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Abstract

The aim of this research is tovestigate the post1997 Parliamery Conservatie Party, with
particular attention placed updhe Conservative Party leadbip election 0f1997 and 2001.
The thesis uses these two leathgp elections as arle which can be utilised to focus upon and
analyse the ideological disputations of @mnporary British Conservatism. This is done by
identifying the voting behaviour @@onservative parliamentariamsthe two leadership elections
and then by putting forwards a systemic expli@maof the candidatesupport. Three sets of
variables are tested. First, ttheesis analyses socio-economiciables (i.e. the occupational and
educational background of congative parliamentarians). Saud, the research considers the
candidates’ support in relation to electoral anditipal variables (i.e.electoral vinerability,
political insider / outsider status, age and exgee). Finally the research will evaluate the
candidates’ support with regard to the idgutal disposition of the candidates and their
supporters. This requires an extensive ergilon of the attitudes of Conservative
parliamentarians with regard to the dominaeological divides within contemporary post-
Thatcherite Conservatism economic policy (wet / dry),European policy (europhile /
eurosceptic), and social, sexual and moral attitudes (social liberalism / social conservatism). By
analysing the patterns of voting in relation $ocial background, political attributes and
ideological disposition the thesis locates andrprets the differing motivational influences on

voting behaviour.

The thesis argues the ideological dispositainthe candidates and their supporters was the
crucial factor in both the leadship elections. The final rouraf the 1997 leadership election

was a straight ideological battle betwedme europhile and eurosceptic wings of the
parliamentary Conservative Party. This benefited the eurosceptic William Hague at the expense
of the europhile Kenneth Clarke. In 2001 both Kdaand Portillo attracted support from across

the ideological spectrum of ¢h parliamentary party, sugdeg that a section of the
parliamentary party had moved away from idgatally driven voting behaviour. However, lain
Duncan Smith reaching the final ballot was duth®support of an ideologically cohesive group

of traditional Thatcherite MPsnd indicative of the continued significance of ideology on the

direction of the Conservative party.
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Chapter One

Introduction

1.1 Rationale
The Conservative Party has traalitally and with some justifation thought oftself as the
natural party of government. Bng the 20th century, the pwrtvas in government, either
alone or in coalition for a total of sixty-twyears. The party domated post-war British
politics governing for thirtyffive years between 1945 arid®97. Moreover, the main anti-
Conservative party only achievadsignificant majority in thee parliaments before 1997; the
Liberals between 1906-1910 and Labour betw®15-50 and 1966-70. By contrast, the only
Conservative government hampered by the lack of a working majority was John Major’'s
administration of 1992-97 (Seldon & Ball996: i). Moreover, of the twelve P0century
Conservative leaders only two, Austen Chentain and William Hague failed to become
Prime Minister (Watkins, 1998: 1). Sever#dctors have been put forward for the
Conservative Party’s dominance: their ideolobftsxibility, superior organisation, unity and
strong leadership. The Conservative Partythaditionally ceded considerable power to the
party leader, giving hinor her sole authority to appoittie cabinet in government and the
shadow cabinet in opposition. The leader 8ahe sole arbiter of policy and nothing can
become party policy without the agreement of ldaler. However, the extent of this formal
power can deceive the casual observer ibh&dieving that Conservative leaders are
omnipotent for although Conservative leadergoy wide ranging dhority, they are not
automatically blessed with security of tenW¢iting in the days before Conservative Party
leaders were subject to annual recgtin Robert McKenzie noted that:

It is important to note that the Conservatieader achieves office and retains power

only with the consent of his followergnd there is ample precedent for the

withdrawal of that consen{McKenzie, 1964: 22)
In particular, consent depends the leader delivering thathich the Conservative Party
craves most; power. Conservative Party leadeho do not deliver electoral success are
ruthlessly removed. Moreover, even the peroeptf future failure was enough to trigger the

removal of Mrs. Thatcher, despitedlrsuccessive electoral victories.

The 1997 general election defeat was one efwlorst in Conservative Party history: the
carnage of election night ctihe Conservatives’ represetitéd to a mere 165 MPs, their

lowest total since 1906 (Cowley & Stuart, 30®6), moreover the party polled its lowest



share of the vote since 1832 and polled almsbsmillion votes fewer than in 1992 (Garnett

& Lynch, 2003: 1). The electoral catastropfel 997 was followed by a further humiliation

in 2001, when the party gained just one seat. Since 1997 the Conservative Party has been
faced with a dual crisis of ideology and leaship, which provides the rationale for this
thesis. The onus on the party leader to foataulpolicy, together with the Conservative
Party’s inability to articulate aoherent, credible and electdyasuccessful response to New
Labour has further undermined the position of @mmservative Party leader. In turn this has
contributed to the continued perception that garty was disunited drnlacking in strong

leadership.

The Conservative Party’s disunity and ideolobsterility was at its most visible during the
Conservative Party leadershetections of 1997 and 2001 and itlss that has provided the
rationale for this thesis. The research will examine the voting behaviour in these two
leadership elections and analyse this imithhe context of socio-economic variables
(educational and occupationdackground); electorabnd political varmbles (electoral
vulnerability, age and experience, career sjatusd ideological variables (attitudes towards
the economy, Europe and social policy). The nthmst of the researchill be placed on
analysing social, political ral ideological factionalism with the PCP in the post-1997
period, specifically concentrating upon thegda and Duncan Smith eras. The research
thesis will use the 1997 and 2001 leadership electisreslens which can be utilised to focus
upon and analyse the ideological disputatioof contemporary British Conservatism.
Furthermore, it will seek to identify thenks between factionalisnglectoral unpopularity
and the attempt to define the ideology of galiamentary Conservat Party in the post-

Thatcherite era.

The research will therefore revolve aroundethhypotheses based on Cowley and Garry’s
(1998) three motivational moldeof voting behaviour:
These will argue that voting in leadershipaions is influenced by social background
(education and former occupation); it is ughced by political attributes (electoral
vulnerability, age and g@erience and career status); andti@ly that it is determined
by ideological disposition (economic pafidcuropean policy and social policy).
Identifying individual MP’s sodall status and political attribes will be determined through
analysing career backgrounds of indival MPs through suchsources as Dod’'s
Parliamentary Guide. However, the main thrastthe research wilbe on analysing the



ideological disposition ofndividual MPs and how this ledes to voting behaviour in
leadership elections. In methodological terntgjs will involve using analysis of
parliamentary data; division lists, early ydanotions (EDMs) and membership of party
‘ginger groups’ together with press leaks, statements to journalists, semi-structured elite
interviews and sample surveys of ConsaweaMPs. The data on the social background,
political attributes and ideologal disposition of individual MPsan then be married to data

on voting behaviour in the 1997 and 2001 leadprstections to explain the outcomes of

those elections.

1.2 Structure

The thesis will consist of five substantive ctep: Conservatism and the Conservative Party:
Ideology and Politics; The Conservative Rdreadership Elections of 1997 & 2001; The
Social Background and Political Attributes tife Parliamentary Conservative Party; The
Ideological Disposition of the Parliam&ary Conservative Party 1997 — 2003; Voting
Behaviour in the 1997 and 2001 Leadership files: The Impact of Social Background,
Political Attributes and Ideologal Disposition. The thesisillvconclude with an assessment
of the impact of leadershignd ideological renewal on tli&onservative Party between 1997
and 2003.

Chapter two will be inwo sections; the first will providan overview of the ideology and
politics of the Conservative PgrtThe concept of idéogy is related to aexamination of the
‘building blocks’ of conservatism, utilising Mon’s (1994) theory ofenets and dispositions.
The interaction of these, sometimes contradictienyets and dispositiomall then be used to
draw out the inherent tensiom@thin conservatism in general and British conservatism in
particular. The discussion of conservatism wibinclude by examining the validity of the
‘death of conservatism’ hypothesis expoundsd Giddens (1995), Gy (1997) and the
counter arguments of their ticis, notably Willetts (1997) ahEccleshall (2002). The second
section of this chapter will examine the inditnal aspects of the Conservative Party; the
National Union, Conservative Central Office ahd Parliamentary Conservative Party. This
includes a discussion on the role of the leamfethe Conservative Pg; their powers of
patronage and of policy formulation and the leadeelationship with the party they lead: it
will argue that although Consative leaders are ceded broad powers, this is conditional on
delivering electoral success and that the intrtdoof a formal leadership election has left

Conservative leaders even more dependenthe goodwill of the parliamentary party. The



chapter will then examine why the Conservatarty introduced a forat election process,
designed by Alec Douglas Home and firstedisin 1965, give arexplanation of the
procedures used and outline how these procedures were subsequently amended. The chapter
will then analyse the reforms instituted byIN&m Hague, which included an overhaul of the
party’s organisation and completely new leathip election rules that allowed party
members to take part on the basis of one member one vote.

Chapter three will be a background chapter, Wwhpcovides an historical narrative of the
1997 and 2001 Conservative Party leadershapteins, which resulted in William Hague and
lain Duncan Smith respectively being electedypéader. This chaptewill also be in two
sections; the first section cagethe period from May 1997 tdune 2001 and will give an
account of the party’s defeat the general election of 1997 thatgered the resignation of
John Major. It will thengive an account of eéhstrengths and weaknessof the candidates
who took part in the 1997 leadership, togeth&ghan assessment of the potential impact of
those senior Conservatives who were unableaatest the election, iparticular Michael
Heseltine and Michael Portillo. €chapter will then give an ament of the three ballots that
led to William Hague becoming leader, together vaithanalysis of Hague’s leadership of the
Conservative Party. This will centrapon the constraints upon Hague’'s leadership,
particularly his lack of personal following, bhael Portillo’s return to Westminster and the
legacy of sleaze personified by Jeffrey Arclaed Jonathan Aitkerit will then examine
Hague's attempt to move beyond Thatchariby defining a socially liberal ‘Fresh
Conservatism’ and explain why this failed aHdgue reverted to traditional Thatcherism

with his ‘Common Sense Revolution’.

The second section of thisagter covers the period frodune 2001 until October 2003. It
will examine the circumstances of the Censtive Party’s defeat in the 2001 general
election and the resignation of William HagueeTdhapter will then analyse the qualities of
the candidates who contested the 2001 leagerslection and assess why some senior
Conservatives chose not to enter the contestillithen offer an account of the three rounds
of balloting within the parliameaty party and the final round batllof the entie party that
led to lain Duncan Smith being elected leaddre chapter will then offer an assessment of
Duncan Smith’s leadership dfie party together with an account of his removal from the
post. It will look at his lack of charisma andvihnthe Conservative Partontinued to flat line

in polls, despite signs of innaowae new policies. This sectionill then examine the failures



of Duncan Smith’s party managent that eventually culminated in him losing a vote of no
confidence and being forced to resign. Thepthr will conclude with a comparative

assessment of the leadership of William Hague and lain Duncan Smith.

Chapter four will analyse four sets of non-itbgpcal factors that contribute towards the
composition and nature of the parliamentary @ovetive Party; sociddackground, electoral
vulnerability, age and experience and careeustahilst work on the social composition of
the PCP has been done before, notably Bakamble & Ludlam 1992), Baker & Fountain
(1996) and Cowley & Garry (1998), it is meed of updating. The chapter will provide a
discussion of the relevance of the representa¢ise of a political partg’ MPs, together with
an appraisal of the historical changes thre social background of the Parliamentary
Conservative Party, as defined by MPs’ educatiad pre-parliamentary career. It will then
go on to analyse the social background & 1997 and 2001 PCP. This analysis, together
with past analyses has concai#d on the class background af f¢CP, due to the paucity of
women and ethnic minorities within the PCP. Causmtly, the final pardf this section will
examine the reasons for the Parliamentary Coasige Party being alnsb exclusively white
and male, together with a discussion of theasures the Conservative Party are taking to
remedy this imbalance. It will then look at tpelitical attributes thatay define or impact
upon a Conservative MP’s @ar: electoralulnerability, age andexperience and career
status. The chapter will shothat MPs with marginal constituencies are likely to find that
their electoral vulnerability aciss a severe restraint upon theiiligbto rise to high office.
Conversely MPs are far more likely to achievbinat, or shadow cabinet, rank if they posses
a safe seat. The age and experience of thes&vative Party’s leadership will then be
analysed in light of Reenbaum’s assertion that a common gdgboliticians isto appear to

be authoritative and experienc@Rlosenbaum, 1997: 179). It wikveal that as the post-war
period has progressed the Conservative Rasychosen ever younger and less experienced
leaders, who have in turppointed younger and legxperienced colleagues to cabinet and
shadow cabinet. Finally, the chaptell outline how the career stad of MPs, referred to by
John Major as the ‘possessed, dispossessedearat possessed’ may affect a Conservative

MP’s strategy, as they seek f{ob of leading their party.

Having dealt with non-ideological factors thaffect the characteand behaviour of the
parliamentary Conservative Party, chapter ik examine the impact that ideology has had

upon the post-war Conservative Party and ym®althe ideological disposition of the



parliamentary party from 1997 to 2003. The chaptdrbe in three sctions; the first will
examine academic classifications of thenS€ervative Party (Rose, 1964; Norton, 1990;
Dunleavy 1993; Baker, Gamble & Ludlam B9994; Sowemimo, 1996: Baker, Gamble &
Seawright, 2002; Garry, 1995; Cowley, P. &r@yaJ. 1998; Heppell 2002). The second
section will deal with the ideological deegiment of the Conservative Party from 1945 —
1997 and the third section will provide an analysis of the ideological composition of the
parliamentary Conservative Party from 1997-2001 and 2001-2003.

Traditional accounts of the Consetiva Party have argued thatwias primarily interested in
attaining and retaining power and was therefmore concerned with party unity and
electoral pragmatism than witeological ‘purity’. This ledRichard Rose (1964) to argue
that the Conservative Party was a ‘party afdencies’, rather than a ‘party of factions’.
However, other academics argued that by the late Thatcherite era the Conservative Party was
increasingly concerned by idegy and showing signs ofétonal behaviour (Gamble, 1995,
1996: Baker et. al., 1993). Consequently, thaptér will begin by appraising the work of
Rose (1964). The chapter will contain an ovesvid previous typologies of the Thatcherite
and post-Thatcherite Conservative party:-dimensional (Norton, 1990), two-dimensional
(Dunleavy 1993; Baker, Gamble & Ludlat893, 1994; Sowemimo, 1996: Baker, Gamble &
Seawright, 2002) and three-dinstonal (Garry, 1995; Cowley. & Garry J. 1998; Heppell
2002) (Heppell & Hill, 2005: 342). These will lised to critique the contemporary relevance
of Rose’s (1964) definition of the Conservatiarty as a party of teedcies, rather than a

party of factions.

Chapter five will provide a thematic analysof historically important ideological
disputations within the Parliamentary Consée Party. The thematic scheme will reflect
Gamble’s definition of the Thatcherite Cemngative Party as the party of national
independence, economic liberty and consereatnorality (Gamble, 1996: 28). It will show
how the party has undergoneonsiderable ideological change over the period. The
Conservatives’ economic policies initially accaptbe Attlee Settlement; welfare state, full
employment and conciliatory poiés towards the trade unions kautbsequently rejected of
these ideas in favour of a return to econotiberalism under Margaret Thatcher, after a
period of muddle under Heath. The party’s attigittievards Europe have also evolved with
time; from indifference in the immediate pagar period, through to enikiastic engagement

under Heath and wary acceptance in the eaglgry of Margaret Theler's leadership.



However, after ThatcherBruges Speecffonservative attitudes to Europe underwent a sea
change, leading some Conservative MPsdwoaate a fundamental redrafting of European
treaties or outright wittrawal from the European Union. The Conservative disputation over
Europe reached its zenith during John Majoresnmiership, and ratification of the Maastricht
Treaty, poisoning intra-pastrelations and wreckg his government. Finally this section will
account for the sometimes confused social anchhpolicies of the Thatcherite Conservative
Party, which consisted of stromgetoric against the ‘permissisociety’ ushered in during
the 1960s, together withtlié serious attempt to reverse theiady liberal refams of the era.
The Conservatives’ socially conservative rhetewentually opened thenp to ridicule after
John Major launched ‘Back to Basics’ and selverfahis colleagues we revealed to be

enmeshed in sexual or financial scandal.

The final section of this chégr will use division lists, ey day motions, group memberships
and public statements to locate the ideoldgittsposition of each Conservative MP elected
in 1997 and in 2001. This will provide evidencestow that the parliamentary Conservative
Party moved sharply to the right aftereti997 general election; it was drier, more

eurosceptic and more socially conggive than the cohort elected in 1992

Chapter six will present an in depth analysishef final round of the 1997 Conservative Party
leadership election and the final parliameyntarund of the 2001 leadeiighelection. It will
explain the methodology used ittentify whether an MP votefibr Clarke or Hague (1997)
and Clarke, Portillo or DuncaBmith (2001) and pssent a series dables showing who
voted for whom. The chapter will then affa number of possible hypotheses that may
account for voting behaviour: non-ideolodidaypotheses; social background, age and
experience and career statumgether with idological hypotheses; economic policy,
European policy and social and moral polibata will be presented that shows composition
of the candidates’ supporters according to each hypothesis. The data will be examined using
bivariate analysis to show the impact radn-ideological and ideological factors upon the
leadership elections of 1997 and 2001.

! Research into the ideological composition @ BCP 1992-1997 was carried out by Heppell (2002)



1.3 Conclusion

In conclusion, the rationale for this thesisdaexplore the impact divo catastrophic election
defeats upon what was, until 1997 the most suagledsefnocratic political party in Europe.
The thesis is centred on three hypotheseswhigue that voting bet@ur in leadership
elections are motivated by \@ral factors: social bagkound, political attributes and
ideological disposition. The dsis will attemptto do this through aranalysis of the
composition of the contemporary ConservativeyPiarnon-ideological asell as ideological
terms. The thesis will commence with an meliof the ideological foundations upon which
the Conservative Party is built, together wathdescription of how the Conservative Party
organises itself. This is followed by a contextual analysis of the 1997 and 2001 leadership
elections and an appraisal of the performapicthe leaders elected in those elections. The
thesis will then examine the social backgroamd political attributes of Conservative MPs
and look at how these factorsipact upon Conservative polisic It will then discuss
academic typologies of the Conservative Pariy whether the party is one of tendencies or
factions. The chapter will also account for theelepment of the partg’ideology in the post
war period and offer an analysis of tldeological compositionof the parliamentary
Conservative party of 1997 and 2001. Finalle timesis will take evidence of candidate
support during the 1997d 2001 leadership elections andrmat with data concerning the
social background, political attributes and idgadal disposition of Conservative MPs. This
data will then be analysed to provide explanation of voting behaviour in the 1997 and
2001 leadership elections and to focus on ittemlogical divisionswithin contemporary
British Conservatism. Ideology is explored idate®n to non ideological factors in order to
demonstrate its decisive impact @cent Conservative leadership elections.



Chapter Two

Conservatism and the Conservative Party: Ideology and Politics
2.1 Introduction
The rationale of this chapter is to set the philosophical and organisational foundations
upon which the Conservative Party is built. The chapter is in two sections; the first will
provide an overview of the ideology and pobtiof the Conservative Party. The chapter will
provide a definition of ideology and discus® tmerits and demerits of linear and three
dimensional ideological spectra. The chapter thiéin define what is meant by the concept of
conservatism. This will thebe expanded into an examimati of the ‘building blocks’ of
conservatism, utilising Norton’s 994) theory of tenets and gissitions. The interaction of
these, sometimes contradictory, tenets andodispns will then be used to draw out the
inherent tensions within British conservatism, in particular the tensions can be seen to arise
between: economic liberals and economic irdationists; eurosceptics and europhiles and
social liberals and social conservatives.e T¢hapter will then examine three strands or
traditions of political action within the Conservative Party: paternalism, libertarian
conservatism and the new right. The discussion of conservatism will conclude by examining
the validity of the ‘death o€onservatism’ hypothesis exppuded by Giddens (1995), Gray
(1997) and the counter arguments of theiriagjtnotably Willetts (1997) and Eccleshall
(2002).

The second section of the chapiell examine the institutionahspects of the Conservative
Party the National Union and the role of paattivists; Conservative Central Office and the
role of the Chairman; the Parliamentary nGervative Party and the role of the 1922
Committee. The chapter will then examine #ormal and informal powers of the Party
leader and the possible constraints a leadey faee, together with an appraisal of the
different ways the Conservativearty has used to choose its leaders. The chapter will
conclude by examininghe scope and impaétresh Futurereforms instituted by William
Hague in 1998.

2.2 ldeology
The term ideology is often used in a negativp@orative sense; it is seen by many to imply
extreme, rigid and authoritarian positions tlaa¢ commonly associated with fascism and

communism (McLellan, 1996: 7). Consequentlys tas led to the denial of ideology across



a wide range of political traddns; liberals have viewed ideology as an officially sanctioned
belief system that claims aamopoly of truth, Conservativeégaditionally regarded ideology
as a set of unrealistic and possibly dangegnes divorced from reality. Moreover, whilst
fascists reject ideology as over-intellectualised devoid of fervour, traditional Marxists see
it as a tool used by the ruling class, to maragithe opinions and erions of the masses,
thereby perpetuating the dominance of the ruling classfh@ German Ideologyarx
described ideology as:
The ideas of the ruling class are in every épibe ruling ideas, i.e. the class which is
the rulingmaterial force of society, is at the same time the rulimigllectual force.
(Heywood, 1998: 7, 15)
By contrast, Marx claimed that his ideas constdweset of scientific principles that could be

used to examine the true nature of society (Leach, 1996: 17).

However, in order to analyse and classify political doctrines it is necessary to adopt a more
inclusive definition of ideology, which ackmtedges that all such doctrines can be
encompassed by the term. (Evans, 1994:.13&ywood’s (1998) definition is that:
An ideology is a more or less coheresdt of ideas that provides the basis for
organised political action, whether this iseinded to preservenodify or overthrow
the existing system of poweAll ideologies therefore jaoffer an account of the
existing order, usually in the form of ‘vorld view’, (b) provide the model of a
desired future, a vision of ‘good society’ and (c) outliem how political change can
and should be brought about. (Heywood, 1998: 12)

This more inclusive definition allows us to classify political doctrines and relate them to one
another. The simplest and most frequently usgoroach has been to relate ideologies on a

linear left / right spectrum (see Table 2.1 below).

Table 2.1Linear ideological spectrum

I I
Communism Socialism Liberalism Conservatism Fascism

Source: Heywood, 1998: 17
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However, this is a rather simplistic inpeetation as both soviet communism and

fascism are authoritarian forms of rule,eavthough they are at opposite ends of the
spectrum. Therefore a two-dimensional spectrwinich also shows diides to liberty and
authority, allows a more sophisticated représton of ideological pagons (see Table 2.2

below).

Table 2.2Two-dimensional ideological spectrum

Authority
« Stalinism
« New right
Left Right
Social Democracy
_ Anarcho-
Liberty capitalism

Source: Heywood, 1998: 19

The concept of ideology is relevant to politipalrties today because political parties need to
court popularity in order to be electoralguccessful and consequently must undergo a
periodic process of idémgical renewal. In this search for electoral popularity a party may
adopt policies that are at odds with its ttiads and doctrines, often provoking considerable
dispute within the party. The policies embrabgdhe Conservative Party under Thatcherism
were seen either as a return to basic €oaive principles by her supporters, or as the
adoption of 19th Century liberalism by her @etors. Similarly, the creation of the New
Labour project is portrayed by isipporters as a process obaernisation that nevertheless
remains true to the party’s founding principleghilst critics allegethat the Party has
abandoned socialism in favour of a Thatcheaigenda (Adams, 1998: 9). Following three
consecutive electoral defeatthe Conservative Party @gain undergoing a period of
ideological renewal, provoking disagreement lestwthe modernisers who want the Party to
promote a more inclusive agenda and theiticagilists who wish to remain true to the

principles of Thatcherism.
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2.3 Conservatism
Conservatism can be defined as:

The social and political outlook that comesrir a desire to conserve existing things,

held to be either good in themselves, or bdttan the likely altmatives, or at least

safe, familiar, and the objects ofi$t and affection (Scruton, 1996: p. 100).
The term “conservative” was first used in the earl{} @ntury to describe a reaction to the
increasing pace of political and economic change and to the upheaval caused by the French
Revolution. Indeed, one of géhearliest statements of conservatism was Edmund Burke’s
Reflections on the Revolution in Frangeitten in 1790 (Heywood, 1998: p. 66). Burke was
highly suspicious of the power of humasasoning preferring to rely on “prejudice” and
“prescription”. Prejudice is aapinion that has stood the test of time and was seen by Burke
as being far superior to reason, whilst presicnipmeans that politics should be based on the
known, rather than the unknown. Tefare, if a system of gomement has worked for a long
time, there is a presumption in favour of thatteyn against any other. Furthermore, it can be
argued that there is no point in replacing aaysthat works with one that may not work
(Gilmour, 1977: p. 62). Given their suspiciasf grand political designs traditional
conservative thinkers argue that conservatism is a set of attitudes, or dispositions, rather than
an ideology.

2.4 Dispositions of conservatism
Arguably one of the best analyses of thdspositions is by Philip Norton (1994). Norton
argues that conservatives have two basipadigions; firstly they are anti-intellectual and
sceptical of the power of human reason,iolhis seen as limited and imperfect. As
conservatives believe that sety is the product of historgnd the accumulated wisdom of
generations, they contend tisagnificant improvements cannbé made by any individual or
group. Moreover, conservatives argue that tdkenaweeping change is to step into the
unknown, which may have unintended conseqasr(Norton, 1994: 40), or as Burke wrote
in Reflections on the Revolution in France
...very plausible schemes, with very plegscommencements, have often shameful
and lamentable conclusions (Burke, 1991: 35).
It was this suspicion of grargblitical schemes that led tltenservative philosopher Michael

Oakeshott to criticise Freiderich Haye’be Road to Serfdoas ‘a plan’ and to say that:
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...to resist all planning may be better tharojpposite, but it belorggto the same style

of politics. (Gilmour, 1977: 115)
Consequently, the second disposition is that @xagives prefer society as it currently exists
and possess an attachment to those institutions which help form and shape the nature of
society. Conservatives are therefore, incliteddefend institutions such as the monarchy,
parliament and the police if theye perceived to bender attack. If changdo the status quo
are proved to be necessary then these clastyzuld be as limited as possible. Norton goes

on to argue that some basic tenets may aeafrom these dispositions (Norton, 1994: 40).

2.5 Tenets of conservatism

The first of these tenets is theganic nature of sociefysociety is seen asliving organism,

rather than a machine. This organism is difficalchange because itas historical product,
which grows slowly and naturally (Norton, 1991). Moreover, it is made up of a variety of
constituent parts, such astfamily, church, governmennd nation, and each plays a vital

role in ensuring the stability and well being of society. Conservatives attach great importance
to the defence of the family, which they seeasicrocosm of socigtas a whole (Heywood,

1998: 75-76).

Conservatives also recognise teatiety is evolutionary anddhefore the second tenet is the
acceptance of the necessity for some degrebarige, though this should always be gradual
and intended to improve, rather than destittgt which already exis (Norton, 1994: 41).
Moreover, conservatives value stability amay well accept unpalatable measures, if they
feel that continued resistanceuld adversely affect the sthly of society (Gilmour, 1977:
123-124).

The third conservative tenet is that therestmibe order and discipline, as a condition of
personal freedom, and that order should cdroen a deep respect for authority. This
authority is posited in all the institutions of gt@nd society and in thale of law, by which

all such institutions are governed (Norton, 1994). Thus, in the family authority should be
exercised by parents, in schools by teacherdie workplace by the employer and in society
at large by the government (Heywood, 1998: 78)aA#hority is alwaysecessary in society
and authority entails inequality, conservativeee hierarchy and inequality as part of the
natural order, although many wduélso point to the needrfequality of opportunity and

equality before the law (Vincent, 1992: 69).
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Fourthly, conservatives believe that the lawst also protect the ownership of private
property, which is seen as another conditiop@fsonal liberty. The ownership of property
contributes to the stability afociety and imparts a sensere$ponsibility upon the property
owner. Property also provides independencenafjain overbearing state and ensures that the
property owner is not reliant on either athedividuals, or the state (Norton, 1994: 42).
Moreover conservatives also sbe widespread ownership pfivate property as a bulwark

against socialism and inefficiestate monopolies (Gilmour, 1977: 148-149).

The fifth conservative tenet is to accordimited role to government, as an unfettered
government is seen as a threat to individib&rty. Conservativesecognise that government
is necessary in order to maintain peace at hoongefend the security of the nation state and
to check and prevent abuse. However, coradetes are not against strong government as
long as it can be held accountable (Norton, 1994: 42).

Sixth, conservatives have alwapelieved in wealth creatioand that market forces are
superior to government intervention. Govermmi@tervention, conservatives argue, can only
lead to monopoly, a decline in efficiencyndacompetitiveness and the loss of individual
liberty (Norton, 1994: 42). Moreover, it is arguéhat the best way to guarantee national
wealth is by ensuring that each person, by pagshis own material interests, can thereby
pursue the well-being of the whole (ScrutonQ2088). Therefore the purpose of government
is to maintain the condition®r capitalism and not taun the economy (Norton, 1994: 42-
43).

British Conservatism has also acquired two further tenets dating from Disraeli’s leadership of
the Conservative Party. The fiigt these is the concept ohe nation at homevhich gives a

role to government in helping those who canmelp themselves. (Norton, 1994: 43) This is

seen both as a moral obligation and necessary to appease the working class and avert the
possibility of societatlestabilisation (Heywood, 19984-85). The second tenetne nation
abroadis the belief in the need to promote and defend British interests abroad (Norton, 1994:
43). This strategy, originally based on theitiBh Empire, was designed to appeal to
nationalist sentiment acrosdass boundaries, by emphasisiBgitain’s ‘greatness’ and

unique position in the world (Barnes, 1994: 336-337).
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2.6 Inherent tensions within conservatism

The tenets outlined above demonstrate the diversity of conservative thought. However they
are not necessarily compatible with each otled a number of segme, but interrelated
tensions can be identified @don, 1994: 43). The first is iveen continuity and change.
Conservatism is concerned with preserving sgce it exists, yet it also recognises that
society changes and consequently that grese of political change will be inevitable.
However, tensions can arise when ascertaithiegpoint at which change becomes necessary,
a task made more difficult because there arbard and fast rules. Some Conservatives will
place greater emphasis on one tahan on another antherefore will be more inclined to
accept change than others who highlightithportance of a different tenet (Norton, 1994
43).

Tension also arises between those Conseeativho follow the ‘one nation’ tradition and
stress the need for government to intervertbeneconomy, to maintain the social fabric, and
free market conservatives who believe sudkrirention to be wrong principle (Norton,
1994: 43). This tension was clearly visible dgriMargaret Thatcher’s first administration
when she pursued a free market monetasisategy to the dismay of ‘one nation’
Conservatives, whom she disparagingly lalaeligets’ (Ball, 1998: 124). Paradoxically as
Gamble (1994) recognised, Mrs. Thatcher was ellig strengthen theagé in other areas in

order to protect the institutions tife free economy (Gamble, 1994: 39).

