
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selection. First, the candidates believe they can wm This 1s the dominant motivation,
and Stark’s analysis has shown that 36 of the 53 candidates in British contests from
1963 to 1994 stood to win. However, in only 6 of the 16 contests over that period, did
all the candidates stand to win. These were the 1963 Conservative contest, the 1967
Liberal contest, the 1976 Liberal contest, the 1982 SDP contest, the 1988 Liberal
Democrat contest, and the 1990 Conservative contest.”’ It is a matter of great
significance to note here, that the Conservative Party’s informal method of selection
before 1965, was designed to find candidates who could win, and were thus not
determined by any other motive. The formal election procedure by a secret ballot of
MPs opened the procedure to candidates of all three motivations. This was certainly
the case with John Redwood’s candidacy in the 1995 Conservative Party contest, as he
stood primarily to enhance his reputation as a possible ‘leader-in-waiting’. This was
illustrated by his candidacy in the 1997 election, following Major’s resignation.

The second motive 1s that candidates want to enhance their reputations and be
seen as a ‘leader-in-waiting’, as preparation for a future contest. This appears to be the
second most dominant motive, and examples of this include James Callaghan’s
candidacy in the 1963 Labour Party contest, Geoffrey Howe’s and James Prior’s in the
1975 Conservative contest, and as already noted, John Redwood’s candidacy in 1995.
The third, is they wish to attract attention to themselves, to enhance their reputation as
politicians rather than as ‘leaders-in-waiting’, and also to attract attention to a
particular 1ssue that they are committed to. This 1s the least common motive, and the

following examples have been cited: Enoch Powell in the 1963 Conservative contest,

Bryan Gould in the 1992 Labour contest, and Anthony Meyer in the 1989

2l Stark, Choosing A Leader, p.100
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Conservative contest.”” Another motive that appears to be less common is the wish to
remove an tncumbent from office. This motive could be applied to Anthony Meyer in
1989, and Michael Heseltine in 1990. However, this motive is often in alignment with
other motives, particularly the belief in victory, and this was the case with Heseltine’s
candidacy 1in 1990. The third aspect concerns whether the leadership selection rules
were a factor in the candidate’s decision to stand. This is particularly the case with the
Conservative Party’s selections before 1965, where only the motivation of winning was
of prime significance, as the party’s senior figures would not consider candidates with
other motives as viable leadership candidates.”

Another significant area for consideration are the ‘campaigns’ of the
candidates. As the Conservative Party selections of 1957 and 1963 were ‘magic circle’
selections, campaigns were not as important as in formal elections. The actions of the
candidates during the selection process is of obvious significance to their candidature
as perceptions of them could change dramatically during the selection process.
‘Leadership selections resolved by the magic circle typically did not involve anything
which could easily be recognised as a ‘campaign’. This was one of the informal
selection systems supposed virtues: candidates were not seen to be competing against
one another’.** This, however, changed with the 1963 Conservative Party selection, as
the announcement of Macmillan’s intention to resign during the Party Conference at
Blackpool created a situation where the candidates could ‘campaign’ for the

leadership, and turned the Conference into a US-style leadership convention. This

development played a major part in the downfall of the informal system, and its

22 Stark, Choosing A Leader, p.99

> Stark, Choosing A Leader, p.85
%4 Stark, Choosing A Leader, p.106
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replacement by a formal election procedure of the party’s MPs in 1965. The motives
and impact behind these actions will also be assessed.

Leadership campaigns are of great importance in leadership elections, as it
gives the opportunity for the candidates to compete for the support of the selectorate.
Stark has asserted that leadership campaigns only matter if the outcome of the contest
would have been different if the ballot for the election had taken place before, rather
than after, the campaigning.”> However, this analysis is restrictive, and ignores the
importance of campaigning. Stark is correct in asserting that campaigning is only
important 1if 1t aftected the result of the selection, and the 1963 Conservative Party
selection 1illustrates the effect that campaigning can have on the result of a selection.
This was because Hailsham, Butler and Maudling’s chances of success were adversely
affected by their ‘campaigning’ at the Party Conference. Home’s conduct at the Party
Conference left him in a stronger position, as he did not appear as a candidate and did
not overtly campaign, but he nevertheless performed well at the Conference. What
Stark’s assertion does ignore is that all campaigns can be said to have some effect, as
they all either improve or weaken candidates’ chances, and it is only the level of that
effect that differs in impact. This is especially the case in Conservative Party selections
since 1965, as the campaigns of Margaret Thatcher in 1975, John Major in 1990 and
1995, and William Hague in 1997, all contributed significantly to their victories. The
1975, 1990 and 1997 selections show this as the outcomes were not predicted before

campaigning began, and in 1995, Major’s campaign appears to have consolidated his

support in the party. The candidates’ actions and conduct in the two selections are

analysed in chapters four and six.