Tension may also become apparent between those who place the emphasis on order and
standards and those who stress the neelinided government. Whilst many conservatives
accept that society is greater than the sum efitidividuals that inhabit it, there is also a
recognition that individuals amaturally different. However, ée market conservatives place
special emphasis on the role of the individtmlthe extent that the role of society is
diminished or denied (Nortor1994: 44). Mrs. Thatcher's caatictory attitude to this
paradigm was demonstrated by her statentkeat there is, “no such thing as society”
(Thatcher, 1993: 626) whichearly gave primacy to the individual. However, whilst she
believed in individual freedom in the econorsjthere, she was ast critic of moralaissez-
faire and eulogised Victorian social valueshich she believed far superior to the
permissiveness of the 89s (Hayes, 1994: 84-85).
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In addition, there is also tension within therServative Party over the European Union (EU)
and Britain’s role in the world. This confliags exacerbated because both europhiles and
eurosceptics point to the same tenet, one natwoad, in order to justify their position. The
key issue is sovereignty; eyohiles believe that by ‘poolingovereignty with other nations,
the process of European integration alld@vgain renewed influence upon the world stage
(Barnes, 1994, 342). By contrast, euroscepticsrdegavereignty as indivisible and fear that
Britain is in danger of beingubsumed within a European superstate, losing its identity and
influence in the process (Gamble, 1988: 133)s Tansion has been pgrent, although of a
minor nature, within the Conservative Partyeesgince Britain’s accems to the European
Economic Community (EEC) in 1974. Howeveresk divisions grew steadily worse in the
late 1980s under Mrs. Thatate premiership, leading tmo less than six ministerial
resignations between 1986 and 1990 and ultimately to the downfall of Mrs. Thatcher herself.
Her successor, John Major fared better, after 1992, as furthatra-party conflict erupted
over the issue of further Eypean integration (Davie4995: 363-364). Moreover, this
conflict became so intense that the Major goweent’s European policy was informed by the
fear that the party could split over the isqiMajor, 1999: 585). WhitsMajor successfully
prevented the party from splitting he was powssléo avert the very public divisions over
Europe, which eventually desyed both his leadership ahés government (Holmes, 1998:
134-136).

These tensions demonstrate why Conservatias historically been made up of various
strands of Conservative thought. Because the tenets and dispositions of conservatism are
open to being interpreted in a &y of ways, they have led several distinctraditions of

political action withinthe Conservative Party.

2.7 Strands of Conservatism

2.71 Paternalism

The paternalist strand of Congatism originates from the f9Century Conservative leader

Benjamin Disraeli, who sought tovoid the country becoming:
Two nations; between whom there is ntemourse and no sympathy; who are as
ignorant of each other’s habits, thoughts &eelings, as if they were...inhabitants of
different planets; who are ...fed by diféat food...and are not governed by the same
laws. (Willetts, 1992: 11)
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Disraeli’'s concern was both praclcand moral. On the one hand he feared that a society
divided by extremes in wealtind poverty risked being underrathby social unrest or worse
destroyed by revolution. On the other handokéeved that the beneficiaries of wealth and
privilege had a moral duty to help the mestnerable sections of society (Heywood, 1998:
84-85). Furthermore, Disraeli also argued thia¢ interests of both nation and party
demanded that the Conservative®uld not simply be class ¢&d. Rather, they should be

composed of and govern in timerests of all sections amdl classes (Gilmour, 1977: 86).

During the early 28 century the paternalist bannerssaken up by Joseph Chamberlain and
his supporters who campaigned for the introduatibimport tariffs, in order both to protect
British industry and to pay for social reformgch as old age pensions (Dutton, 1981: 874).
Chamberlain also believed that the natiosécurity and prosperity were dependent upon
Britain being at the cére of a wider economic and politicahit. Originally this was the
British Empire; however following Britain’s postaw retreat from Empire adherents to the
Chamberlainite tradition gradually shifted their focus towards membership of the EEC
(Gamble, 1996: 21).

The dominance of the paternalist tradition witthe Party during the immediate post-war era

led the Conservatives to accept the great ntgjof the previous Labour government's
collectivist reforms, which formed the basisaopolitical consensus that was to last until the
1970s (Heywood, 1998: 87). | would argue thae high water mark for paternalist
conservatism was during the 1957-63 Macmillan premiership. Macmillan’s ‘middle way’ was
an attempt to steer a course betweenadististatism and laissez-faire capitalfsrvhilst
Macmillan supported the welfare state, he also sought to maintain full employment as a
means for the working-class to help themselves (Green, 2002: 186-187). However, whilst
paternalist values were dominant within then€ervative Party for mosiff the 20th century,

they were always rejected by a substantial minority who belonged to the libertarian wing of
the Party (Ludlam & Smith, 1996: 7).

2 Between 1972 and 1974 and the Heath administration nationalised industries and pursued a statutory pay
policy. However, Heath's government acted under the pressure of unprecedented events and was severely
criticised by some members of his own party. (See chapter 5 for a longer discussion of the economic policies of
the Heath government.)
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2.72 Libertarian Conservatism

Libertarian conservatism can be traced backih® late nineteentland early twentieth
centuries, when it emerged as a reaction to wbate saw as increasing collectivisation. The
tradition draws heavily upon liberalism’s mistrudt the state and thbelief that people
should be free to do as theyeabke as long as they do m@rm others (Ludlam & Smith,
1996: 7). Libertarian conservatives, theref@dvocate a reduced role for the state. In
practice, this means the state should confindf itsemaintaining the best conditions for the
operation of the free-market and to guarante@ingndividual’s negative rights; that is the
right to pursue one’s own goals free from interference (Smith, 1996: 147). The failure of the
post-war consensus led to the renaissance dilibetarian tradition within the conservative
New Right, whose values had always found sgthp within the ranks of the Conservative

Party, despite the dominancepafternalist attitudes.

2.73 The New Right

The New Right is an offshoot of libertariaonservatism although rejects concepts of
social liberalism. Rather it is a marriage of economic liberalism and social conservatism and
is heavily influenced b¥riederich Hayek’s 1945 bodkhe Road to Serfdarithe New Right

rose to prominence in Britain during the 1960l 1970s, as a result of economic failure and
widespread social unrest, itj@eted the post-war welfarisbnsensus. The governments of
Margaret Thatcher from 1979-90, strongly inflaed by the ideas of Alfred Sherman and Sir

Keith Joseph, were an attempt to put New Right theory into practice.

The economic liberal aspect of the New Rightphasises the superiority of the free-market
and rejects welfarism in favowf individual self-reliancéHeywood, 1998: 92). The market
is seen as an efficient, self-regulating devior the allocation of scarce resources, both
human and material. Moreover, the marketagn as being neutrahd impersonal (Hayes,
1994: p. 27). The pre-eminence of marketsNiew Right thinkingled to a change in
economic priorities. The old commitment tdlfemployment was abandoned in favour of the
pursuit of low inflation. This was believed to becessary in order to secure the health of the
market economy. The New Riglaiso believed that the free-market could not flourish
alongside high levels of taxati@md regulation, both of which wecat in order to encourage
producers to produce (Heywood, 1998: 94-95).
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The New Right's social consetinge facet emphasises the netx return to nineteenth
century social and moral values. This is an explicit response to the permissive society, which
is responsible, in the eyes of social comasves, for undermining the traditional family and

for the questioning of authority (Gamble, 19947). Thus, the rising crime and disorder of

the Thatcher years were seen, not as a reseltonomic liberal economic policies, but as a
consequence of the social decadence ef 1B60s (Isaac, 1990: 211). Moreover, social
conservatives are deeply hostile towards non-traditional family units. One-parent families are
frowned upon, particularly ithey are in receipbf state benefit. Irthe same vein social
conservatives disapprove of homosexuahty undermining conventional family values
(Isaac, 1990: 218-219). Social conservatives age slispicious of mulgulturalism, as the
presence of different culturesd religions is believed to uednine both social cohesion and
national identity (Seidel, 1986: 111-112). This concern for the character of the nation also
manifests itself within Conservative Party i tiorm of insular anéxclusive euroscepticism
(Heywood, 1998: 100). Research by Berrimg® Hague (1998) found that 76% of anti-
Maastricht MPs were also in favour otteath penalty (Bengton & Hague, 1998: 56).

It should be noted that thevo strands of thought that make up the New Right are highly
contradictory. Whilst economic liberalism phasises personal freedom in the economic
sphere, neo-conservatism advocates social awthartsm in the personaphere. It has been
argued that these contradictionkimately make the New Right enterprise unsustainable.
John Gray contends that thecsass of the New Right projeatiopted by MrsThatcher in

the 1980s has left conservatism both idgmally drained and in terminal decline
(Eccleshall, 2002: 31), an argument that has segynbeen reinforced by the Conservative
Party’s devastating defeatsthre 1997 and 2001 General Elections.

2.8 Is Conservatism dead?

John Gray follows lan Gilmour in arguing thislirs. Thatcher abandoned Conservatism for
19" Century liberalism and the ConservativetPabandoned its traditional pragmatism in
favour of alien dogma. This additional ideolodibaggage has made it increasingly difficult

for the Party to adapt to the changing natofesociety (Eccleshall, 2002: 31). Gray also
argues that the Thatcherite experiment vee&kl those British institutions that the
Conservative Party traditionally sought to defend, consequently undermining the Party’s

intellectual and electoral pitisn (Eccleshall, 2002: 31). T& argument is echoed by
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Anthony Giddens, who claims that the contramligtnature of economic liberalism has fatally
damaged Conservatism:
There is a damaging contradiction at thescaf economic liberal thought. On the one
hand, in encouraging the free play of rket forces, economic liberal political
philosophy unleashes detraditionalising influesiof a quite far-reaching kind. On the
other hand, the very traditional symbols whithese influences help to dissolve are
held to be essential to satsolidarity. (Giddens, 1995: 40)
Or, as Lord Harris of High Cross realisede ttnarket has no inherent morality and will
supply what consumers want, “...from praymoks and communion wine to pornography
and hard liquor...” (Isaac, 1990: 212). Finally,""26entury Conservatism defined itself
through a doctrine of anti-socialism, whiahguably reached its apogee under the Thatcher
administrations. However, the collapse olviet Communism and New Labour’s adoption of
much of the Thatcherite agenda, has arguatihped the Conservativiearty of one of its

most potent electoral stegies (Heywood, 1998: 101).

However, it can be argued that the conttdns of the New Right are not necessarily
terminal, as conservatism has always consistetiveise and contradictory strands that have
left plenty of scope for disagreement (Estiall, 2002: 31). Moreover, David Willetts (1997)
argues that Conservatism is still relevant to contemporary British politics. He rejects the
concept that a devotion to tfi@e-market is incompatible with concern, both for the family
and for the social fabric of society (Gr&Willetts, 1997: 70-71). Indeed, Willetts denies
that the breakdown in social cohesion dgrthe 1980s and 1990s was the consequence of
economic liberalism, preferring to lay the blaatehe door of excessive state intervention in
society (Gray & Willetts, 1997: 78-79). Consequently, Willetts advocates pushing free-
market reforms further, through what he cadlisrsic conservatism’. This involves giving
increased autonomy to institutions involveddelivering healthcarand education, which
would, Willetts argues increase both ateand quality (Gray & Willetts, 1997: 172).

Moreover, although the Conservative Party exgffl two heavy electoral defeats during the
20" century, in 1906 and 1945, it was nevertheless tableinvent itself to become the most
successful political party of the era. Howewehjlst the Party’s ideological flexibility was an
important factor in its electal successes during this erfawas not the only factor. The
Conservatives’ superior orgaaition also played a major role in the party’s domination of

20" century Parliamentary politics. The party’s ability to deliver regular electoral victories

20



meant that its structure remained largelyltanad following the 1945 Maxwell-Fyfe reforms,
until declining membership and the crushielgctoral defeat ofl997 prompted William

Hague to order a fundamental reviewtloé Party’s structure and mechanisms.

2.9 Structures and Mechanisms of the Conservative Party

Until the Hague reforms, published in 1998 under the titleTloé Fresh Future the
Conservative Party consisted of three sepdmaténterlinked components; The Parliamentary
Conservative Party (PCP), Conservati@entral Office and the National Union of
Conservative and Unionist s&ociations, representing therl@amentary, professional and

voluntary sections of the Party respectively.

2.91 The National Union of Conservave and Unionist Associations

The National Union was the body responsible for the 634 individual constituency
associations in England, Scotland and WalkdE.associations had to be approved by the
National Union, to whom they paid an affiliatibee (Whiteley et. al.1994: 20). In addition

the National Union organised the Party Coefee, the bi-annual Central Council meetings
and acted as a sounding board for the memlgerBl@presentatives ofdlconstituencies met

at area and national level, and a system ofsady committees was used to convey grass
roots opinion to the Partyeadership. However, whilst thdational Union could express

opinion and support, it did not possess arandatory powers (http://www.bodley.ox.ac.uk).

The Party’s grass-roots members, within the associations, play a vital role within the
organisation as a whole. Members provide fulmd<Conservative Central Office and supply
an unpaid army of volunteers, e@assing and leafleting, at elext time. The debt owed, by
the Party to its activists has long beenagnised as Walter Long speaking in 1919 said:
We owe our position in the country, aatlvays have done, much more to local
personal influence than to the populaofyour own party. (Davies, 1995: 154)
However, the efficacy of such local influencen®w in serious doubt due to a severe decline
in membership, especially amongst the younighdsigh membership of all political parties
has declined, the problem for the Conservatigeacute. In 1975 party membership stood at
around 1.5 million that has now declined to about 300,000 (Cooke, 2002). Moreover,
membership of Conservative youth groups laclined from 34,000 in 1979 to less than
10,000 in 1997. Consequently, the average ageeqgbdinty has risen, with adverse effects on
the ability of local associains to campaign effectively dugrelections (Peele, 1998: 144).
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Traditionally, the constituency associationsireed a high degree of autonomy both from the
National Union and from Central Office. Onlgonstituency associations could select
Parliamentary candidates amécruit and expel membersyhich could have adverse
repercussions for the parliamentary parurthermore any member with a grievance against
their association had no recearto the National Union. Mooger, associations were under
no obligation to report membershiypmbers to either body; cauently the Party had very
little knowledge of eithethe size or social composition ofihactivist base (Whiteley et. al.,
1994: 20-21). Associations jealously guard thaitependence, occasidiyaeading to bitter
disputes with Central Office, whicactivists criticise for treating them as servants, rather than
clients (Kelly, 1995: 11).

2.92 Conservative Central Office

The role of the professional section of the Pationservative Central @de, is to provide a
range of services both to the leader and tdPtagy as a whole. The services Central Office
supply to constituencies include the supplgoést speakers, assistance with election and by-
election campaigns and professally produced publicity andropaganda material. Central
Office also provides the listf approved candidates from igh associations choose their
prospective MP. The services Central Office pievior the party leader include monitoring
the state of opinion within the Party and thencaissioning of private polling to ascertain the
state of public opinion. Central Office plays iamportant role at election time, advising both
on timing and tactics and caebnating the campaign, reeomending adjustments where
necessary (Bell, 1996: 192-196). The professiongénisation is run by the Party Chairman,
who is appointed by the leader and runs @énDffice as the lead’s personal fiefdom
(Davies, 1995: 66). When the Party is in office the Chairman tends to be, a caretaker,
although a more heavyweight candidate is usueltigsen if an elein is imminent. The
Chairman’s powers are undefined, but hawerb likened to those of a constitutional
monarch, “...to encourage, to advise and torwatonsequently poweraries from holder to
holder, dependent on personality and circuntsgBall, 1996: 177). However the Chairman

needs to play a careful balancing act, as he€herneeds to retaingltonfidence of both the

% In 1997 Neil Hamilton's local association ignored pressure from Central Office to deselect him, despite
Hamilton’s involvement in the ‘cash for questions’ scandal. The subsequent election battle between Hamilton
and ‘the man in the white suit’, Martin Bell came sgmbolise all allegations of Conservative Party sleaze
between 1992-97. The rules governing the selection ofidaied were changed in 1998 to allow Central Office

to deselect candidates it deemed unsuitable.
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leader and the voluntary section of thati?gdNorton & Aughey, 1981: 254). Since Cecil
Parkinson’s tenure, from 1981-83, the Chairrhas become the focal point of the Party’s
public relations, as the media increasinglyndeded contact with “...a central and easily

accessible political voice...” (Ball, 1996: 179).

2.93 The Parliamentary Conservative Party

The PCP is the oldest of these three organisatiodss therefore considered to be the most
important (Kelly, 1995: 11). The PCP was tramtitlly drawn from Bitain’s social elite
(Baker & Fountain, 1996: 86). The problematiduna of such a narrow social base was
addressed by Sir David Maxwell-Fyfe’'s inquiinto the Party’s organisation, which was
prompted by the 1945 election defeat. The refoimroduced by Maxwell-Fyfe were slow to
take effect, however they digventually lead to a broadsocial background and to the
increasing professionalisation within the PGowever, examination of the 1992 intake
shows that 65% of Conservative MPs werwvagiely educated, 7% we Old Etonians and
43% Oxbridge graduaté¢Baker & Fountain, 1996: 87).

The 1922 Committee represents the views atkbench Conservative MPs. This meets
weekly and provides a forum for MPs to raise parliamentary or party matters and to make
their views known to the leadership. The 1@#mmittee is both influential and powerful; it
was instrumental in changingetheadership election rules 1974-75, thus ensuring that the
party leader became more sensitive todtecerns of backbench MPs (Norton, 1996b: 112).
When all is well the 1922 Committee tends to hbtéle influence with the Party leadership,
however the Committee’s authority is enhanedten the Party is going through a difficult
period. The second Major government’s small mgjand apparenikk of purpose enabled
the Committee to increase its leverage wittie PCP. Consequently, the views of the
Committee’s Executive were influential in themoval from government of David Mellor,
Norman Lamont, Neil Hamilton and Michael Mates (Kelly, 1995: 11-12). As the
representative body of all Conservative backihers, the committee is also responsible,

under its Chairman, for the organisation anddcah of the Party’s leaiship elections.

3 The social background of the PCP will be discussed in greater length in chapter four.
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2.94 The Party Leader

The Conservative Party leader is drawn from tAnks of the PCP and is vested with both
considerable autonomy and powers of appointnigns patronage allows the leader to select
both Cabinet ministers when in governmesmd shadow cabinet members when out of
government (Davies, 1995: 65-66). The leadtso appoints the Party’s Chairman and
Treasurer (Ball, 1998: 20). The power of appmient is a key weapon of party management;
Mrs. Thatcher’s first cabinet reflected hesdehan secure position, with the overall balance
skewed in favour of the paternalist wing oétRarty, however, thigapparent disadvantage
was offset by giving all the major economic fholios to Thatcher loyalists (Shepherd, 1991:
181). However, by 1981 she felt secure enoughittter sack or marginalise many of her
‘wet’ critics (Kavanagh & Seon, 1999: 169). Neverthelesshe leader's powers of
appointment are constrained by the need for unity within the PCP, hence John Major's
reluctance to sack three of his right-wing Catsneritics for fear ofthe consequences of
having “...three more of the bastards owtréh (Major, 1999: 343Moreover, although the
leader’s powers of patronage can be extremedjyulisthey can also be liability if misused

or used badly. Mrs. Thatcher’'s treatmarit Geoffrey Howe, like a “...cross between a
doormat and a punch bag”, according to @odleague (Hennessey, 2000: 402) and his
demotion to the etiolated role of Deputy PriMaister led to his resignation and ultimately
to her downfall. Moreover, the prominent role and far-reaching powers bestowed upon the
leader, arguably entail a correspondingly higspomsibility for electoral success or failure
(Belloff & Peele, 1980: 179). There®electoral defeat or everetprospect of defeat renders
the leader vulnerabi@®avies, 1995: 66-67).

The leader also plays the dominant role ie trmation of policy; moreover, the leader’s
authority is magnified by the bad nature of the basic tenetisconservatism which allow a
great deal of room for manoeuvre (Nortd®96a: 149). The policy making process differs
depending on whether the Party is in governnoerpposition. In power, Ministers and their
civil servants will provide tb majority of policyproposals, which are primarily concerned
with the practicalities of government whereas, when the Party is in opposition policy making
is focused towards the production of the mastdeand courting electak popularity (Ball,

1998: 98-99).

Whilst leaders are not personally responsioleevery policy initiative, which may come

from colleagues or think tanks, nothing will @@opted by the Party unless it has the approval
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of the leader (Barnes & Cockett, 1993: 34HMhwever, the power tget party policy is a
double-edged sword; popular policies can enhdhedeader’s authority, but a disliked or
unsuccessful policy can undermine the leadeosition. The fallout from Britain’s enforced
departure from the Exchange Rate MechaniBRM) not only destroyed the Conservative
Party’s reputation for economic competencedisd weakened John Maj® authority to the
point where he considered resignatioreidessy, 2000: 465-466). Occasionally, the damage
can be even more severe, as Margaretcheatdiscovered in 1990 when the unpopularity of

the poll tax was a contributory factiorher downfall (Norton, 1996a: 254).

The leader’s extensive personal power has legestm describe the relationship between the
party and its leader as monarchical, witke teader seen as the monarch, surrounded by a
court from which the leader’s advisers alfmsen. However, Richard Rose has likened this
association to a baronial system, withe tamphasis placed on bargaining and coalition
building (Ingle, 2000: 54). A third, argugbbuperior, analogy used by Norton & Aughey
(1981) is that of a family witlthe party leader as head oéthousehold. Like a family there

is a hierarchical structure, with deferenceaded to the older and more senior members
(Norton & Aughey, 1981: 242).

Whilst this hierarchical structarreflects the conservative beliafthe necessity of authority,
Robert McKenzie'British Political Parties(1955) argued that in actice, the leader could
only survive with the consent of his followerBhe leader according to McKenzie “...leads
and the party follows, except when the party desinot to follow — then the leader ceases to
be leader.” (Bogdandor, 1994: 88)oreover, McKenzie went on tsuggest that virtually no
Conservative leader had retirat the time of their chooxy, most being forced out by a
mutinous party (Ramsden, 1998: 10). Therefdres arguable that the relationship between
the party and its leader can be descrilzed Hobbesian, with absolute power being
surrendered to the leader, so lagthe interests of the padye protected through electoral
victory. However, if the leader fails to deliver the requisite electoral success, then this
obligation is no longer considered binding (Ing@00: 54). In a further parallel to Hobbes’
Leviathanthe party had no clear procedure for removing a leader until 1975 (Norton, 1996a:
142).

However, Kelly (1995) has argued that the giag nature of the tationship between the

PCP and its leader has undermined the léagesition. Tory leadrs found it increasingly
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difficult to insist on unquestioning loyalty dugrthe 1980s and early 1990s, as the perceived
unelectability of the Labour Pgrted backbench Tories to belethat more open debate and
even dissent need not be electorally damggMoreover, with the agption of Thatcherite
populism Conservative MPs no longer thoughttltdimselves as the representatives of a
besieged middle-class, but rather as tribunat®fpeople, in touch with the demands of the
average voter. Therefore, they are now lessrdefal and more scepal of the notion that
‘the leader knows best’ (Kelly1,995: 11). However, as GillmPeele has argued, whilst the
PCP has become less deferential it still instats attachment to strong leadership and

therefore has become ‘culturaighizophrenic’ (Peele, 1997: 105).

The introduction of a formal ettion process to choose the Radetader has led to a process

of evolutionary change that has further undegdithe leader’s posith. The first milestone

in this process was tHest election of 1965. As thbeneficiary of an ettion, rather than an
emergence Edward Heath was arguabhpre dependent upon the goodwill of the
parliamentary rank and file than was higgecessor. However, whatever goodwill Heath
enjoyed was exhausted by 1975, when rule chamdjesying for annual elections, led to the
precedent of an incumbent leader being challenged. Heath’s challenger and successor,
Margaret Thatcher was herself challenged1889, the first challerggto a sitting Prime
Minister and again in 1990, when the PCP ttakunprecedented stepremoving her from

office. Consequently, Thatcher’s heir, John Mdgund himself in charge of a Parliamentary
Party still reeling from the dady effects of parricide and @es, seemingly eager for a
repeat performance. Consequently, Maj@osition was never secure after 1992 indeed, his
authority was so undermined that he took thpawnalleled step of resigning his position and
standing for re-election. Rule changes intretliby William Hague in 1998 and first used in
2001, giving activists a voice in the election process mean that Tory leaders now have to face
a dual constituency. Whilst the leader must séthin the support of the PCP, in order to
avoid being challenged, he/she must now asart popularity with the rank and file

members, who are the final arbiters in any election process.

2.95 The leadership selection process

Conservative Party leaders meenot elected until 1965, when Edward Heath was chosen to
succeed Alec Douglas-Home. Previous Tory égademerged’ after informal consultations
within the PCP (Bogdanor, 1996: 69). However, the appointment 'fEal of Home as

leader in November 1963, led to widesprebstontent within the Parliamentary Party on
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several counts. Firstly, many fehat the process Habeen unfairly mapulated in Home’s
favour and that as lan Macleod alleged, Hthrilacmillan and a “magic circle” of Old
Etonians had conspired to stop &R.Butler and make one ofelr own Conservative leader
(Thorpe, 1996: 344). Secondly, by the 1960s, tils¢esy was beginning to come under attack
from some in the Conservative Party who founarcane and out ofegt with the changing
climate of the decade. The old process compared badly when compared to Labour’'s system
of electing their leader by a @et ballot of Labour MPs (@vies, 1995: 73). Indeed one
young Tory MP, Humphry Berkeley, went as fat@slescribe it as, “Ma& appropriate to the
enstoolment of an African tribal chief.” (Wkanis, 1998: 183). Finally, in order to enter the
Commons, Home had to renounbes titles and fight a by-election, after the original
Conservative candidate kindlyosid down in Home’s favour. EveFhe Timesvas forced to

conclude that it was not pobk to, “...see a dis-ermineddrteenth earl as a perfect

standard-bearer for a demaicgarty.” (Punnett, 1992: 44).

Following the Conservative Party’s defeathe 1964 general electidgtiome consulted party
colleagues and in February 1965 publisterdcedures for the Selectiof the Leader of the
Conservative & Unionist PartyElected by secret ballot @onservative MPs, candidates
needed two nominations to stand. Victorythe first round of balloting required both an
overall majority and 15% moneotes cast than anylwr candidate. If these conditions were
not met a second ballot would be held and m@minations could be submitted, victory in
this round merely required an overall majoritynt one achieved an overall majority in the
second round, the three leading contendersdventer a third round, in which voters had to
give their first and second preferences. The rsg@queference votes tie candidate with the
least amount of first preference votes woulddistributed to the leading two candidates to
decide the winner (Thorpe, 1996: 382-283). €lextion of Edward Heath, in 1965, marked a
watershed in Conservative Ma history; Heath’'s lower ndidle-class background was in
marked contrast to his patrician forebears, which accordimped=conomisinade him, “the
biggest departure from the Tory leadershgrm since Disraeli.” (Evans & Taylor, 1996:
141).

However, the rules were designed only tovidcancies in the partyddership and made no
provision for challenging annpopular incumbent, such asvitatd Heath. Heath as Douglas-
Home’s successor was the first leader to be formally elected in 1965. However, despite

having lost three out of four elections, by 1%&istubbornly refused to resign. Nevertheless,
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he eventually bowed tgressure and a committee den Douglas-Home made two
amendments to the rules. The first allow®r an unqualified annual election, the second
raised the threshold of votes needed to Wndefining it as a mportion of the whole
electorate, rather than ju$iose who voted. This annual election process was to significantly
undermine the position of the leader in ##90s (Kavanagh, 1998: 31). The first election
under the new rules was scheduled to be helBebruary 1975 and salted in Margaret
Thatcher becoming leader (Ramsden, 1998:4®- The rules were anded again in 1991
to confine the third ballot to the top two catalies from the second ballot. This was as a
result of the 1990 leadership election, in whicihn Major fell two voteshort of victory, in

the second round and Michdédéseltine and Douglas Hulibth conceded (Bogdanor, 1996:
1993).

In the wake of the Conservatives’ crushilgction defeat of 1997 their new leader William
Hague instituted a complete revision of thecéibn procedures as part of a comprehensive
review of party structures entitledur Party: Blueprint for Change Hague claimed these
reforms would be based on the principlesioity, decentralisatiordemocracy, involvement,
integrity and openness. This was, arguably,va departure for a partyyhich had previously
emphasised leadership and trust (Peele, 1998). The rule changes were intended to
democratise the party and to strengthen the posdf the leader in fationship to the PCP.
These proposals were put to a ballot af flarty’s membership in September 1997. Once
approved the reforms were instituted in 1998 under theTiitée Fresh FuturéKelly, 1999:
28).

2.96 A fresh future? The Hague reforms

The impetus for reforming the selection prdwes came from three concerns within the
Party. Firstly it was felt that the provision a@ih annual challenge, combined with the
necessity of a challenger fostered instabilitgl anade the leader’s position insecure. This in
turn created a poor public image and led tdileand personalised campaigning (Alderman,
1999: 263). Secondly, the Party leaship faced increasingly vocal demands from activists
for more intra-party democracy and a saychoosing future leaders (Alderman, 1998: 3).
Finally it was felt thathe Party’s organisation and adminagion was in need of fundamental
reform, which would give activists real influendn order to attract new members and refresh
the Party’s ageing and shrinking memberdtiplly, 1999: 28). Indeed, Hague’s ambitious
target was to double the Party’s memberstiihin five years (Kelly, 2002: 40).
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The new leadership election procedure introduced by William Hague removed the obligation
for the leader to submit to annual re-élee and the requirement that a challenge be
instituted by an individual MP. Instead, a vait confidence can be held at any time if
proposed by at least 15% of Tory MPs and ladtale election triggered if the incumbent
fails to win this initial vote. However, if g1no confidence vote faiteen no more confidence
motions are allowed for the next twelve mwntIf a no-confidence motion is carried, the
leader must resign and play no further parthi@ contest. If therare only two candidates,

their names are submitted to a ballot of all Party members, who have been members for at
least six months prior to the no confidemoetion, on the basis of one member - one vote
(OMOQV). If there are more than two candidates, then primary ballots are held within the
PCP, which eliminate the weakest candidatevery round, until only two are left (Kelly,
1999: 29).

The organisational reforms set outTihe Fresh Futurdrought the three formerly separate
elements of the Conservative Party, thelipaentary, voluntary and professional wings,
together as a single entity (see Table 2.®Bveewith a constitubn, rules and a national
membership (Peele, 1998: 144). A n@arty Boardwas set up as the supreme decision
making body. It normally meets monthly and cotssi seventeen members, five of whom,
including the Party Chairman,eaappointed by the leader; fiae activists from the newly
formed National Convention, thi the remaining four menalbs coming from Scotland,

Wales, the Association of Consetive Councillors and the 1922 Committee.

In addition, aNational Conventionwas set up to replace @eal Council. Like Central
Council it meets twice yearly arabmprises national, regional,caarea officials, officers of
constituency associations and members ofraiffédiated bodies, such as women’s and youth
groups. The National Convention keeps the lestdprinformed of grass roots views and
advises the Board on all aspects of extrdigraentary organisatio (Kelly, 1999: 28).
Furthermore, forty-twoArea Councilshave been established, “...to act as co-ordinating
bodies between the Board atiek Associations.” (Consertree Insight, 2001: 17). The six
senior officers of the National Conventionrifo the National Convention Executive, with
day-to-day responsibility for the voluntary seat of the Conservative Party. The Executive
is responsible to the Board (Kelly, 1999: 28)didary members are encouraged to contribute

their views on policy through the ConservatRelicy Forum. Under this system about six
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discussion papers a year are sent out to constituencies and feedback from activists is passed
back to the Shadow Cabinet for considerat(Kelly, 2001: 332). Finally, a centrally
administered membership list has been distaed, for the first time. Whilst this was
necessary for the implementation of the final OMQOV stage of any future leadership contest, it
also had two further advantages; the cerlgatlership had access to accurate membership
figures for the first time in the party’s hisy, and could use this information to bypass the
constituency associations andmmunicate directly with thenass membership of the party
(Lees-Marshment & Quayle, 2001: 204).

However, Hague’s reforms have been subjecettain criticisms from inside the Party. The
new procedure for electing the Party leades waed for the first time in June 2001 in a
contest that lasted for three months. Mdelt that this time span was too long and
contributed to the acrimonioustnee of the contest, which in turn damaged the Party’s image
(Alderman, 2002: 584). Moreover, sfte talk of intra-party deocratisation the thrust of
The Fresh Futurédnas been toward centralisation, wittuch of the day-to-day power in the
hands of the Party’s Chairman, Deputy-Chairraad Treasurer, all appointees of the leader
(Peele, 1998: 147). The adoption@MOV allows Tory leaders tolaim a mandate from the
whole Party, something not previously possilalgain concentrating power in the hands of
the leader. Furthermore, the abolition of the National Union and the creation of a single party
is likely to undermine the Constituency Assdicias’ traditional autonomy, leading to more
central control over both camfdite selection and constitugnfunds (Kelly, 1993: 30). The
Party’s ballot figures for the 2001 leadershipntest show that not only were Hague’s
ambitious membership targets not met, but tHague presided over a further decline in
Conservative Party members (Kelly, 2002: 43pally, Kelly has suggested that evidence
from the 2001 General Election proves tha @onservatives’ organisation was in a worse

state than it was prior to Hagaeeforms (Kelly, 2002: 38).
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Professional and Elected

Table 2.3Conservative Party Structure Post 1998
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Conservative Conservative Conservative
Peers Party Leader MPs
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2.10 Conclusion

The purpose of the chapter has been to outline the philosophical and institutional
foundations of the British Conservative Radnd to appraise how these elements
interact with each other to influenceettpolitics of the Conservative Party. The
Norton (1996) theory of tenets and disioss of conservatism demonstrates that
conservatism is a broad church that can encompass many different, often
contradictory concepts. This diversitgf thought enables conservatism to be
ideologically flexible and has contributedttee Conservative Party’s ability to adapt

to changing circumstances.olsequently the ConservatiRarty has been able to
follow a governing code, rather thanideological creed (Bulpitt, 1992: 265).

However, the broad sweep of conservatisam also act to the detriment of the
Conservative Party; conservatism’'s stimes contradictory tenets can lead to
tensions. Tensions are apparent betweerpé#ternalist / inteentionist and economic
liberal / limited government traditions; betwetre europhile / ingrationist and the
eurosceptic / independence traditions; betwiensocial liberal social conservative
traditions. The party’s traditional pragmatis desire for power and pursuit of a
governing code has usually allowed the Coveseres’ to keep these differences from
the public gaze. This led to the Conséimes being characterised as a relatively
unified party of tendencies. However, theries of typologies of the PCP published
between 1990 and 2002 have shown aalging and widening split along the
integrationist / independence axis that theratl to split the partasunder as the party

became increasingly factionalised during John Major’s premiership.

The events of the Major era, together Huale of the electorate’s rejection of the
Conservative Party in 1997, together witie party’s rigidly Thatcherite ideological
stance since 1997 has led some academicablyoBiddens and Gray to question the
viability of conservatism and its relevance to contemporary British politics. However,
conservative thinkers and politicians vehemently deny this ‘death of conservatism’
thesis; David Willetts argues that spremd the choice agenda downwards and

creating a ‘new localism’ will restore thesetoral fortunes of the Conservative Party.
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The institutional organisation of the ofiservative Party arguably reflects the
dichotomous nature of conservative ideology attachment to personal liberty is
reflected in the autonomy traditionally affted to local Conseative Associations,
whilst a belief in hierarchys evinced by the considerable powers bestowed upon the
Conservative Party leader. &lparty leader is vested twiconsiderable powers of
patronage that allow him / h& appoint those responsildte the day to day running
of party affairs; the Chairman, Treasumand another three members of the party
board. The leader has sotentrol over the appointmerdf his / her cabinet in
government and shadow cabinet in opposit although this issubject to the
constraint of maintaining party unity. The leaglso has the lagtord on party policy
and the final say in the content of tparty’s election manifestos. However, the
leader's considerable authority is balad by a commensurate responsibility for
delivering electoral success; Conservataty leaders who fail at the ballot box may
soon find their position untenable.

The Conservative Party's electoral ambitiormbmed with the leagt’s responsibility

for delivering electoral success has meantttiaparty has paid particular attention to

the way in which it chooses its leaders. Prior to 1965 leaders ‘emerged’ to the popular
acclamation of the Parliamentary Consémea Party, until a formal process of
election was introduced after the 1964 gtat defeat by Sir Alec Douglas Home,
which was first used to elect Edwarde&th in 1965. This system continued to be
used, with amendments until 1997. Theost significant amendment was the
provision for an annual challenge toetteader, introduceth 1975 after Edward
Heath defied the wishes of the PCP by rneing as leader. The annual challenge was
never intended to be used against an incumbent Prime Minister; however Margaret
Thatcher was challenged twice under this futéer successor, John Major’s suffered

so badly from speculation about the emeogenf a challenge that he resigned and
stood for re-election. Consequently,ilNdm Hague introduced new rules that
dispensed with the requirement for an amrakallenge and enfranchised the entire
party, theoretically strengthening thenkaof Hague’s successors. However, the
democratisation of the Conservativiearty has unforseen consequences: the

“ Sir Anthony Meyer stood unsuccessfully in 1989. Michael Heseltine stood in 1990 and inflicted
enough damage to force Mrs. Thatcher to resign.
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introduction of a formal eldéoral process, together withstitutionalised campaigning,
has led to ideological factionalism be&wsomg more important as the leadership
selection process was opened up to firstwilder parliamentary party and ultimately
to the entire membership of the ConsematParty. The leadership elections of 1997
(conducted under the Douglas Home rukes)l of 2001 (conduateunder the Hague
rules) are the subject of the next chapter.
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Chapter 3
The Conservative Leadership Elections of 1997 & 2001

3.1 Introduction

The central theme to this thesis is an analysis of the Conservative Party leadership
elections of 1997 and 2001. The purpose @ tthapter is to provide a narrative
account of those leadership elections arder to provide a background and to
illuminate the analysis that will be providedchapter six. It wi be in two sections;

the first covering the period from 1997-200idathe second dealing with the period
from 2001-2003. The chapter will commence with an explanation of the
circumstances surrounding the 1997 leadprs#ection contest, particularly the
party’s overwhelming defean the 1997 general electiondathe resignation of John
Major. It will assess Major’s strategy of immediate resignation in the light of criticism
from Conservative MPs who would havesfarred him to continue long enough for
the party to analyse the reasons fordéfeat. The chapter will then examine the
qualities of those candidates who were ueal unwilling to take part in the 1997
leadership election, before moving on tolioet the merits of the candidates who did
contest the election. It will then cover theeth rounds of ballots, which culminated in

William Hague becoming Conservative leader.

The chapter will then examin®illiam Hague’s leadership of the Conservative Party.
This analysis will begin byolbking at the constraints tdague’s leadership; the size,
inexperience and low morale of the parientary party, together with the manner in
which Hague acquired the party leadership. The chapter will then look at Hague’s
poor personal relations with some sergolleagues, especialichael Portillo and
Hague’s lack of experience and poor pesdamd political judgeent. It will then

look the development of Conservativertyapolicy under Hague. It will focus on
Hague’s early dalliance with social liberatisand offer an explanation for his change

of course and adoption of a socially cenative agenda from 1999. The first section

of this chapter will conclude with an ammt of the 2001 general election defeat and

the subsequent resignation of William Hague.
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The second section of this chapter will take shhme form as the first; it will begin by
noting those senior Conserwads that were either una&bbr unwilling to enter the
2001 leadership contest, before describingqtredities of the candates that did enter
the race to become Conservative leader. ditapter will then offer an account of the
three rounds of balloting that led to ldbduncan Smith and Kenneth Clarke going
forward to a ballot of the entire ConservatRarty and the subsequent election of lain
Duncan Smith. It will then look at theonstraints upon Duncan Smith’s leadership;
that he was the favoured choice of party astéy rather than thgarliamentary party,
his lack of charisma and the implicationsho$ record as a Maght rebel during
John Major’s last administration. The chaptéll then look at the development of
party policy under Duncan Smith and thienk at the political errors made by the
Conservative leader; the metion of David Davis, Duncan Smith’s mishandling of
the Adoption and Children Bill and the sauk of Mark MacGregor and Rick Nye,
from Central Office, together with th@@ointment of Barry Legg as Chief Executive.
This section will conclude ith an account of the eventisat culminated in Duncan

Smith losing a vote of no cadence in his leadership.

3.2 The Resignation of John Major

The result of the 3l May 1997 general election wascatastrophic defeat for the
Conservative Party. John Major had intexti 376 MPs from Margaret Thatcher, but
carnage of election night cut the Conservativepresentation to a mere 165 MPs, the
party’s lowest total since 1906. The swifigm Conservative to Labour (10%) was
the largest since 1946 and the governmemiggority of 179 seats was the largest
since 1935 (Butler & Kavanagh, 1997: 24apahe Conservative Party’s share of the
vote (31%) was the lowest since 1832(@@es & Tonge, 1997). The Conservatives
were wiped out in Scotland, Wales and stn@f urban Englad; the party that
traditionally claimed to defend the Uniondato represent ‘one nation’ had become
the party of rural and suburban Engla(Butler & Kavangh, 1997: 244-245). The
result was a personal disaster for Ja¥iajor and a damning indictment of his

government.

The Conservative Party is a leader centpadty, with the leaer responsible for
delivering electoral victory.Consequently theclear implication and historical

precedent suggested that Major should tasponsibility for defeat and resign. The
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guestion was when? Should Major go imnagelly, or should he announce a caretaker
leadership to allow the party time to exft on their defeat and choose a new leader
accordingly? Major had no doubt which courdfeaction he shodl take; he would
resign immediately:
When the curtain falls it is time to geff the stage, and that | propose to do. |
shall advise my parliamentary colgses to select a new leader of the
Conservative Party. (Major, 1999: 726)
Robert Cranborne knew Major was reconcikedlosing the election and tried to
dissuade Major from resigning his positionmediately, but Major believed that:
...it was the only possible course. Afteighteen years the Conservatives
needed a new start, and | knew the baggage of my years in Downing Street
would make an easy target for the new government. | considered staying on
for a while, but if | did, it was obvioute party would rive by the leadership
campaigns of the would-be successors. (Major, 1999: 721)
Major had one further reason for resigning indimagely; fourteen years as a minister,
followed by the near impossible challenge kafeping his fractious party together
between 1992 and 1997 had left him wourt; he wanted a sé (Major, 1999:721).
However, Major was not without his criicwho argued that he was negligent to
leave the party leaderless sch a time. They pointed to the example of Douglas
Home who stayed on for nine months deersee the transition to electing a new
leader. Alderman states that some of the parliamentary party were ready to accept a
caretaker leader, who couggive the party a breathingpace before choosing their
next leader and that Tom King was readpésform such a role (Alderman, 1998: 3).

3.3 The Conservative Party Ladership Election of 1997

Consequently the 1997 Conservative Pargglégship election begahe day after the
party’s general election dedit. The election was carriedt under the Douglas Home
rules, which had remained largely umdged since they we introduced in 1965

Under these rules the electorate consisted solely of members of the PCP and whilst
constituency associations could give thdiP advice, they codl not compel him or

her to vote for any particular candidate. Hoee the scale of party’s recent defeat by

New Labour increased the pressure foreatension of the franchise; the already

! For an account of the Douglas Home rules refer to chapter 2
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exclusive electorate was at its smalleser size — just 165 MPs, none of whom
represented a Scottish or Welsh constituency. Consequently, the National Union of
Conservative and Unionist Associatiodemanded a 20% share in a new electoral
college. (Alderman, 1998: 3). The 1922 Coittee rebuffed any attempt to extend the
franchise claiming it would take two yeats put the necessary measures in place.
However, the committee agreed to canvasg publish the opinions of constituency
associations and Conservative peerdhé@@lcroft, 2005: 238). The 1997 leadership
election was the first since Edward Heathictory in 1965 that did not involve a
challenge to an incumbent leader. Howevwarp of the Major Cabinet’s big hitters
were absent from the ballot; Michael Heseltine was admitted to hospital, suffering
from angina, two days after the general election, whilst Michael Portillo was one of

several high profile MPs to loseshgeat in the general election.

Michael Heseltine served ithe Heath Government as Minister for Aerospace
between 1972 and 1974. Margaret Thatcher promoted him to the cabinet in 1979 as
Secretary of State for the Environment. Went on to become Defence Secretary in
1983 and then resigned in 1986 after a bititle with Margaret Thatcher over the
future of Westland Helicopters. He remaahon the backbenches until 1990, when he
challenged Margaret Thatcher for the leathip of the Coresvative Party. He
inflicted enough damage to force hervtdhdraw, but was beaten by John Major in
the second round. He returnedth® cabinet as Bsident of the Bard of Trade and
then Deputy Prime Minister. Heseltine waseurophile and interventionist wet; as
Environment Secretary he waesponsible for regeneration in Liverpool after the
Toxteth riots and the repeal of the poll tax (Williams, 1998: 2492250)

On the other hand Michael Portillo camfrom the Thatcherite wing of the
Conservative Party and wases by his biographer Micha€love (1995) to be, ‘the
future of the right’. His first cabingbost came in 1992 as Chief Secretary to the
Treasury. Between 1994 and 1995 he wapleyment Secretary and in 1995 became
Defence Secretary (Williams, 1998: 257). Heswsae of the threeurosceptic Cabinet

Ministers that John Major, in an unguadd moment, referred to as ‘bastards’.

2 Heseltine remains proud of his time in Merseyside as an example of one nation Conservatism in
action, “In Liverpool | had an opportunity to putdrpractice a philosophy | had all my political life, in
other words good enlightened capitalism — paternalism if you like. Noblesse oblige. | believe strongly
that those with power and privilege haesponsibilities.” (Hatterstone, 2/5/2001)

38



According to Gove, Portillovas publicly anointed as Mrs. Thatcher’s latest heir
apparent at his 4Dbirthday party when she announced, “We brought you up, we
expect great things ofou, you will not disappoint us (Gove, 1995: 264) His
political judgement was called into questiafter John Redwood challenged Major in
1995, for although Portillo had chosen notdsign and challengdajor news leaked
that BT engineers were installing extra plene lines at the houséa close friend in
readiness for a seconound (Wheatcroft, 2005; 228).

The absence of Heseltine and Portillo denied MPs the opportunity of a straight two-
way fight between left and right thahay have cleared the air and given the
Conservative Party a clearer sense aéation. Moreover, many other major players
were absent through enforced or voluntegtirement. Apart from Portillo six other
cabinet members lost their seats a #lection; lan Lang, Tony Newton Michael
Forsyth, William Waldegrave, Roger Fremmand Malcolm Rifkind (Major, 1999:
724). lan Lang was Secretary of State foot®md from 1990-1995 and then trade and
Industry Secretary from 1995-1997. TonyvNen was Chancellor of the Duchy of
Lancaster from 1988-1989, Social SecuBgcretary between 1989-1992 and Leader
of the House of Commons from 199297. Michael Forsyth was the last
Conservative Secretary of Stater f8cotland, serving from 1995-1997. William
Waldegrave held several posts under Jsfajor including; Health Secretary (1990-
1992), Chancellor of the Duchy of LancaqtE992-1994) and Minister of Agriculture
(1994-1997). Roger Freeman was the last Emative Chancellor of the Duchy of
Lancaster from 1994-1997. Malcolm Rifkimes Defence Secretary from 1992-1995
and Foreign Secretary from 1995-1997.

Another enforced absentee, although not from the cabinet, was Norman Lamont;
Lamont managed John Major’s leadersbgmpaign in 1990 and was rewarded with
the job of Chancellor of the Exchequéte presided over ‘Black Wednesdagnd
resigned in 1993. He backed John Redwoodiagt Major in 1995 (Williams, 1998:
253). The most notable voluntary retiree izasiglas Hurd. Hurd contested the 1990
leadership election after Mrs. Thatchemsthdrawal, coming tind with fifty-six

2 0n ‘Black Wednesday, 16September 1992 Britain was forced out of the Exchange Rate Mechanism
at a cost of £10 billion

% Lamont was demoted to Environment Secretary in the May 1993 cabinet reshuffle; he refused to
accept the post and resigned
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votes. He was Foreign Secretary from 1989 until he retired from the cabinet in 1995;
he chose not to seek re-election in 199II tiAese former MPs could have played an
influential role in the fortheming leadership contest, eviénve cannosay for certain

if any of them would have run for th@asancy. However, Malcolm Rifkind’s interest

in the vacancy created by Michael Howardeparture in 2005 is a strong indicator
that he would have been a candidate @897 contest, had he been in parliament.

3.31 The candidates

The scale of the Conservative Party’s defedt997 combined with the absence of an
incumbent leader produced a dichotomaitsiation. The 1997 Conservative Party
leadership election attracted an unusuallgddield for the first round, but it was also
one with a greatly restricted range of td]dive candidates puheir names forward,;
Michael Howard, Peter Lilley, John Beood, Kenneth Clarke and William Hagtie.
Michael Howard sought to portray himsa$ the senior right-wing candidate and
Major loyalist, who could match Blair #te despatch box (Pierce, 1997). Under Mrs.
Thatcher Howard was responsible fotramucing the unpopular Community Charge

or Poll Tax. Under John Major Howard was a hard line Home Secretary, often stating
his belief that ‘prison works’; he remavesuspects’ right to silence and called for
mandatory minimum sentences for burglazsehvicted for thehird time. Although

his populist stance was welcomed withine Conservative Party, he remained
unpopular with the wider electorate (Williams, 1998: 253). In addition, Ann
Widdecombe, who had served under HowasdPrisons Minister, fatally undermined

his chances. In 1995 Howard and Widdecomisagreed over Howd's decision to

sack the head of the Prisons Service, Derek Lewis. Their disagreement became public
when Widdecombe used a parliamentary teelta attack Howard's integrity; there
was she said, “...something of the night” in his character and that when under
pressure he would, “...do things that am always sustainable” (White, 1997: 8).

Peter Lilley joined the cabinet as Secretary of State for Trade and Industry in 1990.
After the 1992 general election he became &acy of State for Social Security and
was one the third ‘bastard’ Bohn Major’s cabinet. Haiggested that the party could

avoid intra-party disputes if they votedr foim. He claimed that he was the ‘unity

“ Stephen Dorrell also announced his candidacy, but withdrew before the first ballot and gave his
support to Kenneth Clarke.
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candidate’ and promised tostitute a thorough policy revie@Pierce, 10/6/97). Lilley
came from right of the Party and was apected conciliator, but lacked charisma
(White, 5/5/97: 1). Alan Clark believed thatley “...should be leader, but hasn’t got
the oomph — white rabbit in the teapotthé Mad Hatter's party.” (Trewin, 2002:
223).

John Redwood was another right-winger, wiaol served as Welsh Secretary between
1993 and 1995 when he resigned to challelgjen Major for the Conservative Party
leadership. Redwood portrayed himself asclean pair of hands, who having
challenged Major for the party leadership 1995 bore no responsibility for the
electoral disaster that had just ooed (Williams, 1998: 187). However, many
Conservative MPs saw Redwood as dislogatl as one of those responsible for
damaging John Major’s government (Bmové/5/97: 10); as Williams states:
The irony of Redwood’s position was that every time he spoke he reminded
too many MPs of John Major and his failures — so indissoluble was the
connection between his visage ance tlwvrecked fortunes of Majorism.
(Williams, 1998: 188)
In addition, Redwood had something ah image problem; Mathew Parris had
caricatured Redwood as a VulcarTine TimesAlthough the article was published in
1989 the image of Redwood as an aliemsisged and caused him great damage
(Williams, 1998: 94). Two other events, cagtth by television and subsequently
replayed, contributed to dmage of Redwood being ghtly unhinged. The first was
his risible attempt to sing the Welsh national anthem at a Welsh Conservative Party
Conference when he did not know the weorithe second was the press conference
held to launch Redwood’s challenge thd Major in 1995 Redwod; appeared with
the majority of the ‘whipless wondePsbehind him including the flamboyantly
dressed Teresa Gorman and Tony Marlowe¥broft quotes an sult by a character
in Brideshead Revisitedyhich could have easily described the dress sense of the

Redwood’s supporters:

® The whipless wonders were eight Conservative MPs thrown out of the party for abstaining on the
European (Communities) Finance Bill 1994; Tony Marlow, Teresa Gorman, Nick Budgen, Richard
Body, John Wilkinson, Richard Shepherd, Christopher Gill and Teddy Taylor.
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Your present get-up seems an unhappymomise between the correct wear
for a theatrical party at M@enhead and a glee-singinogmpetition in a garden
suburb (Wheatcroft, 2005: 228)

Kenneth Clarke had been the last CondareaChancellor of the Exchequer. He was
the most experienced candidate on ffey 1997 he had been in the cabinet
continuously for twelve years including sigelas Secretary of State for Health,
Secretary of State for Education, and HoBexretary, before he became Chancellor
(Williams, 1998: 244). Clarke’s other strehgtwere, his handling of the economy
during the final years of the Major governmi@nd that he was a big hitter who could
stand up to Blair. He was also able taial that he was the most popular candidate
with the Conservative Party in tkeuntry and the wider electorateDaily Telegraph

/ Gallup survey asked the question, ot that Mr. Major has resigned as
Conservative leader, which if any tie following people would you like to see
succeed him?” (see Table 3.1 below). The galle Clarke a clear lead, both amongst
Conservative supporters and all vot¢&hrimsley & King, 25/5/1997). Clarke’s
weakness was his enthusiasm for Europachvinade him a divisive figure in what
was now perceived to be a mainly ewestic party (Brown6/5/97: 10). Clarke
sought to deflect criticism of his suppdor Europe and the single currency by
promising a free vote on the matter, shoularige (Wintour & McSmith, 4/5/97: 1).

Table 3.1 Daily Telegraph / Gallup Comsvative leadership poll 1997
Now that Mr. Major has resigned as Cengative leader, which, if any of the
following would you most like to succeed him?

All voters Conservative Voters
Kenneth Clarke 27% Kenneth Clarke 30%
None of them 15% William Hague 19%
William Hague 12% John Redwood 10%
Don’'t Know 12% Michael Howard 10%
John Redwood 10% Don’'t know 9%
Michael Howard 9% Peter Lilley 7%
Stephen Dorrell 5% None of them 6%
Any of them /other 2% Any of them / other 0%

Source: Shrimsley & King (25/5/1997)

William Hague had been an MP for just eight years; he succeeded John Redwood as

Secretary of State for Wales, his firstdaonly cabinet post, making him the most
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inexperienced of the five candidates. Habad first come to prominence when, aged
just sixteen years old, he addressed1iié7 Conservative Party Conference telling
delegates that, “Half of you may not be herdifteen years, but | will and | want to
be free.” (Wheatcroft, 2005: 240) Youth svhoth Hague’'s weakness and his main
strength. The prospect of Hague beconting part’'s youngest leader since Pitt led
some of his less charitable critics ¢all him ‘William Squitt’ (Garnett, 2003: 49).
However, although Hague had little parliamentary or ministerial experience, his
supporters claimed that he could matchyhathful appeal of dny Blair. Moreover,
the improbability of the Tories winning éhnext general election made the idea of
skipping a generation appeal to many witthe Party (Alderman, 1998: 5). Hague
launched his campaign under the sloganFresh Start’ (Seldon & Snowdon, 2005:
250) and used his lack of ministerial expede to portray himself as a clean break
with the Majorite past, with which ClarkeHoward and Lilleywere all strongly
associated (Collings & Seldon, 2001: 62Bpwever, Hague had to overcome an
initial controversy; supporters of MicHadoward claimed that Hague had made a
firm agreement to support Mard’s leadershifid, in return for the posts of Deputy

Leader and Party Chairman, a charge ety the Hague camp (Alderman, 1998: 5).

3.32 The ballots

The result of the first round ballot, held orf".lune, proved inconclusive in that there
was no outright winner. However, two candeta Lilley with 24 votes and Howard
with 23, were forced to retire and switxd their support to Hague, (see Table 3.2
below) leaving the three front-runners; ®krar(49), Hague (41) and Redwood (27) to
continue the fight. Whilst Clarke was tlwerall leader, he wasnly eight votes in
front of Hague. Many observers did notibee that this was enough for Clarke, the
only europhile, to maintain his position aagst two euroscetiopponents and it
appeared that Hague was now in the Ipesition to ultimately claim the leadership
(Alderman, 1998: 10).
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Table 3.2:Changes in support between rounds, 1997

Round 1 Round 2 Change Round 3 Change
Hague 41 62 (+21) 92 (+30)
Clarke 49 64 (+15) 70 (+6)
Redwood 27 38 (+11) - -
Lilley 24 - - - -
Howard 23 - - - -

Source: Cowley & Stuart, 2003: 68

The second ballot was held a week lated aesulted in the elimination of John
Redwood, who trailed in third with thirty-eighibtes. Clarke (64) was only narrowly
ahead of Hague (62) and therefore faileavio the overall majority necessary to win
outright, consequently Hague and Clarke rammtested a third ballot, held on thé"19
June. Both candidates now needed th@es of John Redvod's thirty-eight
supporters, a situation thitvoured the eurosceptic Hagasemewhat better than the
europhile Clarke. However, in an attempt to garner the necessary votes, Clarke made
a tactical alliancewith Redwood, in which Redwod would become Shadow
Chancellor if Clarke became leader. Therdpean single currency, the issue that
divided them most was fudged; the agentheey claimed was not in their hands,
although they believed that Britain’s eaghrticipation in the single currency was
unlikely. If the issue did arise they wouhave further discussions and allow PCP
members a free vote on the matter (Wil 1998: 218). However this move
backfired badly, Mrs. Thatcher inteawed touring the Commons tearoom and
telephoning the undecided. She appeareouislic with Hague telling the assembled
press:

| am supporting William Hague. Now, have you got the name? William Hague

for the same kind of principled gavenent which | led, vote for William

Hague on Thursday. Have you got the message? (Campbell, 2003, 788)
Moreover, the idea played badly in muohthe Conservative supporting medidie
Times called it Redwood’s ‘Munich’, whilstThe Sunday Telegrapklescribed
Redwood as, “...a careerist posing asnan of integrity.” (Williams, 1998: 223)
Norman Tebbit likened the deal to the Ribbentrop-Molotov Pact and Peter Tapsell
described the arrangement as, “...one @& thost contemptiblend discreditable
actions by a senior British politician that can recall during 38 years in the
Commons.” (Watkins, 1998: 197). ConseglienRedwood couldnly deliver eight
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of his supportefsand some Clarke supportersclirding John Major who disliked
Redwood, now voted for Hague, who won by ninety-two votes to seventy (Williams,
1998: 225-226).

3.4 The leadership of William Hague

William Hague became leader of the Conservative Party dhJi@e 1997. His
leadership suffered from structurabnstraints that wodl limit his room for
manoeuvre in the four years running tm the 2001 general election; the size,
inexperience and psyche of the PCP,faner in which he acquired the leadership
and the state of popular and party opiniomirdy his leadership. The first of these
constraints was the size of the Conservatigieat and the psiological state of the
parliamentary party; a party with oni65 MPs could do little against a government
with a majority of 179. Moreover, seventy@gw ory MPs chose to retire before the
general election, a quartesf the PCP was new to Parliament, and just 36
Conservative MPs had experience of opjpms Hague's Conservative party was,
“...one of the smallest and least expecieth group of parlianmarians ever to
constitute Her Majesty’s Official Opposition.” (Cowley & Stuart, 2003: 66) Hague
also inherited a party that was suffering frdemial. In some quarters defeat was not
taken seriously; there was a temptation to believe that New Labour was a temporary
phenomenon and that the electoral cycle would soon swing in the Conservatives’
favour. An alternative explariah was that defeat was eamlly due tothe personal
failings of John Major and that the pamyould quickly recovemwith a new leader.
Consequently there was no attempt to selyoaisalyse the reasons for defeat (Seldon

& Snowdon, 2005: 248-249).

The second constraint centred on the mammehich Hague acquired the leadership.
As has previously been noted the twowyseeight candidates of the right and left,
Portillo and Heseltine, were absent. Gamgently there was a danger that anyone
chosen in 1997 would be seen as a ‘seaindion’ leader. Inded Hague’s position
was always in question once Michael Portillo returned to parliament, after the
Kensington & Chelsea by-election inodember 1999 (Walters, 2001: 202). It has

also been suggested that Hague won the 1997 election by default. He was less

® Julian Brazier, Andrew Robatharpward Flight, Theresa Gorman, John Wilkinson, Marion Roe and
David Wilshire.
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ideologically objectionable than either etharch europhile Clarke or the ultra
eurosceptic Redwood. Hague was a modernigt&-winger, backed by those on the
right who did not think Redwood was capableleading the party. Hague therefore
seems to have acquired the leadershgzabse like John Major he was not clearly
identified with any one faction; like Johviajor his personal authority suffered as a
consequence of being the party’s @t leader’ (Norta, 1998: 13. Seldon &
Snowdon, 2005: 250).

In particular Hague’s relainships with senior membedd the parliamentary party
were strained after the return of Michael Portillo. Hague reshuffled his shadow
cabinet in February 2000 to accommodate Portillo, a mere two months after the
latter’s re-election, however Hague handiled reshuffle badly angering those senior
Conservatives who were sacked or moved to make way for Portificaddition,
Hague struggled to control the feud betweenh@ad of media, Aanda Platell on the

one hand and Portillo and Francis Maude an @ther. Platell alleged that aides to
Portillo and Maude, with or without theknowledge were briefing against Hague.
She believed that Portillo wanted to degther as a preparatory step to removing
Hague. In turn Portillo believed that Rilitwas trying to desby him, because she
saw him as a threat to Hague’s contindedure as Conservative leader (Walters,
2001: 184). Hague had another thing in common with John Major; he was Mrs.
Thatcher's anointed successor and thisoaserved to undermine his authority.
Hague’'s actions as leader were scrutohide ensure that helid not ‘betray’
Thatcher’s legacy. This made it difficultrfany senior figures to move on to a post-
Thatcherite agenda, as Peter Lilley wasdiscover; Lilley delivered the Butler
Memorial Lecture in April 1999, whictunfortunately coincided with the 90
anniversary of Mrs. Thatcher’s firstegltion victory. The speech was portrayed in
some quarters as a repudiation of Thatdm and caused a storm of controversy.
Consequently, Lilley was sacked when Hageshuffled his shadow cabinet in June
(Walter, 2001, 116-118). The Thatcher connection also made Hague an easy target for
the Labour Party. One Labouoster portrayed Hague withirs. Thatcher’s hair
superimposed on his head, to imply that voting Conservative would mean a return to

Thatcherism.