25 Stark, Choosing A Leader, p.117
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The Situational Interpretation

The Situation and its Requirements

The influence of the situation and circumstances that the party found itself 1n
will be assessed here. These will be shown to set the basic terms and requirements that
the successful candidate must fulfil when he or she succeeds as party leader. The
aspects of the situation that are assessed are first, the state of the party. If the party
was disunited and low on morale, then the new leader must reunite it and invigorate 1t.
The second‘ concerns whether a general election was imminent. If an election was
imminent, then the candidates must demonstrate that they had the necessary qualities

to appeal to the electorate. This is always an important attribute, but becomes of most

significance in selections near to a general election. The third concerns the party’s
reputation. If the party had lost a reputation for governmental competence, then the
new leader must demonstrate the necessary ministerial skills, experience and
effectiveness to improve the party’s reputation. An important analytical distinction will
be made in the assessment of this factor. This is between the different importance of
competence and effectiveness. The new leader must demonstrate an effectiveness at
leading from the front. This 1s of more significance than competence, as competence

does not necessarily endow the candidate with an ability to direct and dictate as head

of a government.
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The Selection Procedure: Formal Aspects and Informal Networks
i) Formal Aspects

The procedure by which leaders are selected is a significant aspect of leadership
selectton. The most important aspect of the selection procedure is that it should
produce a satisfactory outcome - a good leader. A leader of a political party has many
important functions, and must fulfil the roles of ‘Election-winner, party-unifier,
Cabinet-maker, Cabinet-manager and inter-party broker’, among others.”® This
illustrates the importance of the analytical framework developed in the study, as the
first concerns electability, the second, acceptability, and the final three, governability.
The circumstances surrounding a selection will determine the exact importance of each

criteria, but as the former Liberal leader, Lord Grimond, once stated, ‘The tnick of
being a “good” leader is to be on the stage when the audience is ready to like your sort
of performance’.*’ The selection system should be practical and flexible, and be able to
meet the needs of a political party at a particular time, but the most important aspect is
producing the right outcome. It must also be regarded as legitimate by the participants,
the party and the public. The 1963 Conservative Party selection of Home signalled the

downfall of the Conservatives informal system of ‘emergence’, as the nature of

Home’s selection undermined the system because of the atmosphere of conspiracy that

surrounded it, and the adverse reaction it inspired in Home’s opponents, the Labour

Party and the public. The acceptability and the credibility of the system had collapsed.
An important factor is whether the system has an influence on the types of

leaders that were selected. Punnett has argued ‘the particular method that a party uses

%6 R. M. Punnett, Selecting The Party Leader. Britain in Comparative Perspective, (London: Harvester
Wheatsheaf, 1992), p.11

?” The Independent, 29 July 1988 in Punnett, Selecting The Party Leader, p.12
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to select 1ts leaders 1s likely to affect the types of persons that emerge, and the abilities
they bring with them’.*® This is certainly true, and is of most interest when applied to
the Conservative Party’s method of selecting its leaders before 1965, as there was no
definite procedure, so the method used in each selection until 1965 was designed to
find the nght person for the situation that the party found itself in. The methods used
by the party in the two selections of 1957 and 1963 analysed in this study, involved
informal consultation within the upper echelons of the party - what could be termed
the party hierarchy, to find the leader most acceptable to the party. The party hierarchy
1s the group of senior and influential figures at the apex of the party, in both the
Parliament (the House of Commons and House of Lords), and the party in the country.
This group of senior figures and party managers play a major role in the key decisions
that are taken in the management and co-ordination of the party, such as the selection
of a new leader. An important fact that must be noted is that this group is not a
monolithic block - its membership vanies depending on the decision that must be taken,
and the pressures of the situation that the party finds itself in. However, certain key
figures always appear to be constant members of the party hierarchy. These are the
Prime Minister, the Chairman of the 1922 Committee of Conservative backbenchers,
the Chief Whip in the House of Commons, the Chief Whip in the House of Lords, the
party chairman and the chairman of the NUCUA, and constituency associations.