" John Redwood (Environment) and John MaplesdigorAffairs) were saad, whilst Francis Maude
was moved from Shadow Chancellor to Foreign Affairs.
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Hague’s lack of experience and poor pesdgndgement also worked against him.
Garnett argued that Hague’s first misjudgement was to stand for the leadership in the
first place, given the Conservative Partytepensity for disposing of leaders who falil
to win elections; firstly, at thirty-sixyears old Hague would have plenty of
opportunities to run for leadar the future. Secondly, ldae needed New Labour and
the Liberal Democrats to implode, whilstetiConservatives rapidly recovered their
electoral vigour to standng chance of achieving a respectable result at the next
general election (Garnett, 2003: 52-53). Arastexample of Hague’s poor judgement
was to give an interview t6Q magazine in August 1999 in which he tried to rebuff
his nerdy image. Hague recalled his youthfaliday job working as a driver's mate
for his family’s soft drinks firm in Rothbam and boasted of drinking fourteen pints a
day. His boast was derided in muchtibé media and one Rotherham pub landlord
branded him, “... a lying little toad.” (Walters, 2001: 64). Worse was Hague’s
judgement on Jeffrey Archer; in Octold99 Archer won the nomination to become
the Conservatives’ candidate for Mayof London despite senior Conservatives
calling for Hague to lick Archer's candidady After Archer's election Hague
backed him describing him as a man ofgrobity and integrity.” (Millar, 2/10/1999)
Later theNews of the Worlgublished allegations that Archer had committed perjury
during his 1987 libel trial against thBaily Star newspaper, forcing Archer to
withdraw his candidacfWalters, 2001: 51).

In addition to the Archer affair Hagweas also dogged by two aftershocks from the
sleaze of the Major years. In November 18&®ner Conservative trade minister sued
Mohammed Fayed over allegatis that Fayed had paid iHdton to ask questions in
parliament. After a three week trial thary sided with Fayed (Wells et. al.,
22/12/1999). The second case involved Jonafitken who lost a libel trial against
Granada Televisiomnd theGuardianin June 1997. As a result of events during that
trial Aitken was later charged with perjury and perverting the course of justice, he
pleaded guilty and was jailed for eighteenonths in June 1999 (Harding et. al.,
9/6/1999). Although these two events weret Hague’'s responsibility and were

8 Archer had a colourful past. He'd been forced to resign from parliament in 1974 because of
bankruptcy. He later returned to parliament, only to resign as Party Chairman in 1986 to fight a
successful libel action against thaily Starnewspaper. Th8tarhad accused him of having sex with a
prostitute and then sending her £2,000 to leave the country.
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outside his control they segt to remind the electoratehy they had so emphatically
rejected the Conservatives in 1997.

The Conservative Party had problems mgttiforward a coherenset of policies
throughout the Hague era for a number of saasFirstly, there were two conflicting
explanations of the 1997 d@sdt. One view was that 1997 hsignalled a decisive shift

in the mood of the British elemrate and was proof that tpharty needed to discover a
more compassionate form of conservatism. The opposing school of thought argued
that New Labour was built on shallow foundations and, its popularity would soon
wane and then the electorate would rettonthe tried and trusted policies of the
Conservative Party (Doye 2003: 125). Second, the Cengatives had a problem
identifying government weaknesses that tlweyld target andhereby articulate a
Conservative alternative. The policy aga had swung away from the traditional
Conservative strengths of tax cuts anivairsation to improving public services and
quality of life, areas in which Labourad an advantage (Seldon & Snowden, 2005;
253). In addition, the benign performarafehe economy and New Labour’s adoption
of much of the Conservativearty’s free market thinking ga the party little room to
attack the government (Dorey, 2003: 127).

Hague began by emphasising socially libaralues, but then swung back towards
traditional Thatcherite social authoritarianism. Hague first outlined his idea of ‘Fresh
Conservatism’ in July 1997; this had tvetements economic argbcial liberalism.
There would be a continued emphasis oattherite free market economics — more
privatisation and strong opposition to jaigi the Euro. Hague hardened the party’s
eurosceptic position on Europe, ruling ouhjog the single currency for the lifetime

of the next two parliaments. However,isthalienated Europhig whilst still not
satisfying the hard-line sceptics; two prorgpean MPs, David Curry and lan Taylor
resigned from the shadow cabinet in progtesilst a major Conservative Party donor
Paul Sykes announced he was joining the Referendum Party because, “I cannot
stomach it any longer. We must rule ousiagle currency forever. If you are a true
Conservative you cannot relinquish cohtod your economy.” (Jones & Copley,
30/10/1997; Wastell & Baldwin, 2/11/1997)néther pro-European, Stephen Dorrell
left the cabinet in June 1998, whilst thackbencher Peter Temple-Morris lost the

Conservative whip in November 1997 amdbsequently crosdethe floor of the
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House to sit on the government benchearas ‘Independent @servative’. Hague’s
new policy also provoked criticism froseveral heavyweighEurophiles including
Michael Heseltine, Kenneth Clarke, Lord Howe, Lord Hurd and Chris Patten - all
former ministers (Lynch, 2003; 156). The jpamentary party’s iternal wrangling
over Europe, whilst not a bad as the Majeears, perpetuated the electorate’s

impression, of the Conservatives, as a deeplyldi/party.

In addition to promoting traditional Thaterism Hague also wanted to see the
Thatcherite concept of ‘small government’ apglto the social sphere and tried to
reach out to social groups previously ignored or even demonised by the Thatcherite
Conservative Party; singlgarents, homosexuals andh@t minorities (Kelly, 2001;
197-198). However, by 1999 ‘Fresh Conservatism’ had given way to social
authoritarianism; the PCP strongly opposié@ government's attempt to repeal
Section 28 of the 1988 Local Government %amd forced the government to abandon
its legislation (Dorey, 2003: 135). Hague snvagain beset by high profile dissent as
Shaun Woodward defected to Labour and Haéd the Conservatives “...have become
increasingly less tolerant and our attitudeem to be based more on prejudice than
reason.” (Murphy & Cracknel, 19/12/1999) Hafginew harder edge was reflected in
The Common Sense Revolutipublished in 1999, whiclevolved into the party’s
draft manifestdelieving in Britain(2000) (Kelly, 2001: 199).

Believing in Britain pledge the Conservatives taigport “...common sense values,
including personal responsiityl, family and marriage.” Té party also promised to,
“Reintroduce recognition ofnarriage into the tax and mefits system. We will
reintroduce the married couples’ allowarideone parents whose youngest child had
begun secondary school would brpected to seek worfdhe Conservative Party,
2000: 21-22). The document also promisaedoverhaul of the asylum system and
claimed that, “...the great majority ofydsm claims are unfounded and are made to
get round the usual immigration controléThe Conservative Party, 2000: 20) Whilst
Hague’'s switch pleased the social consevea inside the parliamentary party the
Common Sense Revolution stirred more coversy inside the party. Shadow Home
Secretary Ann Widdecombe made a speeat the 2000 @hservative Party

® Section 28 was the clause that prohibited the ‘promotion of homosexuality’ in schools.
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Conference in which she promised £100 fines and criminal records for possession of
the smallest amount of cannabis. Four days lateMie On Sundayrevealed that

seven members of Hague’s shadow cabinet had smoked cannabis when they were
youngel®. The row again exposed divisions within the party and arguably ended any
ambitions Widdecombe harboured of becomiegder in the futte (Jenkins, 2001:
78-82).

Another damaging dispute blew up March 2001, when Conservative MP John
Townend condemned mass immigration iedermining “...our homogenous Anglo-
Saxon society.” He equated asylum seekdth illegal immigrants and said Enoch
Powell had been right to be hostileverds Commonwealth immigration (White,
28/3/2001). Townend made fher inflammatory comments in another two speeches,
however Hague initially did nbing despite calls to remove the whip from Townend,;
Hague claimed that as Townend was retirgimgrtly it would be a mere ‘gesture’.
However, black Conservative peer Lord Taylor threatened to resign from the party
unless Hague took action and iwihering attack said that:

The leader of the Conservative partydps himself on higudo and 14 pints a

day macho image. Now is his chancel&monstrate real macho leadership by

withdrawing the whip from Mr Townend and booting him out of the

Conservative party. (Pens & Wainwright 28/4/2001)
Finally, a month after Townend had mads first comments Hague finally forced
him to issue an apology. However, thevrcoming on the eve of the general election
caused further damage to the Conservative Party; the party was accused of being

racist and Hague looked like a wealadler who could not control his MPs.

Why did Hague retreat from his vision ofelsh Conservatism? The answer lies in the
state of opinion, both within éhConservative Party andthin the wider electorate.
Hague’s brand of social liberalism wdseply unappealing to many Conservatives
from the parliamentary party atige grassroots. Kelly notes that:
At the 1998 Forum attended by over 1,80@vasts, speakers from the floor
sneered at any attempt to ‘steal Labour’s clothes’ by adopting multiculturalism

and moral relativism. Eight months later the Conservative women’s

9 The seven were; Francis Maude, Archie Norman, Bernard Jenkin, Peter Ainsworth, Oliver Letwin,
David Willetts and Lord Strathclyde. Tim Yeo ‘outed’ himself a day later.
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conference was equally dismissive @fory feminism’ and ‘permissive

Conservatism’, insisting on ‘normal rfaly values’ and the ‘centrality of

marriage’. (Kelly, 2001: 201)
Moreover, it also appeared that opinioatside the party was not impressed by the
Conservatives’ newly found inclusivenesseTgarty’s ‘Listening to Britain’ exercise
conducted between 1998 and 1999 found ffexiple were more concerned about
education, welfare and law an order thsotial liberalism. This was supported by
suggestions sent to the party@ommon Sense Revolutiamebsite; contributors
wanted ‘tougher’ policies on law and ordechool discipline and asylum (Kelly,
2001: 200).

Hague may also have been swayed byphey’s desperately poor showing in the
opinion polls, which showed the Conservasivedmost constantly ‘flat lining’ below

30% from June 1997 to December 189@ee Table 3.8 belowiowever, even after
Hague’s tack to the right the polls remained bleak reading for the Conservative Party.
Despite populist policies designed to enthtraditional Conservative voters, the party
remained deeply unpopular. Only once, during the fuel crisis of September 2000 did
the Conservatives come close to mountirghallenge to the government in the polls
(see Table 3.3 below). Whilst the opinionlipovere almost unremittingly bad the
party scored a notable success in the 1998daan elections, when it won 36 seats to
Labour’'s 29 and the Liberal Democrats’ 10, albeit on a record low turnout of 24%
(Butler & Kavanagh, 2002: 14-15). Howevéhnjs proved to be &alse dawn and by

the time of the June 2001 general electitague’s Conservatives had done little or
nothing to recapture ground ceded to New Labour in 1997 and the scene was set for

another electoral drubbing.

2 The only month the party reached 30% during this period was February 1999 (www.mori.com)
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Table 3.3 Monthly Mori polls for main partyoting intentions June 1997 to May
2001(%)

Cons. Lab. Lib. Dems.
1997
June 24 58 15
July 23 57 15
August 28 54 15
September 25 59 13
October 24 60 12
November 24 56 16
December 26 55 15
1998
January 28 54 14
February 28 52 15
March 28 53 14
April 27 55 14
May 26 55 14
June 27 56 13
July 28 53 14
August 28 52 14
September 24 56 15
October 26 53 16
November 29 53 13
December 27 54 12
1999
January 24 56 14
February 30 51 14
March 27 54 13
April 25 56 13
May 28 52 14
June 28 51 13
July 28 51 14
August 27 49 17
September 25 52 17
October 28 56 11
November 25 55 14
December 28 54 13
2000
January 30 50 15
February 29 50 15
March 29 50 14
April 27 51 15
May 32 48 15
June 33 47 13
July 33 49 12
August 29 51 15
September 35 37 21
October 32 45 17
November 33 48 13
December 34 46 14
2001
January 31 50 14
February 30 50 14
March 31 50 14
April 30 50 13
May 28 54 12

Source: www.mori.com
Note: The percentages do not add up to 100 because ‘minor’ parties are excluded
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3.5 The general election of 2001 and ¢hresignation ofWilliam Hague
William Hague’s leadership of the Consdiva Party was plagued by many of the
same problems that beset his predeceskuin Major. Intra-party divisions over
Europe, sleaze, low poll ratis and allegations of wedé&adership all combined to
undermine Hague’s position. Consequently the 2001 general election was another
disaster for the Conservatives. The ovesaling from Labour to Conservative was a
mere 1.8% and the party gained just one'é¢Butler & Kavangh, 2002: 251). The
election was the first tim¢he party had lost by consdme landslides and at 8.3
million, the total number of votes the Cengatives received was the lowest since
1929, when there was a much smaller telate (Butler & Kavanagh, 2002: 254). In
an echo of the party’s 1997 general electiefeat, Hague resolved, like John Major,
to resign immediately. Senior party memnbdred to persuade him to stay on and
allow the party time to reflet} but Hague would not be swayed by their arguments.
He felt that:

Whatever | do, the leadership electiom@ng to start now. | can't stop it, and

if I'm not careful the foca will all be on me and don’t want that to happen.

The party will tear itself gt if | stay on. It must att talking about what it

must do to put thingsight, not agorse over whether | should remain.

(Walters, 2003: 2-3)

3.6 The leadership election of 2001

William Hague’s resignation on™8June triggered anothézadership election. The
contest was the first to be contested under the new rules devised by William Hague.
These differed substantially from th@ld Douglas-Hume rules and allowed the
membership the final decision for the first time. The role of the PCP was to hold a
series of primary ballots in and chooseteandidates to go forward to the final, one
member one vote balftt

12 peter Duncan won Dumfries & Galloway from Labour.

13 Andrew Mackay, Ann Widdecombe, lain Duncani®nand Lord Strathclyde met Hague at Central
Office and asked him to remain as leader.

14 See chapter 2 for a detailed explanation of the Hague rules.
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3.61 The candidates

As in 1997 some senior Tories were atiséom the contds notably Michael
Heseltine, Peter Lilley, Michael Howaahd John Redwood. Michael Heseltine had
retired from parliament; the health scaratthuled him out of tl leadership election
in 1997 had also ended his interest in friome¢ politics. Peter Lilley was no longer
seen as a serious challenger for two @aashis poor showing ithe 1997 leadership
election, together with higl timed speech in April 1999, that led to his sacking.
Michael Howard announced his intention rigtire from frontlire politics in March
1999, saying he wanted the freedom to spmala wider range of issues (Jones, &
Shrimsley, 9/3/1999) and left the shadow cabin William Hague’s June reshuffle.
John Redwood’s credibility was underminég losing two successive leadership
contests and many on the Eurosceptic rigggdwood’s natural constituency, did not
regard him as a plausible leader. Consatiyefive candidates formally entered the
contest; Michael Portillo, Ken Clarke,ilaDuncan Smith, Michael Ancram and
David Davis>.

Portillo was the bookies’ favourite and thagm many people felt would already be
leader, if he hadn’t lost his seat tine 1997 general election (Alderman & Carter,
2002: 572). A poll prior to the 2001 genkesdection showed him to the popular
choice to replace Hague withoth conservative and nors@servative voters (Ipsos
Mori, 3/6/2001). He was foyteight, still relatively youndout had the experience of
three cabinet posts; Chief Secretary ttee Treasury, Secretary of State for
Employment, before moving to Defence in 19B&. lost his Enfield Southgate seat in
1997, but returned to parliament 999, winning the Kensington & Chelsea by-
election caused by the death of Alan Cldbkiring his period in government Portillo
was seen as a pure Thatcherite and wasobrlohn Major’s ‘bastards’. However,
following the 1997 election Portillo had underge something of a transformation. He
worked for a short period as hospital porter, then just prior to the Kensington &
Chelsea by-election he admitted to havinbgrief homosexual relationship whilst at

university (Mardell, 17/2/2001). Then tite 2000 Conservativeonference, speaking

!> Ann Widdecombe took soundings from colleagues but decided not to run when she found she had no

support. (Tempest, 18/6/2001)
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the day after Ann Widdecombe’s hard-lineesph Portillo made a plea for tolerance
and inclusivity, telling delegates:
We are for people whatever their selxadentation. The Conservative Party
isn't merely a party of tolerance; itsparty willing to accord every one of our
citizens’ respect. Why should people respus if we withhold respect from
them? (Walters, 2003: 76)
Portillo’'s campaign was based on the need for the Party to fundamentally reform all
aspects of policy (Watt, 10/7/01). Howevewortillo’'s campaigrwas poorly run and
he was accused of disloyalty to formeader William Hague by Hague’'s Head of
Media, Amanda Platell and also by éflael Howard’'s nemesis, Ann Widdecombe
(Walters, 2002: 214-215). The damadene by the disloyalty accusation was
acknowledged by a source close to the iRmrtampaign, although the same source
also denied that Portillo had been plottingdke the leadership and that if he had he
would have been, “...buttering people up over the previous two years, instead of

systematically annoying them.” (Private information).

Ken Clarke was again the only candidateowvas not from the Eurosceptic wing of

the party. He had spent the last fours years as a backbencher and had enraged William
Hague by joining Michael Heseltine in siy next to Tony Blair at a Britain In
Europe® news conference (Walterdp03: 52). He told the g to forget about its
European obsession and to concentrateelettorally significant issues, such as
improving public services He based his campaign on his on his personal qualities,
experience and his high public profiledapopularity (Alderman & Carter, 2002:

576).

lain Duncan Smith was unashamedly fréine right of the party, pro-hanging and
corporal punishment and anti-section 28 (Teshp&7/7/01). He entered parliament in
1992 and first rose to prominence, withime parliamentary party, as one of the
Maastricht rebels. Although he was nme of the ‘whiples wonders’ he voted

against the government eleven times, ahsthiforty-seven times and voted with the
government on just four occasions, durin@ ttourse of the Maastricht Treaty’s

ratification (Walters, 2003: 220). He w#he campaign manager for John Redwood’s

18 Britain In Europe was a cross-party coalition to promote closer ties to the European Union.
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1997 leadership bid, but refubto go along with the Redwd-Clarke pact and voted
for Hague in the final round (Williamg,998: 226). He served in William Hague’s
shadow cabinet, as Shadow Social $i&ciBecretary from 1997 to 1998, when he
became Shadow Defence Secretary. His appearled some to liken him to a ‘Hague
MK II' or ‘Hague without the jokes’ (\dlters, 2001: 225). Howexelike Hague he
portrayed himself as someone who couldar the link with past mistakes whilst
holding on to Conservative priqtes (Duncan Smith, 19/6/01).

Michael Ancram held a number of juniaministerial positions during the Thatcher
and Major years; he served at the tisb Office from 1983 until 1987, he lost his
Edinburgh South seat in éh1987 election and returned parliament in 1992
representing Devizes. Herged at the Northern Ireta Office from 1993 to 1997.
After the 1997 election he sed William Hague as Cotigutional Affairs spokesman
until he was appointed Party ChairmanlB08, a post he held until after the general
election. Ancram portrayed himself as the unity candidate and in the statement
announcing his candidacy took aim at Portllsocial liberalism by telling the party
that:

This is no time to seek to match spirthwspin, or stardust with stardust. It is

not time to strike out agast the grain of our parignd its traditions. (Ancram,

21/6/2001).
However, Ancram’s social background wasdisadvantage. He was the Earl of
Ancram and heir to the f2Marquess of Lothian. If the party elected him Ancram
would become the first herddry peer to leathe Conservatives since Alec Douglas
Home. His critics argued th#te Party would seem even more out of touch if it made
him their leader (Sylvester & Jones, 22/6/01).

David Davis entered parliament in 1987 viwes PPS to Francis Maude, before joining
the whips office from 1990-1993. Between 129®I 1994 he served as Parliamentary
Secretary at Office of Publi8ervice and Science and then moved Minister of State at
the Foreign and Commonwealth Office whéee stayed until the Conservatives lost
power (www.conservatives.com). Howeverreally came to prominence, within the
parliamentary party, during Hague yearsewhhe chaired the House of Commons
Public Accounts Committee. Davis was drastright wing candida who also urged

the Party to concentrate orfaaming public services, argug that Labour’s failure to
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deliver improvement rendered it vulnelalfWatt, 10/7/2001). Although he was a
Eurosceptic he was clear that the party, “..stmuot be obsessed with this issue, nor
should the majority’s view on it be asteof party loyalty.” (Davis, 19/6/2001)

An Ipsos Mori poll (see Table 3.4 belovpublished in June 2001 indicted that once
again Kenneth Clarke was the most popgkndidate both witlConservative voters
and with the wider electorate. Portillo svéhe second most popular candidate whilst

the eventual winner, Duncan Smith just beat Michael to third place.

Table 3.4:Popularity of the candidates
Regardless of which party you support, whaf these, if any, do you think would do
the best job as leader ofdlConservative Party?

All voters (%) Cons. voters (%)
Kenneth Clarke 32 29
Davis Davis 4 5
lain Duncan Smith 7 13
Michael Portillo 17 25
Michael Ancram 6 12
Other 5 3
None of these 6 5
Don’t know 24 8

Source: Ipsos Mori (28/6/2001)

The same poll also made a direct corgmar between Kenneth Clarke and Michael
Portillo and also betweenitaDuncan Smith and Mich&®ortillo (see Tables 3.5 &
3.6 below), which confirmed that both Censative voters and the wider electorate

preffered Clarke over Portilland Portillo over Duncan Smith.

Table 3.5Comparison between Kenneth Clarke and Michael Portillo

All voters (%) Cons. voters (%)
Kenneth Clarke 51 49
Michael Portillo 25 39
Neither 7 5
Don’t know 17 5

Source: Ipsos Mori (28/6/2001)

Table 3.6:Comparison between Michael Bilo and lain Duncan Smith

All voters (%) Cons. voters (%)
Michael Portillo 34 46
lain Duncan Smith 25 39
Neither 12 8
Don’t know 24 10

Source: Ipsos Mori (28/6/2001)
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3.62 The ballots

There were three ballots spread oveedod of seven days from Tuesday'1uly to
Tuesday 1% July (see Table 3.4). The firsound of balloting saw Davies and
Ancram tied in last place, however thevere no provisions for a tie in the rules.
Neither candidate was willing to stand dowecessitating a rerun of the first round.
Consequently after another ballot Ancrauas eliminated and Davis withdrew shortly
thereafter. Surprisingly, in the third ballof the PCP, the early favourite Portillo
came last with 53 votes; therefore Clarke (&3 Duncan Smith (54) went forward to

a final ballot of the entire party.

Table 3.7 Changes in support between rounds, 2001

Round 1 Round 2 Change Round 3 Change
Portillo 49 50 (+1) 53 (+3)
Clarke 36 39 (+3) 59 (+20)
Duncan Smith 39 42 (+3) 54 (+12)
Ancram 21 17 (-4) - -
Davis 21 18 (-3) - -

Source: Alderman & Carter, 2002: 579

The campaign for the support of party membassed until the batit closed on the
10" September. As time wore on the contest became increasingly acrimonious; Clarke
dismissed Duncan Smith’s supporters ‘&gadbangers’, whilst Duncan Smith
suggested that:
It would have been reassuring to htam Ken Clarke about some mistakes,
which led the party to thgreatest defeat in itsstory (Walters, 2001: 221).
In another sign of the divig¢ nature of the contest BIr Thatcher backed Duncan
Smith, whilst John Major backed Clar&ad castigated Duncan Smith for being
...one of a number of colleagues whoaabight after night with the Labour
Party in the Labour lobby with the purpose of defeating the Conservative
government (Walters, 2001: 221)
In August Duncan Smith’s campaign was mederailed when it was discovered that
Edgar Griffin, father of BNP leader Nicteriffin, was a membepnf his campaign
team. Duncan Smith immediately sackedffdrand called for his expulsion from the
party. Clarke published an NOP poll, whishowed he was more likely to win back
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former Conservative voters(Clarke, 2001: 1). Neverthess and despite being the
front-runner amongst the PCP Clarke wasededd by, lain Duncan Smith with 155,
933 votes to Clarke’s 100, 8@uncan Smith therefore beuna the fourth person to
lead the Conservative Party ireeén years (Walters, 2001: 230).

3.7 The leadership of lain Duncan Smith

Like Hague Duncan Smith’s leadership was constrained in several ways; in common
with Hague, Duncan Smith was constrainedh®s manner of his ettion. He was the

first Conservative leader chas to by the party’s rank arfide and this should have
secured his position. However, some activists were unhappy that they were only given
a choice of two candidates and felt thegre forced to vote for Duncan Smith
because of their distaste for Clarke’'s fturopean views (Kelly, 2004: 2). In this
sense it could be argued that Duncan Snvils yet another default leader. Moreover
the final ballot of the PCBhowed that he was not tparliamentary party’s favoured
choice; less than a third (32¥2%) of [@an Smith’s parliamentary colleagues had
voted for him. He had consecond to Clarke and beatelichael Portillo by the less

than decisive margin of one vote. THmw level of parnlamentary support was
unprecedented, previous systems for selgcthne party leader were designed to
ensure that winning candidate had the suppba good majority othe party’s MPs.

In another quirk of the Hague rules, @am Smith owed his election to the party’s
activists, but the responsiiyl for removing him if he prved inadequate was left to

the parliamentary party.

Throughout his leadership Duncan Smithuggled to raise his profile. Two days
before he was declared leader Al-Qadalanched its attack on the World Trade
Centre in New York. The event completely overshadowed Duncan Smith’s election
and gave Tony Blair the chance to exerdige role of internabnal statesman, an
opportunity denied to the Leader thie Opposition (Seldon & Snowdon, 2005: 263).
The new leader’s low profile was compoudday his lack of charisma; he was the
first Conservative leader not to haves likeness in Madame Tussaud’s waxworks
because he was “...too dull and lifelés@icDermott, 30/10/2003) Duncan Smith
tried to turn his low profile to his advage during the 2002 psirtonference telling

" The Poll showed 63% supported Clarke, whilst 37% supported Duncan Smith
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his audience, “Do not underestimate thdedwination of a quiet man.” (Duncan
Smith, 10/10/2002)

This lack of charisma was compounded by Duncan Smith’s lack of political
experience; he was the least experiencedlidate of the 2001 leadership, or indeed
any Conservative Party leadership elatthever holding any government post. Hague
at least masked his inexpemce, to a certia extent, by frequently discomfiting Tony
Blair at the dispatch box. However, tH&at was beyond the uncharismatic Duncan
Smith, whoGuardian sketch writer Simon Hoggart likened to the Fast Show’s Bob
Fleming, “...who couldn’'t utter a sentem without a coughing fit.” (Hoggart,
29/11/2001). Duncan Smith was also faced Withlegacy as a Maastricht rebel. Even
at the start of Duncan Smith’s tenuresmay no means clear if he could demand
unconditional loyalty from some of his ltmagues, when he had done so much to
undermine them during the last Conséime administration. Indeed, when John
Major refused to pledge his loyalty tauBcan Smith it was perhaps a sign of trouble
ahead (Walters, 2001: 221). Duncan Smitls &hleast free of éhhindrance of Mrs.
Thatcher views on his leadership; the forrBeme Minister was forced to quit public
life in March 2002 after suffeng a series of small strokes (Ward, 23/3/2002).

In terms of the party’s image and policies there were initial signs that Duncan Smith
was adopting Michael Portillo's agendaf social liberalism. He appointed
modernisers such as Mark MacGregad @ominic Cummings to important posts
within Central Officé® (Kelly, 2004: 2) In Otober 2001 he ordered three
Conservative MPS to quit the right-wing MondaClub and explained that:

| am tired of the Conservative Party gidiverted by the activities of one or

two individuals when they are totally at odds with what we are working for. |

will have no truck with racism in the Conservative Party. (White, 8/10/2001)
Duncan Smith also said lweould not join the Carlton @b as long as it refused to
admit women as full members on the sateems as men. He became the first
Conservative leader to turn down the ttiadal invitation to become an honorary
member since the club’s inception in 183@Anon., 27/12/2001). Duncan Smith also

18 Chief Executive and Director of Strategy respectively
9 The three were; Andrew Hunter, Adg&Vatkinson and Andrew Rossindell
% Margaret Thatcher was admitted ashanorary member despite her gender.
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took action against Ann Wintem, who was reported to hat@ld a racistjoke at a
rugby club dinner. In a marked contrastHague’s indesion over John Townend,
Winterton was ordered to regsi from the shadow cabinet be sacked and Duncan
Smith again expressed his dedoeid his party of racism:
When | looked at those remarks agidcussed them with Ann Winterton, |
believe that they were offensive, anfidlieve they were offensive to a large
number of people. (Watt, 6/5/2002)
Duncan Smith also backed junior fape affairs spokesman Alan Duncan who
revealed he was gay in a newspaperrimgy; the leader promised Duncan his
personal support and pledged that themiadion would not affect his career

progression (Brogan, 30/7/2002).

Duncan Smith ordered a complete policy inail, which was to be developed in
three phases; identifying problem areasl dearning from other countries, putting
forward proposals through consultation doemts and elaborating policy long before
the next general election (Seldon & Smtmm, 2005: 260). Much of the policy review
concentrated on the area of palservices, an area the party agreed New Labour were
vulnerable. The Conservative Party vdmped a threefoldcritique of the
government’s handling of the public sem®s. Firstly the party argued that New
Labour’s obsession with tagts led to huge unproductil®ireaucracies leading to a
‘commend state’. Secondly the party talkazbut devolving conttoof hospitals and
schools down to institutional level. Thiydthe Conservatives sought to introduce a
choice agenda to empower consumers famde schools and hospitals to improve
their services (Dorey, 2004: 374). Thistique was published in 2002 beadership
with a Purpose: A Better Socigtywhich the party promisei take action against:
Failing schools, crime, sub-standandalthcare, child poverty and growing
dependence, and insecurityald age — the five giantdighting Britain today.
(The Conservative Party, 2002: 4)
The document also benefited from tlienovative approach of shadow Home
Secretary Oliver Letwin (Seldon & Snden, 2005: 260). Letwin argued that the
party would tackle ‘The @Gnveyor Belt to Crime’ by ugporting parents, introducing
neighbourhood policing and a vastly ieased programme of treatment and
rehabilitation for drug addicts, as well as the traditional Conservative prescription of

tougher prison sentences (T@enservative Party, 2002: 27)
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However, despite the Conservatives’ mioneovative approach to policy development
under Duncan Smith the party stilade little progress, ‘ftdining’ in the polls during
2001 and 2002. However, the Conservaiveanaged to close the gap between
themselves and Labour during the lattert md 2003 (see Table 3.5, below), as the
government became more unpopular, although this was due in part to support
switching from Labour to the Liberal Decrats (Broughton, 2004: 350). The party
was unable to increase their representaitiothe Commons and failed to win any of
the three by-elections held between 2001 and 20@oughton, 2004: 350-352).
The result of the Brent Eaby-election was particularlgisappointing as the Liberal
Democrats leapfrogged the Conservatives fribrind place to tke the seat from
Labour. However, the Conservatives madenaqrogress in the local elections; it
came second to Labour in 2002, but was tingelst party in local government after
the 2003 electiorf§, gaining 600 seats (Wat8/5/2003). The party’s improved
performance in the 2003 l|dcalections arguably sadeDuncan Smith from an
immediate leadership challenge; on the @f the elections Crispin Blunt resigned
from the front bencff saying that:

We carry the handicap of a leadehamm Conservatives in parliament and

outside feel unable to present to the &lete as a crediblalternative prime

minister. (White & Watt, 1/5/2003)

The Conservative Party under Duncan Sraiiffered from continued disunity, much
of which was caused by a series of erafrgidgement by Duncan Smith. The first of
these errors concerned the manner in tiidancan Smith demoted Party Chairman
David Davig®. The Daily Telegraphalleged that Davis wakszy, blocking Duncan
Smith’s plans to modernise the party andttig to take his jo (Jones & Brogan,
23/6/2002). Unfortunately Duncan Smith chtsenove Davis whilst the latter was on
holiday in Florida and out of contact wi@entral Office. The move looked cowardly
and an angry Davis had to be dissuattedn resigning from the shadow cabinet
(Brogan, 25/7/2002).

21 Labour held Ipswich (November 2001) and Ogmore (February 2002). The Lib Dems took Brent East
(September 2003) from Labour.

222002; Lab. 35%, Cons. 32%, Lib Dems. 24%. 2003: Cons. 35%, Lab. 33%, Lib Dems. 21%.

23 Blunt was a shadow trade ministerd MP for Reigate since 1997.

4 Davis was moved to shadow Dep@sime Minister John Prescott, ivas replaced at Central Office

by Theresa May.
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Table 3.8 Monthly polling averages for main pgrvoting intentions, September 2001
to October 2003

Cons. Lab. Lib. Dems.
2001
September 28 49 18
October 27 52 16
November 27 51 17
December 29 44 20
2002
January 29 48 18
February 29 49 17
March 31 44 19
April 29 47 17
May 32 43 19
June 32 42 19
July 31 43 20
August 33 41 21
September 31 40 21
October 30 41 22
November 30 41 22
December 30 39 23
2003
January 31 39 23
February 32 27 24
March 32 39 22
April 30 42 21
May 33 39 21
June 35 37 20
July 35 36 21
August 35 35 22
September 32 35 26
October 34 36 23

Source: adapted from Broughton 2004: 351

Duncan Smith’s next mistake, ibNovember 2002, was a calamitous political
misjudgement over the Adoption and Children BilRather than treat the Bill as an
issue of conscience and give his MPsegfrote, Duncan Smith imposed a three-line
whip compelling Conservative MPs to vote aggiithe Bill. Then after disquiet in the
parliamentary party, the Chi&¥hip, David Maclean told M&that they could safely
miss the vote without facing disciplinaaction (Brogan, 2/11/2002). However, this
did not satisfy some of the party’s sodibkerals and John Beoav resigned from his
job as shadow pensions minister sodoelld vote in favour of the Adoption Bill.
When Parliament voted on the Bill, sevethers Conservatives, including Michael

Portillo and Kenneth Clarke joined Bercoprompting speculation of a challenge to

% The Bill would allow unmarried couples to adopt children.
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Duncan Smith’s leadersHip(Watt, 5/11/2002). The next day Duncan Smith made the
situation worse by issuing angenal statement in which he challenged his party to
‘unite or die’ and claimed that:
Over the last few weeks a small groofjpmy parliamentar colleagues have
decided, consciously, to undermine tegdership. (Tempest, 5/11/2002)
To which Kenneth Clarke’s response was that:
It would be much easier to unite as a party if lain Duncan Smith would refrain
from imposing three-line whips on suhjgcwhich have always been left to
the judgment of individual MPs. (Tempest, 5/11/2002)
The episode served to maReincan Smith look weak, patially inept and somewhat
ridiculous. His speech was seen as a comameerreaction to the actions of eight MPs
over what should have been an issuearfscience. Moreover, as commentators were
quick to point out, because Duncan Smithetkthe party line on numerous occasions
during the Major administration, he was magll qualified to demand that the party
now ‘unite or die’. (Wheatcroft, 2005: 262).

Duncan Smith’s next misjudgement concerribe sacking of two staff in Central
Office in February 2003; Mark MacGregordaRick Nye, both supporters of Michael
Portillo. It was reported that the partyelisurer Stanley Kalms was ordered to sack
the pair by Duncan Smith against the formers wishes and against the wishes of the
party board. Moreover, in an unhappy eafahe Davis affair MacGregor was on
holiday when he learnt of his dismisgdempest, 17/2/2003). Duncan Smith then
appointed his friend and former MP Barkyegg as Chief Executive and Duncan
Smith’s Chief of Staff. The appointmentitraged the party board, which should have
been consulted and who felt Duncan Smitld baerreached his authority. The crisis
deepened when tHeuardiannewspaper revealed that the very eurosceptic Legg had
held three exploratory meetings with tH& Independence Party to discuss defecting
from the Conservatives to UKIP (White, 20/2/2003). Then in May Glerdian
revealed that Legg had been involved in Westminster Council’s ‘homes for votes

scandal’, during the 198%s In the row that followed Legg was forced to resign, a

% The eight Conservatives who voted againstpthgty line were; Michael Portillo, Kenneth Clarke,
David Curry, Francis Maude, John Bercow, Jilikbride, Andrew Mackay and Andrew Lansley.

" As a member of Westminster city council, Legg was involved in housing homeless families in a
tower block riddled with asbestos.
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move seen as a victoryrfthe party board and MPs against Duncan Smith (Watt &
Hencke, 8/5/2003).

By now Duncan Smith’s continued leadership of the party was constantly being called
into question and his authority undermined. The Legg fiasco was followed in June by
the resignation of the Conservative Party Treasurer, the multimillionaire Sir Stanley
Kalms after he reportedly fell out witbuncan Smith over Legg’s appointment
leading to blazing rows between the leadad his treasurer (Watt, 18/6/2003). In
September, the party then came a pooardtlin the Brent East by-election, a

constituency where they came ged in the 2001 general election.

By October events were rapidly spinnibpgyond the control of Duncan Smith and his
future was becoming increasingly insecusegations surfaced that Duncan Smith
improperly paid his wife, Betsy £18, 000 pourfds secretarial work she had not
done. Almost as damaging were the spidgsealed in Central Office as Vanessa
Grearson, a deputy director at Central €ficlaimed that staff were bullied into
signing a rebuttal of théBetsygate’ allegatiorf§ (Wintour, 18/10/2003). The party
conference the following week offered a final chance for Duncan Smith to reassert his
fractured authority. In his leader’'s speech he pronounced that, “...the quiet man is
here to stay and his turning up the voluhtearty activists enthusiastically cheered
the speech, constantly interrupting the speeith nineteen standing ovations, in an
orchestrated show of suppdhat came over badly onlégision and appalled the
parliamentary party (Wheatft, 2005: 264). On the 220ctober the Conservatives’
largest donor, Stuart Wheeler called foe tharliamentary party to remove Duncan
Smith.

On the 2% October Derek Conway announced thahkd sent a letter to Sir Michael
Spicer, Chairman of the 1922 Committeguesting a ballot of no confidence in
Duncan Smith’s leadershifThe leader’s response wasgive his critics forty-eight

hours to act, saying that:

8 An investigation by the parliamentary commissioner for standards later completely exonerated the
Duncan Smiths of any impropriety.

29 Conway was the second MP to write to Sir Mieh Crispin Blunt requested a no confidence vote
when he resigned in May.
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...If, by Wednesday night, the chairmahthe 1922 committee is in receipt of
25 names, | will seek to win a vote of confidence in my leadership. Equally, if
the 25 names are not forthcoming, | willpext my party to call a halt to this
most damaging episode. (& Hall, 28/10/2003)
The next morning Francis Maude and Jdhreenway announcedahthey too had
written to Sir Michael to ask for a ballathen in the afternoon Sir Michael confirmed
that he had received the nesary twenty-five requests atitht a ballot would be held
the next day (Katz & Happold 28/10/2003)inldbuncan Smith vowed to fight on,
rather than step down, but lost the ballotdfyvotes to 75 and resigned as leader of
the Conservative Party.

3.8 Conclusion

The purpose of this chapter was to offemnarrative account ahe circumstances
surrounding the leadership electiom$ 1997 and 2001 and the state of the
Conservative Party between 1997 and 2008en we analyse the elections of
William Hague and lain Duncan we can discern a number of common factors, despite

the very different procedures oktiHome and Hague election systems.

Firstly we can say that neither candidatesiiee preferred choice of the parliamentary
party; Hague was a default leader in the absence of Heseltine and Portillo.
Conservative MPs who wished to stop Ken Clarke becoming leader or who were
repelled by the Clarke-Redwood pact hadthoice but to vote for Hague. There were

no ‘Hagueites’ in the parliamentary partas there were ‘Portillistas’ and
consequently Hague’s authority was undeediralmost as soon as Michael Portillo
returned to parliament. Hague's leadershigs also dogged by plots, either real or
imagined, to overthrow him and replace hwith Portillo. However, at least Hague
could point to the support of 56% of therl@nentary party, a clear majority in the

final ballot against Clarke. Duncan Smithsvalected with the support of barely one
third of his colleagues coming second in final ballot of the parliamentary party and

he consequently struggledassert his authority thughout his eighteen-month tenure

as leader. Hague and Duncan Smith also suffered from an image problem; Hague
never shook off the perception of him agjeeky’ sixteen year old telling the 1977
Conservative Party conference that he wanted to be free. Duncan Smith tried and

failed to make light of his low profile addck of charisma and low profile by styling

66



himself as a man of quiet determimati Neither ever looked like a credible
alternative Prime Minister to Tony Blaind their party’s electoral fortunes suffered

as a consequence.

Both leaders were inexperienced and consetijuenade mistakes that more seasoned
politicians may have avoided. Hague hazkil an MP for eight years and his two
years in the relatively junior post of WeISecretary was his only cabinet experience.
Duncan Smith was even more unschoolethearts of high politics; an MP for nine
years he sat out the final spell of Cons¢ive government on the backbenches. His
only frontline experience was in Hague’s shadow cabinet covering social security and
then defence. Hague’s poor judgement led to boast about drinking fourteen pints
a day and to describe Jeffrey Archer aman of integrity. Hague also let the John
Townend affair drag on too long and theplite with Lord Tayr created adverse
press coverage on the eveaofieneral election. Dunc&mith’s inexperience led him
into picking an unnecessary fight with osection of his partpver the Adoption and
Children Bill and to use hisowers of patronage so ingpthat he undermined rather
than enhanced his leadership; Duncantli$endemotion of David Davis whilst the
latter was on holiday was unfortunate acr@ated disquiet within the party, yet
Duncan Smith repeated the mistake wille dismissal of the vacationing Mark
MacGregor from Central Office and therflamed a delicate situation by appointing

Barry Legg over the heads of the party board.

Both leaders were also the preferred cdatis of Margaret ®icher, although this
arguably hurt Hague more than Duncanit8mThe need to remain loyal to the
Thatcher legacy was a constraint on &oaative policy development during Hague’s
tenure, as he felt unable to move on from Thatcherism and sacked Peter Lilley for
making an ill-timed speech that was seesame quarters to be a repudiation of Mrs.
Thatcher's work. Hague tried to move tBenservative Party towards a new agenda

of social liberalism characterised Bsesh Conservatisimhowever, the unease this
created within the party combined withyasign of a revival in the Conservative’s
electoral fortunes pushed Hague back towards mainstream Thatcherism and the
adoption of a more poputimgenda encapsulated &pmmon Sense Revolutiand
Believing in Britain However, the passage of time, together with Lady Thatcher’'s

withdrawal from public life arguablyallowed Duncan Smith more room for
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manoeuvre than his predecessor. Moredvecause Duncan Smith’'s Thatcherite
credentials were never in doubt he wasealo begin the search for a new and
distinctive policy agendad.eadership with a Purposshowed clear signs of such a
move. Ideas such as the enhanced prograofrireatment and rehabilitation for drug

marked a clear break from the traditional Thatcherite view that ‘prison works’.

Ultimately, neither Duncan Smith’s innovation nor Hague’'s more traditional
Thatcherite approach couldtlthe party in the polls and threaten Tony Blair and New
Labour’'s continued dominance. The paf#§yled to win a sigle by-election under
either leader and suffered an unprecéelgrsecond consecudivelectoral drubbing
under Hague. Hague, at least had the oppitytdo fight a geneal election and to
resign with a degree of honour. Duncan Srsiffered the same fate as his patron
Lady Thatcher; the first Conservative pal#ader to be elected by the whole party
was unceremoniously removed by his parliatagy colleagues, when they perceived

that they had no chance of electaedovery under his leadership.
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Chapter 4
The Social Background and Poliical Attributes of the PCP

4.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to analyse a number of non-ideological factors that
affect the composition of the parliament&gnservative Party and may be applied to

all its members. The Cowley & Garrg998) study of the 1990 Conservative Party
leadership election identified four sepge factors and hypothesised that each
influenced the decisions of Conservative M#hen they elected John Major. The four
factors identified by Cowley & Garry werhe social background of Conservative
MPs, their electoral vulnerability, their @gand experience and their career status
(Cowley & Garry, 1998: 475-478). Consequgnthis chapter willexplore each of
these variables and seek to explain how each affects the composition of the
parliamentary Conservative Party between 1997-2001 and 2001-2003. The
significance of these non-idegjical variables is examined in relation to the three
ideological variables (econampolicy, European policysocial / moral policy) in
chapter six, contributing to a methodolcglly rigorous analys of leadership

elections.

The chapter will begin by examining thecsd background of all Conservative MPs.
Whilst work on the social composition ttie PCP has been done before, notably
Baker, Gamble & Ludlam (1992), Baké& Fountain (1996) and Cowley & Garry
(1998), it needs to be updated. This seTivill commence with a discussion on the
relevance of social background to contemporagnocratic political parties. It will
then provide an overview of the changes tiate occurred in the social composition
of the parliamentary partduring the course of the ®0century, focusing on the
education of MPs and their occupation prio entering Parlianmg, together with
institutional changes withithe party that may have effted its social composition.
This section will conclude with a study thfe social composition of the parliamentary
party for the 1997 and 2001 parliaments arll analyse whether this constitutes

continuity or change.

The chapter will then examine the electoralnerability of the parliamentary party.
Electoral vulnerability may be relevafdr two reasons; firstly individual MPs may
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adopt the following attitudinadtance; that the choice tife leader may impact upon

the popularity of individual MPs. Secondiyn MP’s electoral valerability may affect

his / her career progressithrough the parliamentary pgriwith MP’s from marginal

seats being excluded from cabinet or shadow cabinet positions due to electoral
insecurity. One example of how electovalinerability may affect outcomes can be
seen in the election of John Major as Conservative Party leader in 1990. Major’'s main
rival, Michael Heseltine had already mged to dethrone Margaret Thatcher and
based his campaign upon his electoral patyl, especially compared to Mrs.
Thatcher's unpopularity. In &iautobiography Heseltinerote that, “...my most
powerful card had been my gdidsupport, showing | coultring lost votes back to

the party.” (Heseltine, 2001: 373). Subsatilye Heseltine's appeal was neutered by
the revelation that John Major was justpapular with the wideelectorate (Cowley,
1996: 201)

Therefore we can hypothesise, firstly thdPs holding more marginal seats would
vote for the candidate witthe best popularity rating iapinion polls as this would
give them a better chance of retaining tisgiat and achieving promotion. We can also
hypothesise, like Cowley & Garry, “...that MPsnelatively safe seats would be more
willing to vote for the least popular mdidate...” (Cowley &Garry, 1998: 477), as
this would not impact upon their own ele@bor promotion chances. Taken together
we are assuming that the choice of candidaould be influenced by the electoral
vulnerability variable. In order to suppdhis hypothesis thisestion will analyse the
composition of Conservative Party cabmeind shadow cabinets between 1951 and

2002 in relation to the electoraliinerability of the MPs Wwo served in those cabinets.

Finally the chapter will examine why the cars&tus of MPs is rel@ant to leadership
elections, both for the leadership contenders and their electorate inside the

Parliamentary Conservative Party.

4.2 Social Background

4.21 Historical Background

The PCP has traditionally drawn from Britairsocial elite; in1935 no less than 172
out of 415 Conservative MPs were drafnam the aristocracy. A 1939 study revealed
that 145 of the party’'s MPs were linked tdge in a web of family relationships,
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which was sometimes called the ‘Cousbod’ (Baker & Fountain, 1996: 86).
Moreover, it was estimated that, in a renadnlle display of nepotism, thirty-five out
of eighty-five of Harold Macmillan’s1958 government were related to him by
marriage (Davis, 1996: 124). Over the cours¢hef20th century, the elitist nature of
the PCP has been diluted to a certaxtent, however, thé?CP is still not
representative of the elecate. Moreover, whilst the Coaiwative Party is dependent
on working class electoral suppdriyorking class Conservagg have been largely
absent from Parliament; instead the aristticrelite has been largely replaced by MPs
from middle-class professiomssich as business, law, edtion and finanel services
(Greenwood, 1998: 456-457).

However, it is arguable that the dommca of the middle and upper middle-class is
not necessarily problemati@he electorate mainly judge a party by the policies it
offers, rather than by the social Bgoound of the candidates the party fields.
Moreover, it does not follow that someowbo was educated at Eton and Oxbridge
holds unrepresentative viewBor instance Lord Woolton was one of the party’s
leading moderates, whilst some of thestnstrident right-wingers in the parsuch as
Norman Tebbit, have relatively modesbcial backgrounds. Finally, it has been
argued that the only personality who reallytt®@s to voters is the party leader (Butler
& Pinto-Duschinsky, 1980: 198-199). Theradprit can be argued that the social
background of the Parliamentary Party is remwirrelevance; since the institution of
party leadership electiona 1965 all Conservative leaders have come from modest
middle-class backgrounds and were all eded in grammar schools, rather than

private fee paying institutions.

However, the opposite argument is that social composition does matter. In this view
general attitudes and beliefs about partiesvayee important than specific policies in
determining voter choice. Consequently, itheression that a political party favours a
particular class or excludes certain sogedups may alienate s® sections of the
electorate and cost the paxgtes. Furthermore, in the closed world of Westminster,
the attitudes of the party leader willewitably be affected by those around them.

Consequently, although the leadnay not have gone to algic school he or she is

! One third of the manual working-class has historically supported the party at elections (Coxall &
Robins, 1998: 76)
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under pressure to adopt the upper naedhss values, which dominate the
Parliamentary Party. Finally social axsivity may act as a brake on policy
formulation, by giving the Conservativesotoarrow a frame of reference (Butler &
Pinto-Duschinsky, 1980: 200-203).

Crucially, Conservative Ceral Office has long held the opinion that the narrow
social background of its MPs is problematipecific measures to promote working-
class candidates were first made in 1919 wlhith formation of the Unionist Labour
Movement. This was superseded by tlen€ervative Trade Uniostis’ Organisation

in 1947. Both organisations attempted rectify the shortageof working-class
candidates through training afithancial support. Finandissupport was crucial to
working-class candidates, as local constituency associations usually demanded hefty
donations from their prospective MPs, whicheffect meant that safe seats were
auctioned to the highest bidder (Cleyk1998: 271). Thessue of donations and
candidates’ election expess was addressed by Sir \ith Maxwell-Fyfe’s 1947
inquiry into the Party’s @anisation. The inquiry v&aprompted by the 1945 Labour
landslide, which Conservative strategists bldma part, on the elitist nature of the
PCP (Greenwood, 1988, 458-466). The re®rmtroduced by Maxwell-Fyfe made
the constituency associations, rather tipanliamentary candidates, responsible for
election expenses. In addition, constitueasgociations were @hibited from raising
the question of financial contributions from any prospective candidate until after they
had been selected and limigi contributions that a carldite could make to £25 a
year (Taylor & Evans, 1996: 77). Whilst ése reforms may have addressed the
power of money in candidatelection they did not lead to an immediate change in
the social composition of the PCP (@fie, 1994: 156). The main obstacle to
selecting working-class candidates was wité individual constitency associations
who were still reluctant to choose casates who were not from a middle-class,
professional background. Despite comedr pressure from Central Office on
constituency associations, the few workirigss or trades uniasti candidates that
were selected were generally doomeéigbt solidly Labourseats (Greenwood, 1988:
461). It was not until the 1958eneral election that thiérst Conservative trades

unionist, Ray Mawby, was elected. Bdiugh Central Office held up Mawby as a

2 £50 for MPs
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shining example of the modern Conssive Party, neighbouring MP Charles
Williams opposed his candidacy and complained that, “Devon and Cornwall should
be the preserve of gentlemen and tragei®nists should not be selected. (Criddle,
1994: 157-158)

Whilst the social composition of the bulk tfe PCP remained largely immune to
institutional changes in candidate selectithe introduction of leadership elections
arguably made the PCP seem less elitist and more inclusive. Prior to the election of
Edward Heath in 1965 Conservative leaderere not selectethrough a formal
election process. Rather, senior partymbers canvassed their colleagues in the
parliamentary party, a practice that becamewn as “the customary processes of
consultation” (Bogdanor, 1994: 69). The nkeader would then be appointed Prime
Minister by the monarch Heath came from a lower-middle class backgr8uant
was grammar school educated, rather thiam public school. This contrasted well
with previous aristocratipublic school educated lead such as Home, Macmillan
and Churchill. Heath’'s successor Margaretfther had middle class, rather than
aristocratic roots. In addition, she was fiist woman to lead a major political party
and the first female Prime Minister. Wheaihe became Conservative leader Mrs.
Thatcher was acutely aware that votehe electorate could turn against the
Conservatives, simply on account of hendgr. However, she skilfully turned both
her gender and her upbringing above a cosm&p to her advantage; she portrayed
herself as a thrifty housewife, in touch wéh electorate struggling with inflation, and
who possessed common sense remedies to the nation’s economic ills. Mrs. Thatcher’s
successor, John Major also used his humbggrs to portray himaslf as a man of the
people in a party political broadcast fine 1992 general election; directed by John
SchlesingeiThe Journeysaw Major retrace his early &es in Brixton (Seldon, 1997:
277). Major tried to reinforce this ‘man tfe people’ image through his vision of a
‘classless society’ and allowing the publa suggest worthy candidates for honours
(Baker & Fountain, 1996: 88).

® Heath was the first Tory leader since Bonar ltasake charge whilst the party was in opposition
* His father was a carpenter
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4.22 Academic work on the PCP and social background

4.22.1 Education

There is a large body of work on the sodatkground of the PCP, this comes both
from both work specifically related to ti@onservative Party and also from various
Nuffield College election studies. Arguahllyge most wide ranging study is that by
Byron Criddle (1994), which covers therjpels from 1900 to the 1935 election and
from 1945 to the 1992 election. Criddle’s stughows the dominance of Eton and the
Oxbridge educated MPs during the yearsor to the Great War (see Table 4.1
below). However, the influx of ‘new moneyand a consequent dilution of the elitist
nature of the party) can be seen inltheer proportion of publischool educated MPs
after the landslide victories 4918, 1924, 1931 and 1935 (Criddle, 1994: 151).

After 1945 the educational deground of Tory MPs remainefirly stable until the
1979 election, when the public school contimigieegan to steadily decline (see Table
4.2 below). In addition, the number of Ciidonian’s within the PCP fell across the
post-war period; from one iiour in 1945 to one in t€rby 1992 (Criddle, 1994: 161).
In addition, the party’s moreneritocratic nature was reflected in the rise in the
proportion of graduates within the PCP,npaof who came from universities other
than Oxford or Cambridge (Criddle, 1994: 161). These trends become even more
obvious through the analysis of cohorts ofyTMPs entering Parliament for the first
time (see Table 4.3 below). Criddle highlightow the 1945 intake, concentrated in
safe seats, was predomitign(80%) public school educad. However, by the 1970s
the proportion of new MPs educated at priskkhool had fallen to an average of 62%
and fell below 60% during €11980’s (Criddle, 1994: 161).

® Thirty-four out of 336
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Table 4.1Education of Conservative MPs 1900-1935

Year Public School University Public School Total MPs
and Oxford or
Eton Harrow Other Allpublic OxfordCambridge Other All university Cambridge

school
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (N)
1900 29 10 22 61 28 20 10 58 58 402
1906 35 7 25 67 28 15 10 53 40 156
1910 (Jan.) 33 10 31 74 30 16 9 55 44 272
1910 (Feb.) 34 9 32 75 31 16 9 56 45 272
1918 19 8 26 53 23 16 14 53 40 382
1922 22 9 26 57 24 17 11 52 36 344
1923 25 10 27 62 27 16 11 54 38 258
1924 23 7 27 57 24 18 14 56 35 412
1929 27 9 26 62 26 19 17 62 38 260
1931 22 7 27 56 25 18 15 58 36 470
1935 26 7 30 63 29 19 12 60 44 387

Source: Criddle, 1994: 152
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Table 4.2Education of Conservative MPs 1945-1992

Year Public School University Public School Total MPs
and Oxford or
Eton Harrow Other Allpublic OxfordCambridge Other All university Cambridge

school
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (N)
1945 29 6 41 76 29 22 11 62 48 210
1950 26 6 43 75 31 21 10 62 50 298
1951 24 7 43 74 31 21 10 62 49 321
1955 23 6 47 76 31 22 10 63 50 345
1959 20 5 47 72 28 22 10 60 46 365
1964 22 6 47 75 30 22 11 63 48 304
1966 22 6 53 81 33 24 10 67 51 253
1970 18 4 52 74 30 22 12 64 45 330
1974 (Feb) 18 4 52 74 29 24 14 67 48 297
1974 (Oct) 17 4 54 75 29 27 13 69 47 277
1979 15 2 55 72 27 23 19 69 43 339
1983 12 3 55 70 26 22 23 71 42 397
1987 11 2 55 68 24 20 26 70 37 376
1992 10 2 50 62 25 20 28 73 32 336

Source: Criddle, 1994: 162
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Table 4.3Education of New Conservative MPs 1945-1992

Year Public school Eton  Public school and Total New MPs
Oxford or Cambridge
(%) (%) (%) (N)

1945 84 28 41 71
1950 70 23 45 119
1951 75 25 46 41
1955 75 14 50 49
1959 73 16 35 71
1964 85 15 56 41
1966 61 16 44 18
1970 63 10 37 100
1974 (Feb.) 81 15 45 53
1974 (Oct.) 60 - 33 10
1979 61 13 30 86
1983 52 6 25 101
1987 59 6 30 53
1992 55 5 33 63

Source: Criddle, 1994; 163

These finding are largely confirmed Bbor& Moran’s (1985) sidy of the British
political elite. They found @t the social composition of the PCP remained largely
stable between 1945 and 1974, but became= meeritocratic from 1979 onwards.
Burch & Moran were concernghlat the large number of welTory MPs elected in the
landslide victory of 1983 may have distaitéhe picture. They argued that the old
pattern of recruiting well-connected Tories safe seats might have been hidden by
large numbers of more meritocratic MP$omvould not ordinarily have been elected.
To test this theory Burch & Moran measdrthe educational characteristics of the
1983 cohort against the marginality ofeth seats (see Table 4.4 below). If the
hypothesis were true thenettbest educated MPs woultk in the safest seats.
However, the proportion of publschool / Oxbridge MPs ithe safest seats was the
same as for the party as a whole, whitgt proportion of Old Etonians and ex public
school MPs is almost identical to thattbé PCP as a whole (Burch & Moran, 1985:
6). Therefore Burch & Moranancluded that the areasingly meritocratic nature of
the PCP was based on real change andnetia temporary disttion caused by the
abnormally large intake df983 (Burch & Moran, 1983: 6).
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However, Burch & Moran noted that the risethe meritocrats was largely confined

to the rank and file of the PCP (see EaBl5 below). Despite the election of Ted
Heath and Margaret Thatcher, both grams@hool products from relatively humble
backgrounds, Conservative cabinets nemé dominated by a public school /
Oxbridge educated elite. Whilst there wasdecline in the ariscratic and upper
middle-class element within the Cabinet, this was not matched by a corresponding rise
in state school educated mecitats (Burch & Moran, 1985: 8-9).

Baker, Gamble & Ludlam (1992), updated and expanded on the work of Burch &
Moran. Baker et. al. studied the social background and ideological position of both
new MPs and ministers from 1987 to 1992. Idiadn they used the same methods as
Burch & Moran by plotting the socialalbkgrounds of the 1987 and 1992 cohorts of
the PCP and comparing them against that3#3. Baker et al.’s sailts showthat the
broadening of the social base of new Gouative MPs, evident in Burch & Moran,
was halted or even reversed in the 1987 and 1992 intakes. Furthermore, Baker et. al.
found evidence that suggested the Conserv&aréy was reverting to type (see Table
4.6 below), in that those with a moraditional educationabackground dominated

the selection for safe seafBaker et. al., 1992: 659). Alysis of the educational
background of cabinet members beeém 1987 and 1992 (see Table 4.7 below)
revealed that the numbers of state educesdinet ministers rose, from 14% in 1979

to 24% in 1992. However, those from a filschool Oxbridge background remained
fairly stable. In additionhose who did not attend univaysfell from 29% in 1983 to

only 10% in 1992. Therefore Baket. al. largely confirmethe conclusions of Burch

& Moran, concluding that there was noidence that the higher echelons of the

Conservative Party were becoming moreritocratic (Baker et. al., 1992: 661).
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Table 4.4Background of New Conservative MPs 1983, Allowing for Marginafifeat (%): Difference from Figure for All New MPs in

Brackets

All 5% Plus Majorities 10% Pluglajorities 15% Plus Majorities
All Public Schools 47.0 53.6 (+ 6.6) 51.9 (+4.9) 46.9 (-0.1)
Eton 6.0 7.2 (+1.2) 5.8 (-0.2) 6.25 (+0.25)
Oxbridge 35.0 37.7 (+2.7) 36.5 (+1.5) 31.25 (-3.75)
Public / Oxbridge 25.0 29.0 (+4.0) 269 (+1.9) 25.0 (0.0)
Elem. / Sec. Only 12.0 13.0 (+ 1.0 154 (+3.4) 21.9 (+9.9)
State sec. / Univ. 30.0 24.6 (-5.4) 25.0 (-5.0) 28.1 (-1.9)
Number 100 69 52 32
Source: Burch & Moran , 1985: 14
Table 4.5Background of Cabinet Ministers (%)

1916 — 1955 1955 - 1984

All Public Schools 76.5 87.1
Eton / Harrow 5.9 36.3
Oxbridge 63.2 72.8
Elem. / Sec. Only 4.0 2.5
All Universities 71.4 81.6
Aristocrat 31.6 18.1
Middle Class 65.3 74.0
Working Class 3.0 2.6
No Data - 4.0
Number 98 77

Source: Burch & Moran, 1985: 15
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Table 4.6New MPs from 1983-1992 grouped by educational background and méingofadeat. Percentage néwly occupied seats with
certain majorities won by MPs @hrious educational backgrounds

Year All New MPs 5% + Maj 10% + Maj 15% + Maj
Public School 92 66% 45% 50% 72%
87 65% 65% 66% 71%
83 47% 54% 52% 47%
Eton 92 5% 9% 0 6%
87 6% 7% 7% 9%
83 6% 6% 7% 6%
Oxbridge 92 43% 27% 17% 53%
87 42% 42% 42% 44%
83 35% 38% 37% 31%
Public / Oxbridge 92 39% 18% 17% 50%
87 37% 37% 39% 41%
83 25% 29% 27% 25%
St. Sec/ Uni 92 18% 36% 33% 14%
87 14% 12% 10% 12%
83 30% 30% 25% 28%
State Sec / HE* 92 25% 45% 33% 19%
87 28% 30% 20% 24%
83 - - - -
Elem / Sec 92 5% 0 0 8%
87 8% 9% 7% 6%
83 12% 13% 15% 22%
Number 92 61 53 42 36
87 52 43 41 34
83 100 69 52 32
Source Baker et. al., 1992: 660 *includes all forms of higher / further education
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Table 4.7Educational Background of Cabinet Miress by Cabinet Cohort from 1979 — 1992

Cabinet Cohort* 1979 1983 1987 1990 1992
Education

Private Secondary 86% 71% 71% 7% 76%
State Secondary 14% 29% 29% 23% 24%
Oxbridge 82% 81% 67% 7% 71%
Other University 18% 10% 14% 9% 19%
No University 14% 29% 29% 23% 10%
Number 22 21 21 22 21

* Post-election cabinets in 1979, ‘83, '87, and '92 and John Major’s first cabinet in 1990

Source Baker et. al., 1992: 661
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4.22.2 Occupation

In terms of occupation, Criddle’s (1994udy observed that uje 1939 the PCP was
dominated by a plutocratic elite, drawn from landowners, the military, the professions
and business. However, thissearch also highlights thiecline in the ascendancy of
the landowning class after the carnageVWdrld War | and as professionals and
businessmen joined the Conservatives (sdreT4&8 below) rathethan the declining
Liberal Party (Criddle, 1994: 165).