What Macmillan termed in 1963 as ‘the customary processes of consultation’
did not exist, as there were no clearly defined rules to the procedure. The new leader

‘emerged’ as the right man to unite the party, manage it and lead it to victory in the

General Election. This final requirement became of particular importance if a General

28 Punnett, Selecting The Party Leader, p.2
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Election was imminent. Leadership selection procedures are dynamic processes, and
the Conservative Party before 1965, altered its method of selection to meet the
requirements of each situation that the party found itself in. There were core principles
on which each selection was built, but the procedure was meant to be flexible, so as to
meet the requirements of each sttuation. This means that the formal aspects of the
procedures used in 1957 and 1963 are an important part of the analysis of the outcome
of each selection. It is interesting to note that each political party in Britain has
changed its leadership selection procedure on more than one occasion since the two
leadership selections of 1957 and 1963. After Home’s resignation in 1965, the
Conservative Party formally elected its new leader, Edward Heath, using an election of
its MPs by secret ballot. This was a change Home was instrumental in instituting, as he
saw that the procedure by which he was selected was tainted beyond repair. The
Conservative Party used this system of a secret ballot of the party’s MPs until the
election of William Hague as successor to John Major in June 1997. Following his
election, Hague introduced a system of one member, one vote (OMOV) for the
election of future Conservative leaders. The Labour Party introduced an electoral
college process for the election of party leaders in 1981, and the Liberals (and
subsequently, the Liberal Democrats after the merger of the Liberals and the Social
Democratic Party in 1988) elected new leaders by a ballot of party members from

1976. This shows the importance of analysing the selection procedure in each

selection, as the characteristics of the system influence the outcome fundamentally.
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ii) Informal Networks of Communication

The informal networks and lines of communication within political parties are
of importance in leadership selections, and this is particularly the case with the
Conservative Party’s methods of selection before 1965. Punnett has noted the
importance of informal networks in selection procedures, as ‘the formal rules of a
leader-selection system do not necessarily reveal how the process will actually
operate.’® These informal networks exist in two broad forms. The first are those
within the party itself. These serve as lines of communication within the party
hierarchy, and help to find the leader who is most acceptable to the party. ‘No matter
how democratic and open a leader-selection system may appear on the basis of the

s 30

formal rules, in practice it may be managed by an elite.”” There are also lines of
communication within the party that link the upper reaches of the party to the back-
benches and grass-roots organisations. The 1922 Committee of back-benchers in the
Conservative Party and its executive, serve to communicate opinion to the leadership
stratum, and the NUCUA serves the same purpose for the constituency membership.
The second set of lines of communication are those between the party and the press.
These often serve as a means of the party hierarchy filtering information to the press in
situations like the 1963 Conservative Party selection, when the party hierarchy wanted
to prepare the party and the public for the emergence of Home. These are also
significant in the opposition that can develop to the emergence of one particular leader,

and act as feeders of information to the opponents, particularly if the press is in

sympathy with the opponents.

2 Punnett, Selecting The Party Leader, p.10
30 punnett, Selecting The Party Leader, p.10
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Stark has argued that ‘the outcome of a contest has little to do with who 1s
making the choice’, and it 1s the qualities of the candidates and the situation in which
the contest arises that determines who wins. He argues that different electorates appear
to apply the same criteria of acceptance, electability and competence in leadership
selections, and ‘the fact that leadership selection rules determine the composition of
the leadership electorate does not mean that the rules determine the outcome of
contests’. Thus, he argues that ‘there 1s little support for the view that how parties
choose their leaders determines who they will choose’. *! This assessment appears to
be restrictive, and ignores the importance that different selection procedures can have
on the outcome of selections. The most prominent example of the effect a selection
procedure can have on a selection 1s the 1963 Conservative Party selection of Home.
Home would not have been elected in a ballot of the party’s MPs, the system used to

select Home’s successor, Edward Heath in 1965, and 1if that system had been used in

1963 the likely victor would have been Butler or Reginald Maudling.