Table 4.80ccupation of Conservative MPs 1900-1935

Year Land  Military”  Professiorfs Busines$ Total MPs
(%) (%) (%) (%) (N)
1900 26 13 29 32 402
1906 28 11 25 36 156
1910 (Jan.) 27 12 33 27 272
1910 (Dec.) 27 12 33 27 272
1918 15 14 33 38 382
1922 14 14 37 35 344
1923 16 12 36 36 258
1924 12 15 40 33 412
1929 14 17 37 32 260
1931 11 12 41 36 470
1935 10 15 36 40 387

Source: Criddle, 1994: 147

The post-war Nuffield election studiedivided occupational categories into
professions, business, miscellaneous madual, (see Table 4.9 below) although the
last category was largely irrelevant, as ihsigted of a sole MRrst elected in 1964.

The further decline of the landed gentry and the military is demonstrated by their
relegation to components of the ‘miscellans’ category. Théalance between the
other three categories remained faigiable throughout th@ost war period and
reflected the switch of electoral power frahe shires to the suburbs (Criddle, 1994:

160-161).

® Owners of land and their heirs

" Army, Navy or Air Force Officers

8 Essentially the Bar, and lesser numbers of ol civil servants, dipmats, medics, academics,
journalists and publishers

® MPs engaged in commerce, finance and industry
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Table 4.90ccupation of Conservative MPs 1945-1992

Year Professiod® Busines¥  Miscellaneou$ Manual  Total
MPs
(%) (%) (%) (%) (N)

1945 48 27 25 L 210
1950 43 41 16 L 298
1951 41 37 22 L 321
1955 46 29 24 L 345
1959 46 31 23 L 365
1964 48 26 25 1 304
1966 46 30 23 1 253
1970 45 30 23 1 330
1974 (Feb.) 45 32 23 1 297
1974 (Oct.) 46 32 21 1 277
1979 45 34 20 1 339
1983 45 36 19 1 397
1987 42 37 20 1 376
1992 39 38 22 1 336

Source: Criddle: 1994, 160

The research of Criddle, Burch & MorandaBaker et. al. has vealed a slow but
steady transition of the Conservativertiyafrom being a party dominated by the
aristocracy to one overwhelmingly madg of the professional middle classes.
However, their research also demonstrated the PCP remained socially exclusive
and unrepresentative. My research in t#ea aims to show whether the PCP has
become more inclusive or whethehés remained a bastion of elitism.

4.3 Social Background of the PCP 1997-2001

4.31 Education

The PCP of 1997 was slightly more tisli than those ofthe preceding two
parliaments, however this was reversed in 2001 (see Table 4.10 below). The
proportion of Old Etoniansnal Old Harrovians in the PCP has continued to fall,
whilst the proportion of privatgleducated MPs rose 1997 (67%), buthen fell back

again in 2001 (61%). Again, é¢hnumber of Oxbridge gdaates in the PCP rose in
1997 (50%), but fell back in 2001 (46%). &mother sign of continuity, Oxford

10 Barristers, solicitors, doctors, architects, surveyergjineers, accountants, military officers, civil
servants, lecturers and teachers.

* Company directors and executiiesommerce, finance and industry

2 Farmers and landowners, publishers, journalists, political organisers and housewives
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graduates still outnumber theatolleagues from Cambridg®©ne noticeable trend is
the rise in the proportion of MPs who havad some form of higher education; this
has increased from 73% P92 to 92% irboth 1997 and 2001. This is possibly a
consequence of the retirement of mawfythe older members of the PCP and a
reflection of the wider trend for more peegb be university educated. Examination
of the new intake of Tory MPs elected 1997 shows that public school and public
school / Oxbridge educated MPs were mokelyi to be selectedor safest seats,
whilst those who received a state secopdachool and a non-Oxbridge university
more likely to be selected for the masarginal seats (see Table 4.10 below). MPs
with a state secondary and Oxbridge edooatvere over-represéad in the group of
second safest seats. All of the new intaleze university educated. Study of the 2001
cohort reveals that those MPs who wensti@ite secondary Isgols and non-Oxbridge
universities were again over-repested in the most marginsgats. By contrast those
who attended state secondary schools, Whb attended oneof the Oxbridge

universities are overepresented in the safestats (see Table 4.11 below).

However, my research also shows ttite highest ranks of the PCP are becoming
more inclusive and meritocratic (see T@dl12 below). Baker et. al. found that from
1979-1992 cabinet positions were overwhafly taken up by pvately educated

MPs (on average 76%). However, this figure dropped to 58% for the 1997 Shadow
Cabinet and 54% in 2001. The 1997 Shadow cabinet conformed to type, in that
Oxbridge graduates (79%gar outnumbered contempoies from less prestigious
universities. However, the first 2001 &low Cabinet a significant shift with
Oxbridge graduates in a minority (42%)pmpared to their colleagues from other

universities (50%).

4.32 Occupation
My research shows that the social compositf the PCP has remained more or less
static. The PCP is still drawn overwhelmingly from business and the professions (see

table 4.8 below), the dominant profession being law.
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Table 4.1CEducation of Conservative MPs 1979-2001

Year Public School University Public School Total MPs
and Oxford or

Eton Harrow Other Allpublic OxfordCambridge Other All university Cambridge

school
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (N)
1979 15 2 55 72 27 23 19 69 43 339
1983 12 3 55 70 26 22 23 71 42 397
1987 11 2 55 68 24 20 26 70 37 376
1992 10 2 50 62 25 20 28 73 32 336
1997 9 1 57 67 28 22 42 92 40 165
2001 8 - 54 61 25 21 46 92 35 166

Sources: Criddle, 1994: 162, Dod’s Parliamentary Companion 1997-2001, Websites of individual MPs

Table 4.11Background of New Conservative MPs 1997, Alhgifor Marginality of Seat (%): Diérence from Figure for All New MPs in
Brackets

All Under 5% Maj 5% + Maj 10% + Maj 15% + Maj
All Public Schools 58.0 535 ( - 4.5 57¢2 0.8) 50.0 ( -8.0) 63.2 (+ 5.2)
Eton 7.0 11.1 ( +4.1) 14.3 (+7.3) 0.0 53(-1.7)
Public / Oxbridge 30.2 33.3 ( +3.3) 28.6 (- 4.7) 125 (-17.7) 36.8 (+ 6.6)
Public / Univ 25.6 22.2 ( - 3.4) 28.6 (+3.0) 25.0 (- 0.6) 26.3 (+ 0.7)
State Sec. Oxbridge 14.0 11.1 ( - 3.2) 0.0 37.5 (+23.5) 10.5 (- 3.5)
State Sec. / Uni. 28.0 44.4 ( +16.4) 28.60.6) 25.0 ( -3.0) 21.1(-6.9)
Elem. / Sec. Only 0 - - - -
Number 43 9 7 8 19

Source: Dod’s Parliamentary Companion 1998, Websites of individual MPs
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Table 4.12Background of New Conservative MPs 2001, Alhgafor Marginality of Seat (%): Diérence from Figure for All New MPs in

Brackets*

All Under 5% Maj 5% + Maj 10% + Maj 15% + Maj
All Public Schools 63.6 33.3 (-30.3) 100.0 (+33.4) 50.0 (-16.6) 60.0 (-6.6)
Eton 18.0 33.3 (+14.3) 0 30.0 (+11.0)
Public / Oxbridge 22.7 33.3 (+ 9.5) 0 40.0 (+ 16.2)
Public / Univ 40.9 33.3 (- 7.6) 66.6 (+23.7) 50.0 (+7.1) 30.0 (- 12.9)
State Sec. Oxbridge 4.5 0 100.0 (+95.2)
State Sec. / Uni. 31.8 66.6 (+ 34.8) 33.3 (+1.5) 30.0 (+1.8)
Number 22 6 10

Sources: Dod’s Parliamentary Companion 2002, individual MPs’ websites.

* Two MPs (John Baron and Andrew Selous have chosen not to reveal their secondary education and have been excluded from this stud
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Table 4.1FEducational Backgrounds of Shadow GadiiMinisters by Cabinet Cohort
from 1997 — 2001

Cabinet Cohort* 1997 2001
Education

Private Secondary 58% 54%
State Secondary 42% 46%
Oxbridge 79% 42%
Other University 16% 50%
No University 5% 8%
Number 19 26

Sources: Dod’s Parliamentary Companion 1998 — 2002, Individual MPs’ websites
* Post election shadow cilets in 1997 and 2001

Table 4.140ccupation of Coreyvative MPs 1979-2001

Year Professiofls Business Miscellaneoud Manual Total
MPs
(%) (%) (%) (%) (N)

1979 45 34 20 1 339
1983 45 36 19 1 397
1987 42 37 20 1 376
1992 39 38 22 1 336
1997 34 32 33 1 165
2001 35 32 32 1 166

Source: Criddle: 1994, 160, Dod’s Parliamentary Companion, 1997-2001, Websites of individual MPs

The research presented in this chaptemwms that the PCP, by its own standard, has
become more inclusive, aquess that accelerated afig79 and that this trend has
continued, despite a ‘blip’ in 1997 probaldgiused by the scale of the party’s defeat

at the hands of New Labouir.

However it is still a long way from being peesentative of the nation as a whole
where 79% are state educated, 5%nattgrammar schools and 13% are privately
schooled (http://www.staties.gov.uk). Moreover, whilst 44% of school leavers
attend university (httpwww.dfes.gov.uk), over 90% dhe PCP passed through the

8 Barristers, solicitors, doctors, chitects, surveyors, engineers, @actants, military officers, civil
servants, lecturers and teachers.
° Company directors and executiiezommerce, finance and industry
1 Farmers and landowners, publishers, journalists, political organisers and housewives
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higher education system. The proportion of R@P that is Oxbridge educated is even
greater; 50% (1997) or 48%2@01) of Conservative MPs wettd either Oxford or
Cambridge compared to a mere 2% of the general public. In addition, the PCP still
contains a small contingent drawn from the ranks of the aristocracy; Archie Hamilton
and Peter Brooke sat in the 1997 Parliatherhilst Michael Ancram, Douglas Hogg,
Nicholas Soames and George Young selnebloth the 1997 and 2001 Parliaments.
Eighteen Tory MPs who sat in the 1997 Parliament had knighthoods and ten knights
were elected as Tory MPs in 2001 Thirteen ConservativéPs from the 1997
Parliament had relatives who had previousither been Conservative MPs or who
had served in earlier Conservatiadministrations, this figa fell to ten MPs in the
2001 sessiol. By contrast, the PCP of 1997 caimed only thirteen women and the
PCP of 2001 had just fourteen.

4.33 Gender

The low number of female Conservative $/iR the 1997 and 2001 parliaments is not
unusual. However, it is surprising given tkfa post-war Conservative Party has been
the beneficiary of a political ‘gendgap’; evidence suggests that between 1945-1979
women were much more likely to voteoservative, rather than Labour. This is
highly significant, had there been no warisefranchise Labour would have been in
office almost continuously from 1945 #®97 (Lovenduski et. al., 1994: 615). The
party also gave women the vote on the starmas as men in 1928, it was the first and
to date only British political party to Hed by a woman who went on to become the
country’s first and only female Prime Mster. Nevertheless, éhparty’s record in
producing female MPs has been poor. The post-war Conservative Party has
consistently selected fewer female caladies than the Labour Party (see Table 4.15
below). Furthermore, the last time the Camative Party selected more women than
the Liberal Democrats (and their predes@s) was 1970, although the Conservatives
have a better record tharethiberal Democrats when it ces to ‘converting’ female

candidates into MPs.

121997; Ray Whitney, Richard Bodpeter Emery, Norman Fowldtdward Heath, Geoffrey Johnson-
Smith, Nicholas Lyell, David Madel. 1997 & 2001; Sydney Chapman, Patrick Cormack, Michael
Spicer, John Stanley, Peter Tapsell, Teddy Taytam Haselhurst, Brian Mawhinney, John Butterfill,
Michael Lord
131997; David Prior, Peter Brooke, David Faber, Peter Temple Morris. 2001; Andrew Mitchell, Bill
Wiggin. 1997 & 2001; Michael Acram, Francis Maude, Douglas Hoddicholas Soames, Geoffrey
Clifton-Brown, David Heathcoat-Amory, Bernard Jenkin, James Arbuthnot, Dominic Grieve
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The main problem appears to be that a culture of overt sexism is still rife within the
Conservative Party. Aspiring women cataties interviewed for research by the
Fawcett Society felt that:
...there is a widespread assumption witthe Conservative Party that MPs
should be white, male, professionabjddle aged with a family. (Fawcett
Society, 2004: 2)
The worst offenders in this culture ofxggm are the older members, both male and
female and the problem is arguably aegrbated by the drly profile the
Conservative grassroots members. 1898 women under the age of forty five
comprised a mere 2% of the Conservative Party’'s membership and Baroness
Buscombe, a former party vice chairmaihwesponsibility for women claimed that
“...the Conservative Party was not a place where women under sixty could feel
comfortable.” (Buscombe, 30/8/2001)

Table 4.183Nomen candidates and elected MPs 1945 — 1997

Year Conservative Labour Lidéral

Candidates Elected Candiida Elected Candidates Elected
1945 14 1 41 21 20 1
1950 29 6 42 14 45 1
1951 25 6 41 11 11 0
1955 33 10 43 14 14 0
1959 28 12 36 13 16 0
1964 24 11 33 18 24 0
1966 21 7 30 19 20 0
1970 26 15 29 10 23 0
1974 Feb 33 9 40 13 40 0
1974 Oct 30 7 50 18 49 0
1979 31 8 52 11 52 0
1983 40 13 78 10 76 0
1987 46 17 92 21 105 2
1992 63 20 138 37 143 2
1997 67 13 154 101 122 5
2001 94 14 149 95 132 5

Sources: Dods’s Parliamentary Companion 1998 — 2002, Lovenduski et. al., 1994: 626, The Family
Policy Studies Centre 1997, The Fawcett Society 2002

1 Including all Alliance candidates in 1983 and 1987 and Liberal Democrats in 1992
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3.34 Race

If the party’s record on female candidatand MPs is poor, strecord on ethnic

minorities is even worse. The Conservative Party’s only Asian MP Nirj Deva lost his

seat in the 1997 Labour landslide (Creldl997: 199). Consequently there were no

ethnic minority Conservative MPs betweEd97 and 2005. Onlyotirteen candidates

at the 2001 election were black or Asiand of those only two were in winnable

seats. Shadow cabinet member Andrewndl@y admits there is endemic racism

within the Party and that:
| know a number of prospective candidateho, if they were not from ethnic
minorities, would have been selected in safe seats and would be Conservative
MPs today. There are people who, if tremply had a different name, would
have been interviewed many times, emenensely impressive and would have
been selected. (Sylvest& Johnston, 1/9/2001)

Baroness Buscombe believes that they ke party treats people from ethnic

minorities mirrors the way the party treats women:
| remember one party at Central @#j which was billed as a Caribbean
evening. The guests were black Britamko, almost without exception, had
been born in this country and had lekithdesks in the City in order to attend
the event. They were served fried plantains and there was a steel band playing.
| nearly died. They werall really enthusiasticleout the Conservative party,
and completely baffled. (Buscombe, 30/8/2001)

4.4 Political Attributes

4.4.1 Electoral vulnerability

Once elected most members of Parliamesgard the Commons as a career and
consequently give it up with greatiwetance (Adonis, 1993: 53). The commentator
Noel Malcolm referred to, “...the deepest need of Tory backbenchers: the need to
retain one’s seat at a general electigdvies, 1995: 121) Therefore it is reasonable
to hypothesise that constituency or electonarginality can be identified as a salient
variable upon leadership elections, eveit i§ not the most iqortant variable. The
constituency marginality of individuals withthe PCP is salient as it magnifies the
perception of vulnerability for MPs in mginal constituencies, which potentially
constrains them and can himdleir career. On the othband it can bean enabling
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dynamic for MPs with large majorities as it empowers them and can enhance their

prospects for promotion.

MPs in marginal constituencies are consiedi by a number of factors; firstly there is
a relationship between the marginality @fseat and turnout, with turnout being
stronger in marginal seats. One explanatiahas individual votersnay feel that they
have a chance of affectintge outcome and are therefomore motivated to vote.
Another explanation is thgtarty’s campaign more extewsly in marginal seats,
compared to safe seats and that thigtitened campaigning persuades voters to turn
out (Whiteley et. al., 1988: 191) ConsequgniiPs may feel compelled to devote an
above average amount of time to constituemayters and working on behalf of their
constituents. Philip Norton has identified sew®nstituency roles that an MP has to
fulfil:
1 safety valve allowing constituent to express their views;information
provider, giving information or advice to those constituents that seek it; 3
local dignitary, attending local events; 4&dvocate giving support to a
particular cause; Benefactorproviding benefits to garticular constituents
who seek them; fowerful friend intervening in a particular dispute on behalf
of a constituent; promoter of constituency interestgjvancing the case for
collective interests (such as employmentthe constituency (Norton, 2002:
21).
MPs might hope that by working in this wthey could build up a degree of personal,
rather than party support. Although constituency work is not thought to persuade
many voters to switch allegiae it may well serve to t&n support that would
otherwise drain away (Norton, 2002: 34). Tbauld be vital in holding the seat at an
election if the popular mood was runningaatgst the political party that an MP
represented. Michael Portillo’s perceived indifference towards his constituents in his
Enfield South seat has been cited as a niagtor that led to Isi dismissal at the 1997

general election (Paxman, 2003: 132).

A second strategy an MP with a marginal migjomight feel compelled to take is to
rebel against their party over certain issuasthis case the Mnight hope that by
defying the party line over amnpopular issue their coitsients would see them as
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independent of party and concerned toperly represent their constituents. This
feeling could again be translated into a §mral’, rather than ‘party’ vote at election

time.

Whilst both these strategies may enable an MP to hang on to their marginal seat
whilst the tide is against their party, the dowlesis that both may ctail their rise up

the party and governmental ladder. MPs tfaate to devote a considerable amount of
time to ‘nursing’ their constituenciebave less time to dete to speaking in
parliament, working in committeesié getting noticed by their partyvghips and are
therefore often overlooked for promotiowhilst poor parliamentary performance
may result in an MP being overlookedr fpromotion, a rebellious MP will get
noticed, but for all the wrong reasons. Rbbe against onesparty is not taken
lightly and rebellious MPs can expect nuss out on trips abroad, membership of
parliamentary committees and of course stamiial office. Rebellious MPs may also
face trouble from within their local assation who hold the ultimate sanction of
deselection, as Sir Anthony Meyer wrote h€l price of liberty, for an independent
minded MP, is eternal coffee mornings.{Davies, 1995: 120) Finally, an MP for a
marginal constituency may find their padggd governmental career is curtailed by the
insecurity of tenure. It would be reasorebd hypothesis that ¢hparty leader would

be unwilling to promote an MP who is likely to loss their seat at the next general

election.

Evidence that Conservative MPs in marginahstituencies are less likely to attain
high office is provided in Table 4.16 (below). This analyses the composition of
Conservative Party cabinets and shadow @&dbim relation to electoral vulnerability.
The table shows every Conservative cabaret shadow cabinet formed immediately
after a general election,ngle 1951 together with ewerConservative cabinet and
shadow cabinet that preceded the nextegal election. These ebroken down into

four groups, ranging from those in the mosrginal seats (majorities under 5%) to
those in normally safe seats (majorities of 15% and above). The table clearly

demonstrates the adverse affect that holding a marginal constituency can play upon a

!51n the end Meyer’s rebellious streak cost himjbiis when his local association deselected him for
challenging Mrs. Thatcher for theadership of the party in 1989.
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Conservative MP’s career aspirations.eDwa period of fifty years only 26 MPs
(5.8%) from the most marginal seats hatined cabinet (or shadow cabinet) rank

from the 26 cabinets and shadow cabinets analysed.

By contrast the largest group 299 MPs (66)4who attained cabinet (or shadow
cabinet) rank sat in the safest seats. This group is by far the largest of the three
comprising 2/8 of the total number of MPs who have served in Conservative
cabinets and their shadow equivalentse Tthble also shows the effect how the
Conservative Party’s fluctuating electorafttmes are reflecteith the composition of
cabinets according to marginality. Thus whbe party has been at the peak of its
electoral success during the One Nation &hdtcher periods no MPs from the most
marginal constituencies made it into the cahiftndeed, Mrs. Thatcher’s first cabinet
after her 1983 landslide election victory ca@ined no one with a majority smaller that
15%. Conversely, the periods in which MPghathe most marginal seats are most
numerous coincide with some of tRarty’s leanest years; Heath 1966-1970, Hague
1997-2001 and Duncan Smith 2001-2002. This is conceivably due to the distorting
effect of the electoral cye] when the party is at peak of eletoral popularity
individual MPs majorities will increase aadingly, then the most marginal seats the
party holds will be those that it would nodrmally expect to win. Consequently these
will be held by relatively inexperienced MRvould not be eligible for high-ranking
jobs. Conversely, when the party is @ trough of electoral unpopularity even
relatively safe seats may become mardfhdhus a Conservative shadow cabinet may

include experienced and able MPs who ftheémselves in marginal constituencies.

16 Extremely adverse electoral conditions can resuhénloss of what were apparently ultra-safe sets;
thus in 1997 Michael Portillo lost Enfield Southgate despite winning a 31% majority at the 1992
general election
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Table 4.16Conservative cabinet members’ majorities 1959-2003

Cabinet

Under 5% 5%+

10%+ 15%+ N
Churchill Oct. 1951 - Sept. 1953 1 1 2 6 10
Churchill Oct. 1954 - April 1955 1 1 4 8 14
Eden May 1955 — Dec. 1955 0 1 4 9 14
Macmillan Jan. 1958 — Oct. 1959 0 2 1 12 15
Macmillan Oct. 1959 — July 1960 0 1 1 13 15
Home April 1964 — Oct. 1964 0 2 4 14 20
Home Oct. 1964 — July 1965* 3 3 10 17
Heath July 1965 — March 1966* 1 3 4 10 18
Heath March 1966 —Oct967* 3 2 6 4 15
Heath Oct. 1969 — June 1970* 3 1 5 5 14
Heath June 1970 — July 1970 0 0 4 11 15
Heath Jan 1974 — Feb 1974 0 0 3 14 17
Heath Feb 1974 — Oct 1974* 0 1 7 12 20
Heath Oct 1974 — Feb 1975* 1 5 6 7 19
Thatcher 1979* 3 4 4 9 20
Thatcher 1979 1 2 3 13 19
Thatcher Jan 1983 — June 1983 0 1 4 14 19
Thatcher Jun 1983 — Oct 1983 0 0 0 19 19
Thatcher May 1986 — June 1987 0 0 1 18 19
Thatcher June 1987 — Oct 1987 1 1 0 17 19
Major Nov 1990 — April 1992 1 2 2 15 20
Major April 1992 — Sept. 1992 0 2 2 16 20
Major July 1995 — May 1997 1 2 2 16 21
Hague June 1997 — June 1998* 3 0 4 10 17
Hague Sept. 2000 — July 2001* 3 2 3 10 18
Duncan Smith Sept 2001 — July 2002* 2 3 5 9 19
Total 26 42 84 301 453
%age 5.8 9.3 18.5 66.4 100.0
Average 1.0 1.6 3.2 11.5 17.3

Sources: Dod’s Parliamentary Companion 1951 — 2002, Butler & Butler, 1994: 33 — 44, 131-132

*Denotes a shadow cabinet
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4.42 Age and Experience

Members of Parliament are the public facex@jor British political parties. The age
and experience of a party’s MPs and their ézazhn affect public perceptions of that
party in the same way as social backgrouRdsenbaum argues that one of the most
common goals of politicians to seem authoritative and experienced (Rosenbaum,
1997: 179), it is therefore of value to aemine the age and experience of the
Parliamentary Conservative Party and its é&ad The Conservative Party’s first three
post-war leaders; Churchill, Eden and Macmillan all possessed over thirty years
parliamentary experience upon their accession to the leadership. (See Table 4.17
below). Conservative leaders of the earlgtpoar period also tended to be older than
their modern counterparts,flecting their wealth of exp@ence. Eden was at fifty-
eight the only leader of ¢hperiod under sixty; his predessor Churchill assumed the
leadership at the age of sixty-six. Thend towards younger, less experienced leaders
coincided with the introduction of the formsystem of leadership elections. Edward
Heath who took control of thparty at the relatively youthf age of forty-nine and
with fifteen years experience in parliamenhis was arguably sign of Conservative
MPs’ desire to ditch their old-fashioné&gtouse moor’ image and appear modern and
relevant. Consequently, Heath representegbachange in the type of leader the party
chose because of his youth, as well as his lower-middle class background. By contrast
Margaret Thatcher had been in the Camnsinearly twenty years when she became
leader and was the most experienced lbfttee elected leaders. This may be no
coincidence as it is arguable that Thatthgender slowed hetse through the ranks

of the parliamentary party. Neverthelesse had still spent much less time in
parliament than any of her predecessoh® wemerged’. Thatcher’s successor, John
Major had only been an MP for eleven yeaten he replaced Mr3hatcher in 1990.
Major enjoyed a meteoric ascent throutjie party hierarchy; one commentator
claimed he had ‘risen without trace’ (\éicroft, 2005: 185) and one of his senior
civil service advisers, Judith Chapliromdered whether he was experienced enough
to be Prime Minister (Seldon, 1997: 13MWajor was also younger than all his
predecessors, the first post-war Consevealeader under fifty. William Hague was
even younger and less experienced thanoMaarguably the consequence of the
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dearth of quality candidateavailable in the 1997 leadéip election and of the
parliamentary party’s desire to skip a generdtion

The age and experience of Conservative @birs analysed in Table 4.18 below. It
should be noted that this study is confintedConservative MPs, members of the
House of Lords who have served in conservative cabinets and shadow cabinets are
excluded as the thesis as a whole dedkl\swith the motivation and behaviour of
the elected element of the ParliamentarytyParhis shows thathe overall age of
Conservative cabinets and shadow cabihets remained relatively stable over the
post-war period. The oldesteing Churchill's final calmet (av. 56.6), whilst the
youngest is Hague’s final cabinet (av. 47 3bwever, the parliamentary experience
of Conservative cabinets has declined tasally; Churchill’s final cabinet was
populated by seasoned politicians with arerage of 23.5 years of parliamentary
experience, however the members of Willissague’s final cabinet had less that half
the collective experience dChurchill's (10.1) average. Arguably this is another
reflection of the decimating affect dhe 1997 general election defeat upon the

Conservative Party.

Table 4.17The Age and Experience Of Conservative Party Leaders

Leader Age Years in Parliament
Churchill 66 32
Eden 58 32
Macmillan 63 31
Home 60 27*
Heath 49 15
Thatcher 50 19
Major 47 11
Hague 36 8
Duncan Smith 47 9
* 15 years in the Commons and 12 in the Lords

Source:

7 See chapter three for an account ofiB@87 Conservative Party leadership contest
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Table 4.18The Age and Experience of Conservative Cabih@%d -2002 (Excluding members of the House of Lords)

Age Experience
Cabinet Mean / Median Mean / Median
Churchill Oct. 1951 - Sept. 1953 56 55.5 219 235
Churchill Oct. 1954 — Apr. 1955 56.6 57 235 25
Eden May 1955 — Dec. 1955 55.4 56.5 21.4 245
Macmillan Jan. 1958 — Oct. 1959 52.7 54 16.7 15
Macmillan Oct. 1959 — Jul. 1960 52.6 54 159 14
Home Apr. 1964 — Oct. 1964 521 51 18.1 16.5
Home Oct. 1964 — Aug. 1965* 52.1 52 18.1 14
Heath Jul. 1965 — Mar. 1966* 52.4 525 185 15
Heath Mar. 1966 — Oct. 1967* 49.1 49 15.7 16
Heath March 1969 — June 1970* 51.6 515 18,5 18.5
Heath Jun. 1970 — Jul. 1970 51.1 50 16.4 15
Heath Jan. 1974 — Feb. 1974 53.9 54 18.7 19
Heath Feb. 1974 — Oct. 1974* 51.3 50 16.4 15
Heath Oct. 1974 — Feb. 1975* 50.2 50 15.2 15
Thatcher 1979* 53.1 525 16.2 15
Thatcher 1979 53.7 53 16.6 16
Thatcher Jan. — Jun. 1983 53.6 52 175 17
Thatcher Jun. Oct. 1983 53 52 17.1 17
Thatcher May — Jun. 1987 529 54 185 16
Thatcher Jun. — Oct. 1987 53.1 53 176 17
Major Nov. 1990 — Apr. 1992 50.7 495 149 145
Major Apr. 1992 — Sep. 1992 50.9 50 149 13
Major Jul. 1995 — May 1997 535 54 18.1 18
Hague Jun. 1997 — Jul. 2001 50.3 52 141 14
Hague Sep. 2000 — Jul. 2001 47.3 46.5 10.1 8

Duncan-Smith Sep. 2001 — Jul. 2002 48.3 45 10.5 9

Source: Adapted from Dod’s Parliamentary Companion 1951 - 2000
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4.43 Career Status

The career status of MPs’ may be a sigaifit determinant of Conservative Party
leadership elections. Cowley & Garry (1998uggested that the career status of
Conservative MPs’ could be analyseduiilising a threefold typology made famous
in John Major's ‘bastards’ comment. Thistegorised MPs as either ‘possessed’;
those with a government post, ‘dispasserd’; backbenchers who once had a
government job or ‘never possessed’; backbenchers who have never served in any
government post. Cowley & Garry refered to the psessed as ‘insiders’, whilst the
dispossessed and the never possessed codlextively referred to as ‘outsiders’.
They suggested that the dispossessed amdhehier possessed would be inclined to
support Heseltine because they blamed Migtcher, for thwarting their ambitions

and political careers (Cowley & Garry, 1998: 476).