The Acceptability Criterion

This 1s the first of the core criteria that must be met by candidates for the
leadership, if they are to be serious contenders. This criterion means the attribute of
acceptability in the party, and the consequent ability to unite it. It denotes acceptability
to the party principally, and public acceptance is a secondary consideration to this.
Various aspects of this must be analysed. The first 1s the extent to which candidates are
acceptable to the party in a general sense. If the candidates arouse hostility, or have a

history of arousing hostility in the party, this will affect their fulfilment of this

3 Stark, Choosing A Leader, p.131, and pp.137-138
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requirement. The second 1s the extent of opposition to the candidates in the party.
Whether the opposition 1s from a small or a large section of the party, is of obvious
significance 1n this respect. The third aspect is from what area of the party this
opposition comes from. If 1t 1s from a section that has major influence in the party, this
will affect candidates’ fulfilment of the criteria. However, if it 1s from a small and
insignificant grouping, this may not affect the level of the candidates’ acceptability in
the eyes of the selectorate who determine the decision.

This factor has been termed the ‘first-order criterion’ and is certainly of
massive significance, as disunited parties do not operate effectively in government, and
do not win general elections. As Stark has suggested, ‘in assessing the relative merits
of leadership candidates, a party’s highest priority is to select someone who will
preserve the unity of the party’. However, as Stark argues, this is not the only
consideration in selecting a leader, and the level of determinant importance of this
criterion depends on the extent of disunity in the party at the time of the selection.
‘Only in extraordinary circumstances does this unity goal become an explicit
consideration’. Stark offers the example of the selection of Michael Foot as Labour
Party leader in 1980, as a selection when a party was in almost complete disunity, and

acceptability was the decisive criterion.*

The selection of William Hague as
Conservative Party leader in June 1997 following the Conservative’s worst election
defeat since 1906 can also be cited as an example, as the party was an almost complete
state of disunity.

Rather than the ultimate determining factor, the acceptability factor can be

termed as the base criterion which must be achieved, if a candidate has any chance of

32 Stark, Choosing A Leader, p.126
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being successful in a leadership selection. It 1s the first goal but not always the decisive
one, as many factors are taken into account in the selection of a party leader. However,
in many cases, 1f a candidate fulfils the acceptability factor, then he or she usually

becomes leader, even if other candidates better fulfil the other critena.

The Electability Criterion

This factor is often of prime significance in leadership selection, especially if the
selection occurs at a time when a general election 1s imminent. This criterion revolves
around a percetved ability to win general elections, as judged by the party hierarchy.
Electoral appeal is of obvious importance to leadership candidates, and is a major
factor in the decision of the selectorate. If parties do not win elections they do not gain
or retain power, and are ineffective as a party or potential party of government. This

factor has been correctly termed ‘the second-order cniterion’, as it is the second
fundamental factor that candidates must achieve in order to gain the leadership.
Acceptability is the first as disunited parties do not win elections, and then electability
comes to the fore, as parties do not gain power if their leader is unelectable. The

aspects that candidates must achieve in order to be seen as electable include first, a
good public image that reaches out to the electorate generally and, most significantly,
does not offend any significant section of the electorate. Secondly, candidates must be
good public performers and communicators. This is distinct from an ability to perform
in the House of Commons, and an ability on a public platform i1s of more importance.
Third, is good public visibility. A candidate that currently holds one of the ‘great
offices of state’ would find this easier to achieve, as he or she would be widely known

to the electorate, because of the status and public visibility of the post. A failure to
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fulfil these aspects seriously affected a candidates chances of gaining the leadership.
This was especially true if a candidate was not widely known to the electorate, or
perhaps more significantly, it offended a section of it and aroused hostility in the

country.

Difterent circumstances obviously require different leaders, and a specific
circumstance that increases the importance of electability, is whether a selection takes
place when a general election 1s imminent. However, other circumstances affect the
types of leaders that will be chosen based on their level of electability. Some examples
of this from formal leadership elections, include the election of John Major as
Conservative Party leader in November 1990, in succession to Margaret Thatcher.
Major was chosen, as Thatcher’s increasingly conflictorial style was offending
Conservative voters, and causing party disunity. A general election was due in 1992,
so the party removed Thatcher from office, after the challenge of Michael Heseltine
against her leadership, as i1t was felt she would not win the next general election. Major
was chosen for his more conciliatory and voter-friendly image, that signified a change
of style, not substance, that contributed to the Conservative Party’s fourth successive
election victory in April 1992. Another recent example is the election of Tony Blair as
Labour Party leader in 1994. Blair was elected after the death of John Smith, as he
offered a new 1mage that denoted a sea-change from ‘old Labour’ to ‘new Labour’, as
the image of ‘old Labour’ was perceived tQ have contributed to the party’s poor
electability from 1979, and this was exacerbated after the party’s fourth successive

defeat in April 1992,
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The Governability Criterion