The importance, for aspirant leaders, oingean insider can belearly seen in the
career paths of post-war Conservative lesidall were insiders immediately before
becoming party lead&t However, this has notcagped outsiders from making a
virtue of their status and challengirfigr the leadership. When Michael Heseltine
stood against Mrs. Thatcher, he claimed thatfour-year absence from the cabinet
meant that he was not tainted by reagowernment failures (Foley, 2002: 20). John
Redwood relinquished his insider statmg challenging John Major in 1995. John
Redwood later echoed Heseltine, when during the 1997 leadership election Redwood
claimed that because he was ansm#r between 1995 and 1997 he bore no
responsibility for the Conservatives997 election defeat (Williams, 1998: 187).

Therefore, despite coming from differemings of the Parliamentary Party, both
Heseltine and Redwood tried to use thmasition to distance themselves from the
some Conservative polici® which they argued had caused the party electoral
difficulties. They claimed that as outsiders they could give the party a fresh appeal
and offered a better chance @ltctoral success. By coast Clarke sought to play

down his outsider status and insteadpkasised his popularity with the wider

'8 This typology can also be applied to the partyppasition, with reference to senior party positions.
19 Churchill and to a lesser extentdfdboth spent time amongst theplissessed before regaining their
insider status
2 |n the case of Heseltine this was the poll Tax)stiRedwood argued that the tax rises of March
1993 were a betrayal of both Conservative principles and voters.
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electorate that did not vote Conservatinel997 and 2001. Clarke’s desire to play
down his outsider status was urgtandable; he joined the ranks of the dispossessed,
when he refused to serve in Hague’s @iva Cabinet and later appeared on the same

platform as Tony Blair to launch tiBzitain in Europe Campaigim 1999.

All three outsiders discussed above ultimafalied in their attempt to become leader.
One explanation is that outsidecan be extremely divisiiigures and that as Foley
states, “The party’s hierarclaicethos and internaliscipline are widely seen as being
the necessary concomitants to electoral success.” (Foley, 2002: 24). Michael Heseltine
acquired his outsider status by abruptly wagkout of the government in the middle

of a cabinet meetirf§ (Wheatcroft, 2005: 126). Heeh compounded this disruptive
behaviour by challenging and wounding tmcumbent leader and Prime Minister,
Margaret Thatcher. Although Heseltingas popular with one section of the
parliamentary party, his role in Thateclse downfall meant he also made many
implacable enemies. If the party had chosen Heseltine it risked further instability and
perhaps fracture (Foley, 2002: 25). JdReadwood also challenged an incumbent
Prime Minister. Moreover, Redwood wapublicly backed by many of the
parliamentary party’s hard-line euroscepti some of whom had only just been
readmitted to the party following their expion for breaching party discipline. Once
again Redwood’s disloyaltyogiether with the igellious nature of some of his
supporters made him a divisive figure viitithe Westminster party. Finally Clarke’s
reason for becoming an outsider, his prodpaan views, meant that he was regarded
with deep suspicion or even hostility bys fellow conservative MPs, who believed

that the party may split under his leadership.

4.5 Conclusion

This chapter set out to analyse four seftsnon-ideological factors that shape the
composition and nature of the parliamepnt@onservative Partysocial background,
electoral vulnerability, age and experienaed finally career status. The chapter
demonstrates that both social backgroamil age and experience variables have
changed over time, whilst the electoral \argbility and career gtus variables have

%1 Heseltine’s resignation concerned the future ofiilieg Westland helicopter company; he wished to
see it taken over by a European consortium, whilst WMhatcher favouredlzuyout by the American
Sikorskycompany.
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shown a degree of continuity. The sodalckground of the parliamentary party has
undergone significant change over the course of tfec2@itury. The parliamentary
party initially had large cdimgents of Old Etonians and Havians, together with a
significant cohort of Oxbridgeeducated MPs. Howevethe alumni of Eton and
Harrow began a slow decline after the Gréar, a process thatontinued as the
century progressed. This has been madoby a rise in MPs both from less
prestigious public schools and also frgrammar schools. This evolution in the
educational background of the pamientary party has coincided with a
corresponding change in tbhecupational background of tiparty’s MPs. Prior to the
Great War Conservative MPs were dmavirom the ranks of the landowning
aristocracy and the military, togethertwiMPs with business and professional
backgrounds. The landowning and military skes within the party declined during
the inter—war years, consequently the ypagme to be dominated by business and the
professions, whose ascendam@s confirmed following the"?World War.

The social background of the party’s leades® @hanged in thettar half of the 20th
century, coinciding with the introduction of a formal process of leadership election in
1965. Prior to this date Conservative Pdeders tended to be drawn from the public
schools and have strong linkgher through birth or marriag to the aristocracy. The
election of Edward Heath in 1965, a graar school educated son of carpenter,
therefore marked a significant departdrem the previous norm for Conservative
leaders. It was not just Hééd social background that wasignificant, but also his
relative youth. Heath’s predessors had all (with the exception of Eden) been over
sixty when they became party leader, véaesr Heath was a mere forty-nine. Taken
together Heath’s background and age madeéatement about the more meritocratic
nature of the Conservative Party and abtautlynamism and modernity, which were

in tune with the spirit of the mid-sixties. Heath’s relative youth and his inexperience,
compared to his unelected predecesssra feature common to all his elected
successors, which reached its apogee witliaih Hague, at thirty-nine, the party’s
youngest leader since Pitt.

If Hague was abnormally young to be leadimg party, then he did at least have
something in common with all his predecessbeshad the luxury of a relatively safe

seat. The chapter has demonstrated thatdheer prospects of a Conservative MP are
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considerably enhanced by the possessiom ckeat with a majority of over 15%.
Conversely that an MP in a marginal sedhva majority of undeb% can expect it to
have a detrimental effect on their chancésholding a senioposition within the
parliamentary party. Of courdRis is not to say that @ffective Conservative MPs in
safe seats are guaranteed promotion nortéthetted MPs in marginal constituencies
are doomed to spend their days the backbenches, bueedoral vulnerability does
play a part in career progression. A hat constant is the career status of
Conservative leaders prior to their asdancy: all possessed cabinet rank and could
therefore be classed as msis. While non-ideological famts clearly have a role to
play the central proposition olis thesis is the role afleology in recet leadership
elections as an expression of the generajectory of the Conservative party.
Consequently the next chapter will expldine ideological evolution of the post-War
PCP and analyse the ideologli composition othe parliamentary party between 1997
and 2003.
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Chapter 5
The Ideological Evolutionof the PCP 1945 to 2003

5.1 Introduction
Traditional accounts of the Conservative Pdrave characterised it as united and
loyal to the leader. However, Barnes argues that:

Because Conservatism is not a fully wedkout ideology, it lays itself open to

ideological projects of one kind oanother and to the possibility of

factionalism. (Barnes, 1994: 340)
Furthermore, Barnes argues that orgamea like the Tariff Reform League, the
Tory Reform Group, the Suez Group, are egenato modern groupings such as the
No Turning Back Group and Conservative WWeorward and therefore evidence that
factionalism has been endemic witlime Conservative Party (Barnes, 1994; 342-
343). Consequently the purpose of this chapter is to give an account of the ideological
development of the modern ConservatiParty and to analyse the ideological
disposition of the parliamentary Camgative Party hsveen 1997 and 2003. The
chapter will firstly give an overview ddcademic typologies of the Thatcherite and
post-Thatcherite parliamenyaiparty, beginning with theseminal work of Norton
(1990) then two-dimensional typologi€Dunleavy, 1993; Baker et. al. 1991, 1993,
2002; Sowemimo, 1996) and finally #&-dimensional typologies (Garyy, 1995;
Cowley & Garry, 1998; Heppell, 2002). The chapter will then move on to discuss the
historical development, changes toeatbgical thought and important factional
disputations within the mode Conservative Party. Finglthe chapter vili provide an
analysis of the ideologicatlisposition of the parlmentary Conservative Party
between 1997 and 2003 and will utilise three ideological variables in the discussion;
economic policy, (wet / dry) ti@nal identity, (europhilé eurosceptic) and social /
moral policy (liberal / conservative). The key argument is that ideological
factionalism plays an important role inetloutcome of Conservative Party leadership
elections. Consequently, we must untlnd the ideological composition of the

parliamentary party in order to explahe leadership elections of 1997 and 2001.
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5.2 The ideological compsition of the PCP
Given the wide scope coverég the dispositions and teneis conservatism and the
inherent tensions therein, it is hardlyrmusing that the membership of the PCP
constitutes a broad church. Furthermorenesadssues will evoke widely differing
responses from individual MPs according thieterpretation ofthe disposition and
tenets of conservatism. However, thedéedences have often been obscured by the
Conservative Party’s traditional emphasis the necessity of unity. Indeed, the PCP
has traditionally beenhought of as a party of tendées, rather than a party of
factions. This classificainh originated from Richard Rose’s (1964) study of the
internal ideological alignmerof the Labour and Conservadi Parliamentary parties.
Rose defined a political tendency as:
...a stable set of attitudesther than a stable growp politicians. It may be
defined as a body of attitudes expresseBarliament about a broad range of
problems; the attitudes are held togethgra more or less coherent political
ideology...The number of MPs who adhéoea tendency varies from issue to
issue. Adherents are oftant self-consciously orgased in support of a single
policy and they do not expect, nor are tleapected, to contue to operate as
a group supporting the same tendency through a period of time. (Rose, 1964:
37-38)
Rose argued that the PCP was a partyradeacies and identified the four prime ones
as; reaction, defence of tetatus quoamelioration and reform. However, Rose also
argued that the fluidity anttansitory nature of many of the alignments within the
PCP, allowed the Party leader consaddy more scope for manoeuvre than his
Labour counterpart, who had to contend veitfactionalised party (Rose, 1964: 40). A
party made up of factions, Be contended, was harder the leader to deal with
because factions were individual MPs vdaught to promote certain policies through,
“consciously organised political activityFactions differed from tendencies because:
...factions are self-congwusly organised as a body, with a measure of
discipline and cohesiorhtis resulting. ldentificationvith a faction usually
increases an individual’'s commitmentagrogramme, as well as creating the
expectation that the politician will consistly take the same side in quarrels
within an electoral party. (Rose, 1964: 37)
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Although Rose classified the PCP as apait tendencies and identified what he
believed to be the major tendencies witthiea PCP, he made no attempt to categorise

the ideological positioof individual MPs.

5.3 One-dimensional typologies

The first attempt to categorise the ideological belief of individual MPs was made by
Philip Norton (1990). Norton’s taxonomy divides the PGnto four subsections, with
further subdivisions, giving sevegroups in total. These are; (Ihatcherites —
Economic Liberaland theTory Right (2) theParty Faithful — Thatcher Loyalistsnd

Party Loyalists, (3) Populistand (4)Critics — Dampsand Wets(Norton, 1990: 49-

50).

5.31 Thatcherites

Economic liberals favoured minimal government involvement in economic matters
and were generally hostile to the EU. Thegre also by and large in favour of the
death penalty and of more open governmentc@ytrast, their colleagues of the Tory
Right were more concerned with moralégd law and order. They were pro-hanging
and mostly opposed to more open gowaent (Norton, 1990: 49). Norton’s study
categorised 72 members of the 1979-8P R4S being Thatcherites (Norton, 1990:
52).

5.32 Party Faithful

This group, according to Norton comprisee thulk of the PCP, with 217 members,
58% of the Parliamentary Party (Norton, 199Q). Thatcher Loyalists had no strong
ideological beliefs, but did hawsestrong personal allegiance to Margaret Thatcher and
her style of leadership. By contrast Party Lista were loyal to the Party, rather than
to any personality or ideology. Whilst mostlyyal to the leader, some members of
this sub-group could belellious (Norton, 1990: 49).

% Earlier, less comprehensive, typologies includierris (1972), Greenleaf (1973), Gamble (1974),
Norton & Aughey (1981) and Crewe & Searing 1988
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5.33 Populists

This section of the PCP took right-wing pasiis on law and order, whilst being left-
wing on economic and social issues. Populigtse either scepticalf or opposed to
Europe (Norton, 1990: 49). Norton thatuhd a mere 17 members (5%) of the PCP
took the Populist positio(Norton, 1990: 52).

5.34 Critics

This left-wing group had 67 members, 18¥Conservative MPs (Norton, 1990: 52).
Wets were ‘One Nation’ Conservatives and pro-Europe. Damps were similar to Wets,
but less likely to rebel agast the government than th&Vet counterparts (Norton,
1990: 50).

Norton’s study was significant not only becaitseas the first to attempt to classify
the ideology of all the members of the P®Ht also because it s@nstrated that the
PCP was not Thatcherite in nature. Thigling goes some way to explaining why
Mrs. Thatcher’s position as leader was seture despite her three election victories.
An updated version of this typology waused by Cowley & Norton to assess
backbench Conservative dissent in #82 parliament (Cowley & Norton, 1999: 84-
105).

5.4 Two-dimensional typologies

Dunleavy (1993) criticised Norton foradsifying the PCP along a one-dimensional
left / right axis Dunleay (1993: 125). Consequenthpunleavy created a more
sophisticated two-dimensional typologglthough he did not attempt to place
individual MPs within it (unleavy, 1993: 126-129). This typology consists of a left /
right split between those who accepted the welfare state and those who rejected the
welfare state and were inegalitarian. Cuttingoas this left / right divide is another
split between those MPs whdleered to traditiodaConservative belief in the primacy
of the British nation state and those wéew the individual as the most important
political consideration. The left / righdivide combined with the nation-state /
individualist split gives four basic groupingshe traditional far right, Tory
paternalists, Tory technocratmdmarket liberals The traditional far rightbelieved

in strong government and the defenof hierarchy and tradition, whilsfory
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paternalistsrepresented the ‘one nation’ tradition within the PaFyry technocrats
were strongly committed to Europe amad interventionist government industrial
policy aimed at promoting efficiencynarket liberalswere committed to a new right
platform of free market economics andling back the sta (Dunleavy, 1993: 126-
129).

The Conservative’s deep divisions over @e were more explicitly addressed by
Gamble (1990), Baker, Gamble & Ludlgit991, 1993). These studies have led to
the development of a two-dimensional mafpattitudes within the PCP (table 5.1
below) along two axes;extended government / limited governmeand
interdependence / sovereigr®aker et al., 1993: 426). €hauthors argue that the
debate over Europe was primarily abdBititain’s place inthe world political
economy. Consequently there were echoesentldbates and divisisrover the repeal
of the Corn Laws in 1846 and over Tarifffelen in 1903, both of which led to splits
in the Party (Baker et. al., 1993: 421-422). These splits occurred after three thresholds
were crossed; firstly, cabinets divideddaministers resigned; second, a distinct
coalition materialised, voting againstettgovernment; and thirdly, there emerged
separate extra-parliamentary electoral argations. The authors claimed that under
John Major the Conservative Party had crdsge first two thresholds, but not the
last (Baker, et. al., 1993: 431-433). Howevine map illustrates how pro and anti
European sentiment was spread amongst eiloses of the Party, making the issue so
contentious for the PCP (Baker et., a993: 425). Whilst Baker et. al. suggest
ideological positions for some prominent migers of the PCP they make no attempt

to categorise the whole Parliamentary Party on the lines of Norton.
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Table 5.1Two Dimensional Map of Conservative positions on EC
Interdependence

Heath
Howe

Heseltine
Lawson

Extended Hurdf\ Major Minimal
Government \J Government

Baker Lamont

Taylor

Sovereignty

(Source: Baker et. al., 1993: 426)
There are two further typologieghich are influenced by ¢éhwork of Baker et. al.;

Sowemimo (1996) and Baker, Gamble S&awright (2002). Sowemimo’s typology
identified three groups within the Thatcherite Conservative Parhgtcherite
nationalists, neo-liberal-integrationist and interventionist-integrationists The
Thatcherite nationalists were analogotes those Conservative MPs who saw
European integration as an obstacletiie pursuit of their domestic free-market
agenda and as a threat to British soggrty and national ingeendence. Neo-liberal
integrationists shared the free market Idgg of the Thatcherite nationalists and
opposed the EU’s social agenda. Howevihey saw other aspects European
integration, including the sgle currency as an opportunity to promote the free-
market across Europe. The third growypiin Sowemimo’s typology were the
Interventionist-integratioists, corresponding to hose who Mrs. Thatcher
disparagingly labelled wets; essentially a Heathite rump. interventionist-
integrationists sought further powers foe teuropean Parliamenteductions in the
national veto and some were even willitgycountenance Britain’s adoption of the
social chapte(Sowemimo, 1996: 84-86). Despite mgiinfluenced by Baker et. al.
Sowemimo makes no reference to any catedbat relates to the Eurosceptic but

economically wet grouping:
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This is a limitation in typological desigms it implies that Euroscepticism
within contemporary British Conservatisin the immediate post-Thatcherite
era was exclusively the pese of the economic dnmyeo-liberals and that all

economic wets were pro-European. (Heppell & Hill, 2005: 347)

The typology advanced by Baker, GambleS&awright (2002) analysed attitudes to
European integration in the post-2001 Qawmative Party through the lens of
globalisation and categorised aBr possible Conservative positiohgperglobalism
intergovernmentalismand open regionalism Which category Conservatives’
belonged in depended upon their beliefs avbglisation; how far globalisation had
advanced and what the implications were for the British economic performance in the
world economy (Baker et. al., 2002: 399-428llvocates of hyperglobalism believed
that globalisation was now so complete timatividual nation stas could do little, in

the way of economic management, exciegep inflation, spending and regulation
low. Consequently, hypelapalists viewed the regulatory frameworks of the
European Union as a threat to British competitiveness in the global marketplace and
advocated the renegotiation of Europeantiesaand in some cases total withdrawal
from the EU (Baker et. al.,2002: 409-410). The second grouping, the
intergovernmentalists reject the globalisa thesis advancelly the hyperglobalist
colleagues. Intergovernmentalists saw theldveconomy as international, rather than
global and this still allwed nation-states some giee of economic autonomy.
Accordingly, intergovernmentalists believéldat the EU played a positive role in
boosting British influence in world affairs and in the world markets, but opposed
further integration including economiand monetary union on the grounds that
national independence was still importanakBr et. al., 2002: 411-412). By contrast
open regionalists accepted the globalisation thesis, advanced by the hyperglobalists,
although they disagree about the consequeesn regionalists gue that Britain’s
traditional economic objectives are best pudscalectively, through the EU and they

therefore favoured joininthe single currency. (Baket. al., 2002: 413-415)

5.5 Three-dimensional typologies
The two-dimensional typologies outlined abdvave largely analysed the ideological

footprint of the Parliamentary Conserwati Party along the axes of European
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integration / national sovereignty and economic intervention / liberalism. However,
some writers have argued for the inotusiof a third axis ofmoral and social
conservatism / liberalism (Garry, 1995: Cowley and Garry, 1998: Heppell, 2002),
which identifies eight iddogical groupings across three dimensions (see Table 5.2
below). This is arguably a more sophiated way of analysing the ideological
disposition of the parliameaty Conservative Party as it encompasses all shades of
possible opinion, from traditional one raticonservatives (economic interventionist,
europhile, socially liberal) to pure Tlherites (economic liberal, eurosceptic,

socially conservative).

The Garry (1995) typology was used with survey Haiaassess the size and relative
importance of policy divisions within ¢h Parliamentary Coesvative Party and
concluded that the issue &urope had become “...the party’s most powerful and
polarising policy divide.” (Garry, 1995: 18%) three dimensional typology was also
used to analyse the impact of ideolamyvoting behaviour ithe second round of the
1990 Conservative Party leadership et (Cowley & Garry,1998: 473-499). This
again highlighted the saliency of the Eusap policy divide within the PCP, with
Eurosceptics backing John Major, whilst pro-Europeans supported Michael Heseltine
(Cowley & Garry, 1998: 495-496). The Heppell typology was used to map the
ideological disposition of every Consative MP from the 1992-1997 parliaments
and thereby analyse the importance ofigyodivisions within the PCP (Heppell,
2002: 299-323). Heppell also highlights theportance of Europe and states that,
“...the question of Europe wathe ideological determinant of Conservatism.”
(Heppell, 2002: 320). The Heppell typologyas also used by Alderman & Carter
(2001) to inform their analysis of tH&001 Conservative Party leadership election
(Alderman & Carter, 2002: 569-585; Heppell & Hill, 2005: 352)

4 Collected between Nowgber and December 1991
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Table 5.2:A Three Dimensional Typology of Conservatism

Economic policy European policy Social and moral policy
Interventionist wets Pro-European Socially liberal
Interventionist wets Pro-European Socially conservative
Thatcherite dries Pro-European Socially liberal
Thatcherite dries Pro-European Socially conservative
Interventionist wets Eurosceptic Socially liberal
Interventionist wets Eurosceptic Socially conservative
Thatcherite dries Eurosceptic Socially liberal
Thatcherite dries Eurosceptic Socially conservative

Source: Gary (1995), Heppell, (2002), Heppell & Hill, (2005)

5.6 Factions or tendencies?
Richard Rose (1964) asserted that the @R a party of tendencies, rather than
factions. However, the ‘party of tendencies’ thesis has been increasingly challenged
following the overthrow of Mrs. Thatchend Conservative Party’fractious debate
over European integration between 198#d 1997. Cowley & Norton (1999) still
argued that:
...the party remained one of tendemsgialbeit well organised and cohesive
tendencies rather than factiongCowley & Norton, 1999: 84). Dunleavy
(1993) argued that factionalism wésv except for the vexed question of
Europe (Dunleavy, 1993: 134).
However Baker et. al. (1993) argued that:
Conservative behaviour over the Europé&hmon suggests that the possibility
of a split is real, even if so far party managers have succeeded in preventing it
at incalculable cost to the party’sthority and image. (Baker et. al., 1993:
428)
Garry (1995) found evidence of factionalismhen comparing members of the Fresh
Start Group to the rest ofdh colleagues in the PCP and argued that, “...the former
should be regarded as a separate groitpirwthe party, being substantially and
significantly different from their colleags.” (Garry, 1995: 185). Sowemimo also
identified the Fresh Start Group as the ekhithat the PCP’s Ea rebels used to
organise themselves (Sowemimo, 1993). In addition, Heppell (2002) has

concluded that:
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...such was the dominance of the Ewap ideological policy divide it

consumed the other two ideological policy divides: factionalism evolved on

the basis of members’ Europhilia Buroscepticism. (Heppell, 2002: 321)
John Barnes has gone even further, denyhng existence of a ‘golden age’ of
harmonious tendencies. Rather, Barnes adhat the very nature of conservatism
has caused frequent boutsfattionalism within the PCP and cites as evidence the
activities of a variety of groups from THariff Reform League to Conservative Way
Forward (Barnes, 1996: 340-343). Over recedry, the increasingly factional nature
of the party has placed increasing demamalghe leader both in keeping the Party
united and in securing theylalty of his backbenchers.

5.7 Economic Policy

Attitudes within the Conservative towards economic policy have undergone
considerable change in the last sixigays. The party moved from the one nation
tradition from 1945 until its apotheosis undéacmillan, through a transitional period
of uncertainty under Heath tmecome the party of free-mket liberalism under Mrs.
Thatcher. The Conservative Party acceptexl Attlee settlement after 1945 out of a
mixture of ideology and pragmatism. The padspecially at elite level, accepted that
a major factor in their defeat was the ebeate’s association of the party, with the
mass unemployment of the inter-war peki Moreover the Conservatives realised
they would have to take positive stefts reverse their image and reassure the
electorate if the party was to win poweraag One manifestation of this belief was
the work of the Conservative Researctp@dment (CRD) led by Rab Butler (Fisher,
1977. 63). Butler believed in the Disreel One Nation tradition and admired
Baldwin’s strategy of class conciliaii (Charmley, 1996: 113). Under Butler’s
supervision the CRD produced two publicas that played a crucial role in
repositioning the party within éhpost war political climatefhe Industrial Charter
(1947) andThe Right Road for Britaif1949). The Industrial Chartemdvocated the
removal of unnecessary cons@n industry and spendirayts to finance reductions
in taxation. Whilst it opposed nationalisation in ipciple it accepted the
nationalisation of coal, theilways and the Bank ofrigland and accepted existing
industrial relations law (Evans & Yylr, 1996: 81-82). The purpose of tliarter

was twofold; firstly to destroy the perdem of the Conservatives as the party of
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poverty and mass unemployment, whilst the second purpose was to provide an
alternative to socialism ihout turning the clock backo the inter-war period
(Willetts, 2005: 181)The Right Road for Britaimvas more neo-liberal in tone than
The Industrial Charteit nevertheless accepted the welfare state and full employment
(Evans & Taylor, 1996: 90 he Right Road for Britaiwas the basis for the general
election manifestalhis is the Roagublished in 1950 (Willetts, 2005: 186).

Future Prime Minister Harold Macmillawvas another influential figure within
revisionist tendency of the post war Conservative Party. Macmillan had helped to
write The Industrial Charterbut his publicatioriThe Middle Way1937) arguably
went further than eithefhe Industrial Charteror The Right Road for BritainThe
Middle Way advocated the nationalisation ofettBank of England and the coal
industry and argued that th#dte railways, gas, electiig¢ and water were already
effectively in public ownership (GreeR002: 171). Macmillan’s brand of One Nation
Conservatism was strongly influenced bg kixperiences in the trenches during the
First World War. Moreover, he had bean MP for Stocktorduring the inter-war
years and was acutely conscious ofthenan misery caused by mass unemployment
and was determined to avoid a recurrence (Green, 2002: 158).

The general election of 1951 gave the @owatives twenty-six seats more than
Labour and but with fewer votes (48% camgd to Labour’s 48.8); Labour’s share of
the popular vote was barelydueced since 1945 and the Censtives owed much of
their success to the collapseLiberal support. Consequently, the party could hardly
claim a mandate for wholesale chan¢@larke, 1996: 408). Moreover, whilst the
mood in the country favoured moderate reform there was little support for a return to
the Britain of the 1930s (Jenkins, 2002: 853adidition, the Conservative majority of
seventeen made it necessary to contempletgossibility of another election in the
near future and Churchill made it cleaatlnis priorities were, “...houses and meat
and not being scuppered” (Roberts, 1994: 292) this end Churchill appointed the
emollient Walter Monckton as Minister dfabour, with strict instructions not to
antagonise the trades’ union moveniéntlenkins, 2002: 853). In addition the

12 Monckton was so adept at avoiding conflict he acquired the nickname of ‘the old oil can’ (Roberts,
1994: 243)
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Churchill government did little to undtheir Labour predecessor’'s nationalisation
programme; only the iron and steel indystras denationalised in 1953 followed by

the road haulage industry the following year (Dorey, 1995: 45).

One nation Conservatism reached its high water mark under the premiership of
Harold Macmillan between 1957 and 1963. The end of the Korean War in 1953 saw
an increase in world trade and the growtimaiss prosperity in Britain to the electoral
benefit of the Conservative Party (EvatasTaylor, 1996: 108). The Conservatives
were returned again under Eden in 1955; after Macmillan succeeded Eden in 1957 his
government continued to reap the electdoehefits of affluence and remained
committed to full employment and the welfare state. However, concerns were
growing over the underlying state of Britairigonomic performance, in particular
rising inflation and worsening industriedlations. The Macmillan government sought

to counter inflation by announcing a seven month ‘pay pause’ for public sector
workers in 1961 and sought to draw ttrades union movement into the policy
making process through the NationaloBomic Development council (NEDC); a
tripartite body comprising the governmeamployers and trades unions. It was hoped
the NEDC could bring all three parties together to discuss the economic problems
facing Britain and work through mutuallgcceptable solutions (Dorey, 1995: 72).
However the NEDC was hamstrung as the unions refused to participate after 1962

angered by the government’sypaause (Clarke, 1996: 335).

Some Conservatives had already begurvdee their doubtsover the long-term
viability of the British economy. 11958 Macmillan’s entire Treasury tearhPeter
Thorneycroft, Enoch Powell and Nigel Birch resigned over Macmillan’s refusal to
combat inflation by curbing public expditure (Turner, 1996329). Moreover,
worsening industrial relations led to increas pressure within the party for legal
curbs on the trades unions. However, as the Conservatives’ lost the 1964 general
election the party would have to wait urt®70 to attempt to resolve the question of
trades union power (Dorey, 1995: 73).eTh964 defeat led some Conservatives to
reappraise One Nation Conservatism quesigpnine efficacy of state intervention in

the economy and seeking to return the partyatssez-faireeconomic liberalism

(Evans & Taylor, 1996: 142). Enoch Powellsvane of the chieéxponents of this
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critique of One Nation Conservatism anwds supported by a small number of young
Conservative MPs such as John Biffand Nicholas Ridley. Powell made an
unsuccessful bid for the party leadersim@d 965 advocating free-market policies and
rejecting state planning and interventionthe economy, but only garnered fifteen
votes. However, Powell's vote was damadpydthe closeness of the battle between
Reginald Maudling and the eventual winriedward Heath and it is arguable that
Powell’'s influence upon the party was gezathan his vote suggested (Evans &
Taylor, 1996: 145-146).

Under Edward Heath the Conservative Pad#gmed to take on some of Powell's
ideas. The Party’s manifesto for the 1970 gehelection promised cuts in income
tax and public spending, reduced infiat an end to nainalisation and new
industrial relations laws t@romote ‘responsible tradasmions’ (The Conservative
Party, 1970). However, once in governmerdabh made a series of ‘U turns’ and
abandoned or failed to achiemgany of its manifesto comtments. In line with the
Conservative Party’s mangt promise to curb union power the Heath government
passed the Industrial Relations Act,iefhbecame law in August 1971. Although the
Act enjoyed strong public support it sebitterly opposed by the trades union
movement; unions refused both to regisieder the Act and to recognise the new
Industrial Relations Court. Moreover the roen of working daysost through strike
action was not cut by the Act, but actualtigreased dramatically; eventually the Act
was ignored by employers as well as ams and became virtually inoperable
(Kavanagh, 1996; 370). Heath's industrialatmns policies were a disaster and
eventually led to the downfall of his govemant. In October 1973 the miners went on
strike in pursuit of a pay claim. The strideagged on into the next year and Heath’s
response to the seemingly intractableatittn was to call a geeral election, which
the Conservative Party lost on the theaiéWho rules Britain?’ (Charmley, 1996:
194)

The Heath government also reneged onmi@nifesto commitment to end further
industrial nationalisation; thgovernment nationalisedetlaero engine manufacturer,
Rolls Royce when it was faced with bankmptand intervened to bail out the loss
making Upper Clyde Shipbuilders (Dore}995: 119). Moreover, when faced with
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rising unemployment the government massivatyreased public spending, including
wide scale state assistancaridustry. In order to deal Wi the subsequent inflation
caused by huge rises in spending the Healiministration resorted to a statutory
prices and incomes policy, despite a mastdepledge not to pursue such a policy
(Kavanagh, 1996: 373). In mitigation &t&'s supporters claim he faced an
unprecedented set of circumstances. At the beginning of 1972 unemployment reached
its highest level since 1947, which was dednto be politically unacceptable. Not
only did the public hold the government aaatable for high unemployment, but also
ministers believed it was their responiéyp to maintain full employment.
Furthermore, Keynesian methods of eaormo management were still universally
accepted at elite level (Kavanagh, 1996; 373). Finally the outbreak of the Yom
Kippur War in 1973, between lIsrael argbypt, Syria and Jordan, led to the
Organisation of Petroleum Exportingothtries (OPEC) quadrupling oil prices,
leading to the end of the lomgst-war boom (Dorey, 1996: 124).