This factor 1s the ability, or perceived ability, to implement policy programmes
and manage government affairs - to govern the country. Significant aspects that come
under consideration here are whether a candidate has wide and extensive ministerial
experience, especially in the domestic arena. For parties in opposition, a senior position
on the opposition front-bench would denote governability. This would count heavily in
a candidate’s favour, as it would enhance their reputation in the party as an effective
Minister. Secondly, concerns whether a candidate has held, or is currently in
occupation of one of the three ‘great offices of state’. Current occupation of one of
these posts is a major advantage to candidates, and this is more significant than having
previously held one of the posts, as this signifies that a candidate’s career is in decline,
away from the summit of government. An aspect of major importance is the
candidates’ reputation for efiectiveness, as compared to competence. Competence in
government illustrates an ability to fulfil a role as a Minister, whereas effectiveness
denotes a more dynamic reputation. This is an ability to make things happen, and more
importantly, to lead from the front, to direct affairs, as compared to just fulfilling a role
in office. Demonstrating this attnibute significantly enhanced a candidate’s reputation,

and their chances of gaining the leadership.

The Assessment of the Two Leadership Selections using the Analytical Framework
The analytical framework outlined in this chapter will be applied to the two
leadership selections of 1957 and 1963, and will account for the selections of Harold

Macmillan in January 1957 and of Sir Alec Douglas-Home in October 1963. This

assessment will be based primarily around the candidates’ fulfilment of the three matn
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criteria of acceptability, electability, and governability, but will demonstrate the
importance of the other influential factors, such as the status of the candidates, their
actions during the selections, the immediate requirements of the situation, the selection
procedure, and the informal networks of communication used in the selection
procedure. The analysis will, therefore, offer a full explanation of the two selections by
considering both the criteria that candidates are assessed on, and the other influences
on the decisions that are made. The analysis takes into account both internal and
external factors, direct and indirect factors, and assesses the importance of the
differences of the situations surrounding the two selections.

The assessment of the candidates’ fulfilment of the three core cniteria will
demonstrate which of the criteria Macmillan and Home fulfilled, and therefore show
which, if any, was considered the most important by the selectorate in that selection,
and if any was the determining factor. The criteria will thus be levelled in importance in
each selection. It 1s important to note that all the cntenia are of vital consideration in
leadership selections, so 1t will not be the case that any are discounted in importance,
but the analysis will demonstrate whether any were considered of more importance
during the selections. This multi-layered approach to the analysis will offer the fullest

explanation of both outcomes.

The assessment of the wider influential factors will serve to emphasise the
distinctions between each selection, and analyse the role of external factors such as the
circumstances surrounding the selections, and the nature of the influence of the aspects
of the selection procedure, both formal and informal. These will be shown to set the

basic terms of reference for the core acceptability, electability, and governability

criteria.
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The Analytical Framework and Party Leadership Selection in Britain: 1957-1997
The following table sets out an analysis of leadership selections in the British

Conservative and Labour Parties from 1957 to 1997, using the three core situational
criteria of Acceptability, Electability and Governability. It is based on a range of

primary sources and secondary sources on leadership selection in Britain

Table One: The Acceptability, Electability, and Governability Criteria and Party
Leadership Selection in the British Conservative and Labour Parties: 1957-1997

Strongest candidate | Winner

1957 Conservative | Acceptability | Macmillan Macmillan
Electability | Macmillan
Governability | Macmillan/Butler |
1963 Labour Acceptability | Wilson Wilson
Electability Wilson
Governability | Wilson |
1963 Conservative | Acceptability | Home Home
| Electability | Hailsham/Home
Governability | Butler/Maudling
1965 Conservative | Acceptability | Heath/Maudling Heath
Electability | Heath/Maudling
Governability | Heath/Maudling
1975 Conservative | Acceptability | Whitelaw Thatcher
Electability Whitelaw
| Governability | Whitelaw |
1976 Labour | Acceptability | Callaghan | Callaghan
Electability Callaghan
Governability | Callaghan
1980 Labour Acceptability | Foot Foot
Electability Healey
Governability | Healey/Foot
1983 Labour | Acceptability | Kinnock Kinnock
Electability | Kinnock/Hattersley
Governability | Kinnock
1988 Labour Acceptability | Kinnock | Kinnock
| Electability | Kinnock
| Governability | Kinnock
1989 Conservative | Acceptability | Thatcher | Thatcher
Electability Thatcher
| Governability | Thatcher

—— ==

3 The format for this table is based on a similar analysis by Stark in Choosing A Leader. p.132.
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1990 Conservative | Acceptability | Major Major
Electability Major/Heseltine
Governability | Major/Hurd

1992 Labour Acceptability | Smith Smith
Electability Smith
Governability | Smith

1994 Labour Acceptability | Blair Blair
Electability Blair
Governability | Blair

1995 Conservative | Acceptability | Major Major
Electability Major
Governability | Major

1997 Conservative | Acceptability | Hague Hague
Electability Hague/Clarke
Governability | Clarke/Howard

The table shows that in the fifteen contests between 1957 and 1997, the
winners of the contests most often met the acceptability cniterion, as fourteen of the
fifteen winners met this. Only in the 1975 Conservative contest did the winner not
meet the acceptability criterion, and significantly, the victor, Margaret Thatcher, did
not meet any of the criterion in that contest. This contest 1s thus unique in leadership
selections since 1957.>* The next most commonly met criterion was electability, and
thirteen of the fifteen winners met this. Only in the 1975 Conservative, and 1980
Labour contest was this criterion not met. In bot‘h instances, the parties were in a state
of disunity and weakness after an election defeat, and the dominant need was for
unity.”” Governability was the least met criterion, and eleven winners met this. Winners
met all criterion in eleven contests. Only in the 1963 Conservative, 1975 Conservative,
1980 Labour and 1997 Conservative, were all criterion not met by the winners. Thus,
acceptability was the most common criterion to be achieved by eventual victors 1n

leadership selections from 1957 to 1997, with 93.3% of victors achieving this criterion.

3 For an analysis of the 1975 Conservative Party Selection, see chapter one, pp.40-43

3% Punnett, Selecting The Party Leader, p.61 for an account of the state of the Conservative Party in
the 1975 leadership election, and p.p.91-94 for the state of the Labour Party in the 1980 leadership

election.
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Electability was the next most common, with 86.6% of victors achieving this.
Govemability was the least common with 73.3% of victors fulfilling this criterion. The

following table displays this data.

Table Two: Totals of Winners of Leadership Selections, 1957 to 1997, and their
fulfilment of the Acceptability, Electability, and Governability Criteria

Criteria Winners fulfilling each Percentages of  winners
criteria in leadership fulfilling each criteria (%)

selections from 1957 to 1997.
Total = 15 winners

Acceptability 14 93.3
Electability 13 86.6
Governability 11 73.3
All three criteria | 11 73.3

What these figures show 1s that all, or virtually all, winners in leadership

contests must be acceptable to the party, and this 1s the base criterion on which they
are fundamentally judged. However, virtually all candidates must also be perceived to
be electable to be successful, and candidates are also judged strongly on their
experience as a senior member of the government or opposition. Despite the
acceptability criterion being met by the most winners, the difference between the
figures of winners who met all three cnitenia (73.3%) is not a major difference, and
points to the significance of achieving all three in leadership selections. It appears that
the exact circumstances of the selections affect the importance of each criterion, but all
are of fundamental importance in determining the outcome of leadership selections.
This analysis illustrates a number of points of significance. First, that if

candidates are to win the contest, they must be acceptable to the party, and offer

prospects of uniting it, or retaining unity. Second, that candidates must be seen as

electable and present a good public image, and be a good public performer. Third,
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governability is an important attribute in most cases, and if candidates have experience
as a member of Cabinets or Shadow Cabinets, this gives them a clear advantage. It 1s
also clear from the contests of 1957 to 1997 that experience in one of the ‘great offices
of state’, or the shadow positions, gives candidates a distinct advantage.

The analysis of the contests using the three core criteria also shows that being
the strongest candidate on all three criteria most often has resulted in that candidate
being elected, but it 1s possible to reach conclusions on whether any of the criteria are
more important than any of the others. Despite the fact that most victors met the
acceptability criterion, this does not mean that this is the most important. The
closeness of the numbers meeting the electability criterion to those who attained
acceptability (thirteen to fourteen), shows that both appear to be of equal significance
in leadership selections, and of more importance than the governability criterion.
Governability is still of real significance in leadership selections, shown by eleven of the
fifteen winners attaining this, but it 1s apparent that acceptability and electability are of
more importance in leadership selections than governability.

Rather than the criteria being seen as separate objectives to be met in
leadership selections, 1t 1s more useful to see them as part of a progressive level of
suitability for the position. If candidates cannot umite parties (acceptability), they
cannot win elections as the electorate rarely votes for disunited parties (electability),
and if they cannot win elections, they are not in a position to govern (governability).
The criteria form part of a leadership sequence that must be fulfilled for the leader to
be successful. The relative importance of the criteria in specific leadership selections

are often, therefore, determined by the exact circumstances of the situation that the

party finds itself in. The imminence of a general election increases the importance of
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electability, for instance. This demonstrates how the wider individual and situational
criteria set the terms of reference on which the core criteria are judged. It is useful to
see the three criteria as part of the stages towards the party’s attainment of a
successful leader. Acceptability 1s the core criterion, the foundation upon which a
successful candidacy is built. Electability follows on from this at the next level, leading
towards a successful leadership. Governability moves the leadership candidacy onto

the final level, that of governance.

The Individual and Situational Critenia and Specific Leadership Selections in Britain
1957-1997

The following section relates the broad data on leadership selection in Britain
from 1957 to 1997, using the acceptability, electability and governability criteria, to
specific examples to 1llustrate how the analysis can be used to explain the outcomes of
leadership selections. The selections chosen for use are the 1965 and 1975
Conservative Party selections, and the 1980, 1983 and 1992 Labour Party selections.
These five selections have been chosen for a number of reasons. First, they illustrate

selections that used different formal procedures - the 1965 and 1975 Conservative
selections used a secret ballot by the party’s MPs, and the 1980, 1983 and 1992
Labour selections used a ballot of the Parliamentary Party in 1980, and an electoral
college of the Parliamentary Labour Party, the unions and the constituency parties in
1983 and 1992. Second, they illustrate how different situations and circumstances, and

how candidates’ reputations can affect selections.
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The 1965 Conservative Party Selection

The selection of Edward Heath to succeed Sir Alec Douglas-Home in July
1965 was the first formal leadership election in the Conservative Party. Heath was
elected by a secret ballot of the party’s MPs, and despite not achieving the required
majority, became leader after Reginald Maudling, his only rival, decided not to stand in
the required second ballot. On the three core criternia, acceptability, electability, and
governability, Heath and Maudling were of equal status, and the wider individual and
situational factors determined the outcome.

The party status of the candidates was significant. Following the election defeat
in 1964, Home had appointed Heath as Shadow Chancellor, and Maudling Shadow
Foreign Secretary. This was a' significant promotion for Heath, and a demotion for
Maudling that affected his status and his prospects of succeeding Home. Maudling had
been Chancellor in the Macmillan and Home administrations, and was widely
discredited after the election defeat for his failure to provide an upturn in the economy
to coincide with the election.’® Maudling’s appointment as Shadow Foreign Secretary
signified a downturn in his leadership prospects, as Home was a former Foreign
Secretary, and as party leader, took the dominant role in foreign affairs.

Heath’s promotion to Shadow Chancellor signified that he was seen as the
‘leader-in-waiting’, and was favoured by Home to be his successor. His handling of
the opposition’s response to the government’s Finance Bill in 1965 impressed
Conservative MPs and improvgd his position, though Maudling was the favourite

because of his wider ministerial experience.”’ The conduct and campaigning of Heath

* See J. Campbell, Edward Heath. A Biography, (London: Cape, 1993), p.166 for details of the effect
of Heath and Maudling’s appointments in the Shadow Cabinet in 1964 on their leadership prospects.

37 A. Watkins, The Road To Number Ten: From Bonar Law to Tony Blair, (London: Duckworth,

1998), p.186; Fisher, The Tory Leaders, p.130; and J. Ramsden, The Winds of Change: Macmillan to
Heath, 1957-1975, (London: Longman, 1996), pp.235-236
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and Maudling was significant in the result. Maudling appeared to take a diffident
attitude to the selection at the outset, whereas Heath organised his campaign well.
‘Heath’s campaign was efficient, well organised and much brisker and more aggressive
than Maudling’s’.>® Ramsden has noted the importance of the press reporting on the
difference of the two men’s styles, and that Butler and Macleod switched their
allegiance from Maudling to Heath because of his aggressive campaigning and style.>
This illustrates the significance of the campaigning in determining the outcome. It was
also important in that the party was selecting a Leader of the Opposition, not a Prime
Minister. The party needed someone who displayed a combative style to take on
Harold Wilson, rather than an emphasis on ministernial experience, as the party wanted
‘a political bully’.*’

Maudling’s relaxed attitude convinced many Conservative MPs that Heath was

the better option to take on Wilson.*!

Maudling’s campaign has been described as
lethargic, as he did not even canvass his colleagues in the Shadow Cabinet. His tactics
were to rely on a reaction to Heath’s role in Home’s downfall, and to portray
Maudling as the family man, against ‘Heath the bachelor. Given the outcome, his

strategy was not successful.*’

This signifies the importance of the candidates’
personalities, the situation and circumstances, as the Conservatives needed a leader

who would provide strong opposition to Wilson in the Commons and the country, as

38 N. Fisher, The Torv Leaders. Their Struggle For Power, (London, Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1977),
125

?9 Ramsden, Winds of Change, p.237

“ Ramsden, The Winds of Change, p.238

4 See Campbell, Edward Heath, p.166; and D.R. Thorpe, Alec Douglas-Home, (London: Sinclair-

Stevenson, 1996), pp.386-390 for Home’s support of Heath and the decline of Maudling’s position

regarding the leadership. Maudling denies he was diffident and ‘lazy’ towards the 1965 selection and

states that he did not overtly campaign for the leadership as he felt the opportunity should be offered

to him, rather than fighting for it. Fighting for the leadership would have made his task as leader far

more difficult. For details see R. Maudling, Memoirs, (London: Sidgewick and Jackson, 1978),

pp.136-137

%2 Eisher, The Tory Leaders, pp.124-125
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an election was imminent due to the narrowness of Labour’s election victory.* As the
two candidates were equal on the three core criteria, their status and conduct, and the
situation surrounding the selection played a major role in determining the selection of
Edward Heath in 1965. As The Economist’s Alistair Burnett noted, the party picked

Heath as the man ‘most likely to bullock their way back into power’.“

The 1975 Conservative Party Selection

This contest 1s unique in leadership selections between 1957 and 1997, as this
was the only contest that saw the eventual victor not meet any of the three core critena
of acceptability, electability and governability. Margaret Thatcher’s victory can be
accounted for by the circumstances of the selection, and the reputations and conduct of
the other candidates, principally William Whitelaw, Thatcher’s main opponent in the
second ballot. There was a wide feeling in the Conservative Party that Edward Heath
could no longer continue as Conservative leader after two successive election defeats,
and that Heathite Conservatism had run its course. Thatcher’s narrow, but
nevertheless, impressive, victory over Heath in the first ballot opened the way for a
contest between Thatcher and other widely tipped successors. Thatcher’s victory was
so impressive, as she was not an expected successor to Heath, and did not have wide
governmental experience. An important situational factor was the circumstances of the

contest. It has been widely acknowledged that there was ‘a dearth of talent at the top’

in 1975, as Maudling and Powell were no longer contenders. Whitelaw was the

3 Fisher has argued that this contest centred on the difference of personalities of Heath and Maudling.

This is in The Tory L eaders, p.126
44 Ramsden, Winds of Change, p.238
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beneficiary of this, but he was too loyal to Heath to exploit it, and felt that as Party
Chairman, appointed by Heath, he could not oppose him.*’

Thus, the circumstances of the discrediting of the Heath administration and his
brand of Conservatism, and the growing desire for a move to the night, led to
Thatcher’s victory in the first ballot, and the momentum of that victory carried her
through to defeat Whitelaw decisively in the second ballot. In the second ballot,
Thatcher gained 52.9% of the vote, to Whitelaw’s 28.6%. The reputation of the
candidates was important in the selection, as Thatcher campaigned vigorously in the
first and second ballots. This persuaded many MPs to vote for her in the first ballot as
her campaign team, led by Airey Neave, told MPs that her candidacy was only a means

of removing Heath, and then someone else would win the second ballot. Thatcher was

presented as the ‘stalking horse’, designed not to beat Heath, but to take enough
support away from him to open the contest up to Whitelaw.*® However, Thatcher’s
widely unexpected victory over Heath led to the momentum that carried her through to
victory over Whitelaw in the second ballot. Whitelaw’s reputation was also significant
in Thatcher’s victory. He was seen as an ‘alternative Heathite’, and with the move
away from Heathite Conservatism that was signified by Thatcher’s victory in the first
ballot, this meant he could not gain the necessary support to beat Thatcher with this
reputation. Conservative MPs had been coerced to move to a new brand of

Conservatism, after the two election defeats of 1974

45 Fisher, The Tory Leaders, p.154

% Ramsden, Winds of Change, p.443 and 449. Ramsden notes the importance of Neave’s role and the
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