However, Heath’'s policy U turns causeconsiderable disquiet within the
Conservative Party. One sign of disapptovas the formation of the Selsdon Group
in 1973. The Selsdon Group took their name from a shadow cabinet meeting at the
Selsdon Park Hotel in 1970, which hammeredtbatcontents of that year’s general
election victory. Members of the group weremmitted market liberals appalled at
Heath’s failures and who believed that:

The function of government should nottioeprovide services, but to maintain

the framework within which nréiets operate. (Seyd, 1980: 235-236)
Another critic was Heath's fellow conterrder the leadership in 1965, Enoch Powell;
Powell was a vociferous critic of the gomenent’s U turns rad after it introduced
prices and incomes policy asked Heath & @ommons if he had taken leave of his
senses by pursuing policies he had specifiqailgd out in the manifesto (Kavanagh,
1996: 373). However, Powell decided notseek re-election in 1974 and left the

Conservative Party.

In Powell's absence Keith Joseph took tne critique of Heath administration,
demanding free market policies and advancimgoaetarist analysis of the causes of

inflation. Joseph criticised both himEednd every other post-war Conservative
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government, for betraying the true prineiplof conservatism, saying that, “It was
only in April 1974 that | was converted t©onservatism.” (Kavanagh, 2005: 223).
Joseph’s critique was not new, there was always disquiet about the post-war
settlement within some sections of tienservative Party. However, whilst the free
market right were once seen as extrésnidoseph found his colleagues increasingly
receptive to his ideas. Disssffiction with Heath’s managent of the party led to
demands for change and in February 1975gdeet Thatcher challenged Heath for
the party leadership. The conventional exgition of Heath’slownfall was that it

was a non-ideological ‘peasants’ revolt’ meti®d by two factors; firstly Heath had
lost three out of four eléions and secondly Heath’s rugess and poor interpersonal
skills alienated many of his would-be supporters. However, Thatcher did have the
support of a cohesive group of rightagi MPs and although this was not large
enough to be a decisive factor it was newadss an indication of an emerging left-
right split on the economy (Cdey & Bailey, 2000: 628-629).

This left-right split was apparent in the composition of Mrs. Thatcher’s first cabinet as
Prime Minister. Despite her election vigga¥rs. Thatcher was not strong enough to
exclude senior One Nation Conservatiiesm office. However, she placed her
supporters in the key economic departmE&niSilmour & Garnett, 1997: 308). Both
Mrs. Thatcher and her economic ministesaw reducing inflation, rather than
maintaining full employment, as their prime economic objective. In order to reduce
inflation the government attempted to the put economic theory of monetarism into
practice. Monetarism was defined by Nigel Lawson as:
...a new name for an old maxim, foryeknown as the quantity theory of
money...It consists of two basic propositioise first is that changes in the
quantity of money determines, at thedeof the day, changes in the general
price level; the second is that governmisndéble to determine the quantity of
money. (Dell, 1997: 451)
However, the Thatcher administration’s commitment to monetarism fluctuated; from
May 1979 to early 1981 the government usedMB its key target indicator. Yet, by
mid 1980 pressures from the strong poundae®pening recession began to grow and

13 Geoffrey Howe, John Biffen and Nigel Lawson at the Treasury: Keith Joseph at Industry: John Nott,
Trade: Angus Maude: Paymaster-General
* The money supply including cash and bank current and deposit accounts.
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eventually forced the government to row bdiekm its strict targts as interest rates
were cut, despite the money supply gnogviabove the desired level (Riddell, 1991
18).

The Thatcher administration’s determinattortackle inflation despite the economy’s
slump into recession, together withetemergence of mass unemployment caused
deep rifts within the first Thatcheabinet. Jim Prior believed that:
We must have been the most dividsbinet ever. There was a deep division
on economic and social policy. (Prior, 1986: 134)
Mrs Thatcher labelled her critics as ‘W8t'meaning that they lacked the courage to
implement the tough policiesecessary to defeat infiah and revive the British
economy. Consequently those ConservatiiNgs who concurred with Mrs. Thatcher’s
economic policies were labelled ‘dry’ and thattle for the soubf the party between
the One Nation wing and the Thatcherites wlaaracterised as ‘wets versus dries’. As
Mrs. Thatcher became more securely ertned as leader she used her 1981 cabinet

reshuffle to remove or marginaisnany of the wets (Dorey, 1995: 170).

The concept of a property-owning decnacy has long beepopular within the
Conservative Party. The Tithier governments sought totghis idealinto practice
through the extension of the house owner-ocoapand through the sale of shares in
state owned companies. In terms ofeexling owner-occupancy the most important
factor was the ‘right to buylegislation that allowedauncil house tenants of three
years or longer to purchase their housesuaistantial discount. In addition mortgage
tax relief was increased to encourageneawnership. By 1988 home ownership had
gone up by 3 million since Mrs. Thatcher came to power, ovéf dffSvhich was the
result of the sale of couait houses (Ridell, 1991; 114-115).

In addition to their belief in a propertwning democracy Thatcherite Conservatives
believed in reducing statmtervention in the economylo this end the second
Thatcher administration prised a number of previdysstate owned industri€
Despite Harold Macmillan’s criticism that it was akin to ‘selling the family silver’,

15 The wets included lan Gilmour, NormanJ®hn Stevas, Jim Prior and Peter Walker.
16 British Telecom (1984), British Gg1986), British Airways (1987)
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privatisation was less controversial within the Conservative Party than monetarism
(Gilmour, 1992: 95). According to Dunn &mith (1990) priatisation policy
involved three main areas:

1. de-nationalisation — by the sale pfiblicly owned assets and equity
(shares) to the private sector, eBgitish Rail hotels, British Telecom,
British Gas.

2. ‘contracting-out’ subcontracting thgovision of government financed
goods and services to private aactors, e.g. refuse collection,
hospital cleaning.

3. ‘de-regulation’ - removing inhibitins and regulatory restrictions on
enterprise and competition, eipe opticians’ dispensing monopoly,

coach transport regulatis. (Dunn & Smith, 1990; 34)

Privatisation bestowed a number ohdncial and governing benefits upon the
Thatcher administration. Fifg the government was spardte need to subsidise loss
making state industries. Secondly, the mosayed, together witthe money raised
from the privatisation process could besdigto fund electorallypopular tax cuts.
Finally, privatisation relieved governmie from the responsibility for wage
negotiation for a number of rige industries. This proceshad been problematical
during the 1970s as wage negotiations rowiteined into a pdlical battle between
the trades unions and the government ofddng Therefore, privatisation can be seen
as a crucial component of the fight estore autonomy of the central government.
The privatisations conducted before 198@re successful, pditally popular and
strengthened the British economy. Howev@ilmour & Garnett(1997) argue that
later privatisations were problematichécause they fell into three categories:
...natural monopolies, truly crippled dig like nuclear power, or absurd
nurseries of free enterprise likagams. (Gilmour & Garnett, 1997: 330)

Another plank of the Thatcher admstration’s economic policy was the
marginalisation of the trades’ union moverheln line with monetarist theory the
government also rejected any form ofices and incomes policies, arguing that
employers and unions were entitled togoiate high pay settlements, but had to

accept the consequences in terms of pas&ibhkruptcies and higher unemployment.
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Consequently the Thatcher governments refusenegotiate or deal with the Trades
Union Congress (TUC) or individual unioedders, unlike présus Conservative
administrations, which had tried to includeganised labour in the governance of the
country. Furthermore the Conservatives nswught to reduce ¢hpower of trades
unions through legislation. Ircontrast to Heath’'s tge and complex Industrial
Relations Act, which sought to totally deaw the industrialrelations map, the
Thatcher government introduced legiglat piecemeal (Riddell, 1991: 45). This
incremental approach, denied union leadezsofiportunity to persuade their members
that the legislation constituted an all cattack on union rights and consequently
avoided a major confrontation with thmions (Dorey, 1996; 174). Altogether the
Thatcher government introduced fivacts; the 1980 Act outlawed secondary
picketing, restricteatlosed-shops and made public furadailable for union ballots.
The 1982 increased protection for non-unimembers in closed shops, required
closed shop reviews by setrballot, made unions liable for damages for unlawful
industrial; action and made disputesthwthird parties unlawful. The 1984 Act
required senior union leaders be elected by secret ballot of all members at least
every five years and that setballots be held beforadustrial action. In addition the
act required all unions with poital funds to seek approvhl secret ballot every ten
years. The 1988 act gave union members et tio take couraction to stop their
union calling them out on strike and a rigiit to be disciplined for not joining a
strike (Riddell, 1991; 47-48). Finally ¢h1990 Employment Act made all secondary
or sympathy action unlawfuha made it unlawful for aemployer to turn down a job
applicant who refused to joenunion (Dorey, 1996: 175).

When John Major replaced Margaret Tdiar in 1990 Conservative economic policy
continued along broadly the same lines akaitl done before Mrs. Thatcher’s fall.
Another piece of trades’ union legsbn, The 1993 Trade Union Reform and
Employment Act was made law. Amongst thet's provisions were, the abolition of
Wages Councils and minimum wages, thghtifor employers to offer incentives to
employees to give up their union membepshinions were made to give employers
seven days notice of strike action and cosdrs of public services were given the
right to seek injunctions to prevent unlawful action by public service employees

(Dorey, 1996: 249). The Major governmemilso extended the privatisation
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programme into new areas, selling off #etish Rail, the remains of British Coal,
arguably extending privatisationto areas that Mrs. Thatcher dare not tread. Free
market reforms were also pushed through in health and education. The Major
government’s continuation of the Thagche economic agenda aroused minimal
parliamentary dissent and demonstrated theatwvet / dry dispute had been settled in
favour of the dries (Ludlam, 1996: 117, Heppell, 2002: 309). However, even before
Major became leader another and far ndamaging factional disputation had already
burst into the open; this was the dispuiver European inggation between the

europhile and eurosceptwings of the party.

5.8 Europe

Attitudes towards Europe within the Consative Party have undergone considerable
change during the last sixty years; fra®tached superiority in the immediate post-
war period, the Conservatives then becameghrty of Europe’ under Heath and the
early years of Margaret Thaths leadership, before turning sceptical or even hostile
towards many aspects of the European ptojedor to 1945 th€Conservative Party
utilised a discourse of Impalism and stout defence tife national interest, however
in the aftermath of the Second World Wthis claim began was looking increasingly
threadbare. The Conservative Party’s asgms with the inter-war depression and
the appeasement of Hitler and Mussolitdgether with Labour’s positive record
during the War meant the Conservativedslld no longer claim tde the undisputed
champions of patriotism. Furthermore tk®nservative’s traditional narrative of
nationhood and patriotism was further ¢baged by world events; the ebbing away
of Britain’s great power status, the e=t from Empire and the impact of New
Commonwealth immigration (Lynch, 1999: 2Zhe culmination of these events
occurred when the illusion of great povatatus was shattered by the Suez Crisis of
1956, when Britain was forced abandon its invaaon of Egypt dueo financial and
diplomatic pressure from the United Stat€snsequently, the realisation of Britain’s
diminished power and influence in the wihrtogether with eerging concerns over
the state of the British economy prompted a rethink that led the Macmillan
government to apply to join the Europdgaconomic CommunityEEC) in 1960 (Ball,
1998: 142-143).
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The parliamentary debate and vote on Macmillan’s application revealed unease within
the Conservative Party, so recently the paftigmpire, with the European project. At
least one hundred Tory MPs had comeseand forty were convinced opponents,
although only one Conservative votedamgt and 29 abstained (Lynch, 1999: 25).
Evans & Taylor saw this as the momaevtten “...the European virus was injected
into the Conservative Party.” (Evags Taylor, 1996: 12) Macmillan’s application
was ultimately vetoed by France’s General De Gaulle in 1963, on the grounds that the
UK was too closely linked with the UniteStates, would act as a Trojan horse for
American influence and would be a lesarthwholehearted member. Britain finally
joined the EEC under the leadershop Edward Heath in 1973. Macmillan saw
membership as an opportunity to moderrBsitish industry. Heath shared this view
and also had a deep commitment to Eeseopintegration, which he believed was
necessary to prevent another war. Howepening the EEC revealed deep splits in
both the Conservative and Labour partiescdrding to Geddes, the Conservative MP
and sceptic Michael Spicer has identifiedif strands of eurosceptic opinion within
the parliamentary party; elihard anti-marketeers, such as Teddy Taylor who voted
against joining the EE@nder Heath and were still hdsttowards the EU. Then there
were neo-liberals who feared the reauluction of regulation that the Thatcher
government had swept away. A third group ¢stesl of nationalists and patriots who
saw the EU as a threat to national idign#nd finally there were constitutionalists
who argued that the EU was a threat garliamentary sovereignty and self-
government (Geddes, 2005: 127).

The concept of sovereignty has come to define the European rift within the
Conservative Party. In itsimplest sense sovereignty che defined as in supreme
command over civil society, in Bain this power is vested in the Queen in Parliament
(Scruton, 1996; 522-523). Ty division that opened up the Conservative Party
was between those who believed thaveseignty is indivéible and those who
believed that sovereignty can be ‘pooledth other countries. Enoch Powell saw
sovereignty as indivisible and:

Though XYZ may be formed from a comhtion of X and Y and Z, it is not

the same as any of those three and none of them enjoys independence or
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possesses sovereignty if it accepts therrmliag authority of XYZ; they are
not governed by themselves but by others. (Lynch, 1999: 40).

In addition, Powell pointed to the fact that:
The law of the Community overrides the law of parliament; it does for the
most part automatically and silentlyithout so much as the formality of
debate or vote; and those that make the law wield the power. (Lynch, 1999:
40) Powell’'s views were in sharp cordtdo the man who took Britain into
Europe, Edward Heath. Héabelieved that Europe enabled its member states
to ‘pool’ sovereignty and act togethfer the greater good of the Community
as a whole. As Heath told Parliament in 1975:
Sovereignty is not something to bwarded, sterile and barren carefully
protected by the Right Honoudab Member for Down South
[Powell]...Sovereignty is something for as custodians to use in the interests
of our country...It is a judgement wiicwe have to make, and | answer
without hesitation that theacrifice of sovereignty, it may be put in that
extreme form, or the sharing of soverdig the transfer o$overeignty or the
offering of sovereignty is fully justifeé. Indeed were we not to do so in the
modern world, | believe that as a Fament, as a party and as a government
we should be culpable in theesyof history. (Lynch, 1999: 30)

Despite Powell's misgivings the ConservatiParty came to beerceived as the
‘party of Europe’, partly due to Heathjgersonal commitment to the issue, but also
because of the rejectionist stance @ ttabour Party at the time (Berrington, 1998;
5). Moreover, the Conservative Party remained committed to constructive engagement
in Europe for the first two terms of Mr§hatcher’'s premiership, indeed she told the
1983 party conference that, “We are not {ed&rted members of the Community. We
are here to stay.” (Campbell, 2003: 302ynch (1999) analy=l the Thatcherite
Conservative Party’s relationsith Europe in three pmds; the budgetary dispute
(1979-1984); the making of the Single reBpean Market (1984-1988); and the
rejection of moves towards ‘ever closarion’ (1988-1990). Relains with Britain’'s
European partners were marred by asrimonious disputever Britain’s budget
contribution that was eventually tded in June 1984 (Campbell, 2003: 304).

However, the next four years marked arfaore positive attitude from Mrs. Thatcher,
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who saw moves towards completing the stnguropean market, with its emphasis on
free trade between partner states as ¢emgntary to her own domestic programme
of economic liberalisation (Lynch, 1999: 68)d&ed she believed that moves towards
the completing the single market wowdaport her vision ofderegulation and free
enterprise to an over governed contineRlowever, she failed to realise the
implication that creating the single markevolved not just deregation, but also the
harmonisation of regulations across natictest, which carried implications for the
sovereignty of the nation state (Camihb2003: 308-209). Moreover, whilst Mrs.
Thatcher saw the Single European Act asfthal piece of the European jigsaw her
fellow leaders viewed it merely as a steqgpistone towards furthentegration that
included a single currency and a Ewap foreign policy (Lynch, 1999: 69). When
the implications of the SEA finally becanclear Mrs. Thatcher entered her third
phase, which was marked by increasinglydstnt euroscepticism from 1988 until her
defenestration in 1990

This third phase was marked by Margare&afther’'s famous (or infamous) speech to
the College of Europe in Bruges in Sapber 1988, in which she explicitly rejected
any further moves towardstegration and argued that:
We have not successfully rolled back thentiers of the State in Britain, only
to see them re-imposed at a Europdevel with a European superstate
exercising a new dominance frddnussels. (Campbell, 2003: 605)
The Bruges speech was a seminal momaentConservative party politics and
according to Geddes the speech:
...reconfigured the boundaries of discourse about Europe within the
Conservative Party by legitimising Eweepticism from the top, and impelled
a huge and divisive internal debate witlthe Party to which ideas about the
state, the nation and sovereign auitiyarere crucial. (Geddes, 2005: 125)
Consequently Europe grew to bee critical policy divide within the Conservative
Party. (Garry, 1995: 170; lpell, 2002). Furthermore, disies over Europe led to
the departure of several dfirs. Thatcher's cabinethefore she too was ousted.
Michael Heseltine walked out of a cabineteting due to a dispeiover the future of

7 Out of office she continued to make eurosceptieshes and statements, much to the chagrin of her
successor, john Major.
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Westland helicopters; Nigel Lawson mgsed in 1989 believing he was being
undermined by Mrs. Thatcher’'s Eurosceptioreamic adviser Alan Walters, Nicholas
Ridley was forced out in 1990 after giving an ill-judged interview taSpectatoyin
which he claimed that European monetary policy was, “...all a German racket
designed to take over the whole of Euromnd that, “You might awell just give it

to Adolf Hitler.” (Young, 1993:572). Finally Geoffrey Hae resigned in 1990 over
differences with Margaret ThatcheriBuropean policy and intemperate language
(Young, 1993: 577-578). Howe’s departure andréssgnation speech in which called
for a challenge to Mrs. Thatcher’s leadépstniggered Michael Heseltine’s challenge
and Mrs. Thatcher’s subsequetatvnfall (Campbell, 2003: 720).

The question of European integration was @sdamportant factor in the subsequent
election of Mrs. Thatcher's successoohd Major. Major received strong backing
from the eurosceptic wing of the Rarhentary Conservative Party, whilst the
europhiles supported Major's closest tjivMichael Heseltine (Cowley & Garry,
1998: 492 — 498). For a while John Major’s leeship and his unexpected victory in
the general election of April 1992 seemedh&ve drawn the poison from the internal
Conservative debate over Europe. Howethas situation was not to last as:

The development of the EU persisiadbeing the issue on which Major was

tested, monitored and evaluated. It hagdme a litmus test that divided the

party and fuelled both explicit andacldestine disloyalty (Foley, 2002: 58)
Moreover, the potential for division was accentuated because the pro and anti
European factions were of similar sizadebecause the European cleavage was cross-
cutting. Although there were correlatiomgtween economic interventionism and
europhilia and between econimmliberalism and euroscepticism these were not
absolute (Heppell, 2002: 316-317).

The period of uneasy calm within therlgmentary party that followed the 1992
general election washattered four months latdry Britain's ejection from the
Exchange Rate Mechanism (ERM). Britain had entered the ERM in October 1990,
during the dog days of Mr3.hatcher’'s leadership and Major, her Chancellor of the
Exchequer, was personally associated \hin currency. The ERM was intended to

be a first step towards economic and manyetiaion, it linked and stabilised Europe’s
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currencies. Britain entered thite rate of 2.95 Deutchmarks to the pound, which it was
hoped would deliver, falling inflation and terest rates together with increased
economic growth (Williams, 1998: 28). However, on thd' Beptember currency
speculators started a run on the pound thatetbRritain to withdraw from the ERM,
although not before interest rates reach®% and a large padf Britain’s currency
reserves were wasted in a futile attempt to keep sterling within its ERM margins. The
day was dubbed ‘Black Wednesday’,thaugh euroscepticcalled it ‘White
Wednesday’ believing it presaged the end of any further moves towards economic
union (Wheatcroft, 2005; 197).

Consequently, the ERM debacle had tbHect of emboldemg some of the
Eurosceptic wing of the parliamentary partvith adverse consequences for the
effectiveness of the government and the camesf the Conservative Party that again
highlighted the salience and divisivenesshaf European policy divide; nowhere was
this more clearly demonstrated than in the tortuous parliamentary ratification of the
Maastricht Treaty during 199&arry, 1995: 185). Maastricktas intended to be the
next step on from the SEA and pursuedher moves towards political and economic
integration. Major had negotiated British exdiops from the single currency and the
‘social chapter’ (Wheatcroft2005; 192). However, despite these ‘opt-outs’ Major
faced stiff opposition from Eurosceptics within his own party. Some of this dissent
was open; significant party figures incladi Mrs. Thatcher, and three former party
chairmen, Norman Tebbit, Cecil Parkiomsand Kenneth Bakeall announced their
opposition to the treaty (Ludlam, 1996; 11Hpwever, Major was also undermined
by the tacit support given by serving oet ministers who Foley argues:

...manoeuvred behind the scenes to puesuileological and political agenda

at variance to that of the governmeftthough there were many variants of

euroscepticism, they collectively constéd a network of dissent and in many

respects an alternative power basthin the party (Foley, 2002: 57).

The consequence of this network of disseas a rebellion over the Maastricht Treaty
on the 22 July that resulted in the wat defeat ever sustained by a"2€entury
Conservative government and iain Major only revesed by playing Russian Roulette

with his backbenchers by calling a voteaminfidence, daring therno risk electoral
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defeat and a pro-European Labour Gowent (Ludlam, 1996: 101). Europe again
impacted upon the cohesion of the Pamkmtary Conservative Party when Major
withdrew the whip from eight MP& who abstained from a vote on European
(Communities) Finance Bill 1994, leaving Maleading a minority administration.
The nine rebel MPs were allowed back into the parliamentary party, without any form
of apology and later went on to lend theupport to Welsh Secretary, John Redwood
when he resigned from the cabinet ider to challenge John Major for the party
leadership (Heseltine, 2001: 476).

Redwood’s leadership bid came aboutcdwese John Major resigned the party
leadership and stood for the self-creatadancy, claiming that, “...for the last three
years I've been opposed by a small minoiityur party.” and callenging his critics

to, “...put up or shut up.(Major, 1999: 626). Major emideed on this high-risk
strategy, partly through frtrstion at the lack of intra-party cohesion that the
European issue was causing but also émnstonstant speculation about a possible
challenge to his leadership November (Foley, 200227). Whilst Major won the
battle with Redwood (Table 5.3 below), sisategy was not completely successful.
When he held his resignation press eoahce Major talked of being opposed by a
small minority within the parliamentary gy, however it was now clear that 109 of
his MPs, fully 1/8 of his parliamentary party did not support his leadership.
Moreover, Redwood’s candidature demonstrated the extent ahe dissent reached
right inside John Major’s cabinet. FinallMajor’s support base had changed since his
victory in 1990, when he won the leaderswigh the support of t eurosceptic right.
However, this faction now supported Remwd, whilst Major’s votesiow came from

the pro-European wing tifie parliamentary party.

Table 5.3The Conservative Party leadership election 1995

John Major 218
John Redwood 89
Abstentions 8
Spoilt Ballots 12

Source: Major, 1999; 645

'8 The eight were; Tony Marlow, Teresa Gormilick Budgen, Richard Body, John WIikinson,
Richard Shepherd, Christopher Gill and Teddy Tayloninth MP, Richard Body voluntarily resigned
the whip in sympathy.
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John Major’s re-election didttle to stop thenternecine warfarever Europe within
the Conservative Party and the BSE crissvted further evidence of division and
the impact of Europe on the ability ofetfConservative government to control the
domestic agenda. Scientists estdids a link between Bovine Spongiform
Encephalopathy (BSE) in cattle and Créeit#t-Jakob Disease (CJD) in humans. In
March 1996 the European Commission responded by banning the export of British
beef on a worldwide basis (Williams, 1999;5)15To the delight of his eurosceptic
MPs, Major announced a policy of non-coopierawith Europe and vetoed seventy
European measures (Williams, 1999: 156). $tamdoff was eventually resolved with
the government agreeing to extensive cattle-slaughtag programme supervised by
the EU. Major failed to achieve an autdibneend to the beeéxport ban or even a
timetable leading to an end of the balmn€equently the result was widely perceived
to have been a climbdown and furthevided the Conservative Party (Seldon, 1998:
652-653).

As the Major government neared the end opdstical life, Major was faced with an
awkward balancing act as heed to frame the Conservative Party’s policy for the
forthcoming general election. The Conservatives faced a challenge from Sir James
Goldsmith’s Referendum Party, which campaigned for a referendum on continued
British membership of the EU. Major had lbalance the threat of the Referendum
Party and the demands of the Euroscegtica tough line against the Euro with the
wishes of pro-Europeans for a more caatdry approach. Consequently Major had
adopted a policy of ‘wait and see’ on the Euro. Britain would only join the single
currency if and when the conditions were tighd this decision would be subject to a
referendum. However, many ConservatWPs, including two junior ministet3used

their election addresses to voice their glitiopposition to the single currency. This
prompted Major to make an extraordinayeech at an election press conference in
which he appealed to his MPs “Like meloathe me, do not bind my hands when |
am negotiating on behalf of the Brhisnation (Major, 1999: 715). The speech
highlighted the depth of Conservative dions at the heighdf a general election
campaign. Whilst Conservative MPs grewb obsessed by Europe, voters regarded

19 Jim Paice and John Horam
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it as a side issue, which arguably ynhcreased the harm it caused to the

Conservative Party. As Iv@rewe succinctly states:
The government was deeply damaged kg EHuropean issue. It preoccupied
and distracted the Prime Ministedemoralised backbenchers and party
activists, and alienated the public, iwhom the issue was both baffling and
boring. What repelled voters was nitte substance of the government's
European policy but the conspicuousuiity in its ranks that it exposed
(Crewe, 1996; 431).

Crewe’s observations were borne out by 1997 general election results which made

it clear that the electorate did not cargich position Conserv&e candidates took on

Europe leading John Major to observe th@andidates who had tied the party line

fared as well — or as badly — as thagho had abided by it.” (Major, 1999; 724)

However, the Major government marked thgh water mark of Conservative battles
over Europe. Many pro-European MPs retieg the 1997 electioand the new intake
was younger and more Eurosceptic than rit@ees. Consequently the balance of
power in the party lted decisively in favour of th&urosceptics. However, as the
divisions over Europe died down, anotlenflict began to emerge; between those
who espoused traditional conservative aband moral values and those who thought
the party should recognise and accept theiasodiversity of modern Britain
(Redwood, 2004: 143).

5.9 Morality

As Norton outlined there is an inherent tension at the heart of conservatism centred
upon the values of individual liberty andtlaority. Some conserti@es emphasise the
importance of individual freedom, whilst otisehighlight the necessity of authority

and respect (Norton, 1990: 44). This lddtomy became more pronounced as the
influence of the New Right grew withithe party as the Thatcher governments
adopted the policies of economic liberaliamd social conservatn, which advocated
increased powers for the police and stregeedmportance of the traditional family

unit. Conservatism has traditionally stsed the importance of authority and the
centrality of institutions in society, theundation of which is the family. Gilmour

argues that:
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The family is the natural social uné&nd the primary support of the individual.
Man is a member of a family before feethe member of anything else. The
family the centre of affections andethransmitter of traditions. (Gilmour,
1977: 148)
The type of family envisaged by Gilmois one of a married man and woman with
children; many conservatives find other tygdgdamily unit (single parent families,
same sex couples) deeply unsatisfactord therefore Scruton argues that:
It hardly needs saying...that the suppand protection of this institution
[marriage] must be centr&d the conservative owotbk, and that changes in the
law which are calculated to loosen or abolish the obligations of family life, or
which in other ways facilitate the amzelling of libidinal impulse away from
that particular form of union, will be accepted by conservatives only under the

pressure of necessity. (Scruton, 2001: 129).

Many Conservatives believe tleesalues to have been under attack for many years,
despite eighteen years of ConsematiParty hegemony. Many Conservative
politicians are clear about what caused Hresakdown in standardf)e liberal values
of the 1960s. The sixties were the decatien, according to Margaret Thatcher,
The fashionable theories and permissilaptrap set the scene for a society in
which the old fashioned virtues ofliscipline and self-restraint were
denigrated. (Edgar, 1986: 55)
Despite the misgivings of Mrs. Thatchand her supporters the Conservative Party
mounted no serious opposition to the liberaiigaof Britain’'s laws during the sixties.
Even though many Conservative MPs oppotet liberalisation of laws governing
abortion and homosexuality, there wemkso Conservatives who supported such
liberalisation (Pilbeam, 2005: 162Wlargaret Thatcher opped the abolition of the
death penalty and always supportéd reintroduction and opposed the 1968
liberalisation of the divorce laws. Howeveshe also supported the legalisation of
homosexuality and also voted for Da@teel's Abortion Bill (Campell, 2000: 192).

However, despite a great deal of rhetoric that extolled the virtues of the traditional
family and denigrated ‘alternative’ lifestyles it is arguable that the Thatcher

government made little serious effort toveese the alleged permissiveness of the
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sixties (Durham, 1989; 58). Bing Mrs. Thatcher’s fissterm the government passed
legislation to allow parents wheck teaching materials uskd sex education classes,

but refused to allow parents to withdrakeir children from such lessons (Durham,
1989: 59). Moreover, David Alton’s 1988 private members bill to limit abortion failed
due to a lack of government support desflite backing of many Conservative MPs
(Durham, 1989: 60). Furthermore, the governtisetreatment of the AIDS crisis of

the 1980s was one of neutrality, concentraiedhe dissemination of a public health
message, which promoted condom use and ‘safe sex’, rather than a sermon on the
morality of homosexuality. This led to eaism from social conservatives such as
Digby Anderson from the Social Affaildnit who claimed the government’s AIDS

campaign was a, “...second best message, which will destroy the very morality
needed to avoid AIDS and social degawg.” (Isaac, 1990; 219) The Thatcher
government also bent its own rules to allBwpert Murdoch’s Sky TV to take over its
only rival, BSB in 1988. The deregulatiai television has @uably increased the
quantity of offensive material availablon British television, as pornography is

beamed down from Sky’s satellite (Campbell, 2003: 573).

The deregulation of television and the emergence of BskyB highlights the tension
between free-markets and deregulationtio® one hand and concern for a ‘moral
society’ on the other highlighted by Lokarris of High Crossvho argued that the

free market would provide whatever consumers wanted, “...from prayer books and
communion wine to pornography and hard liquor.” (Isaac, 1990: 212). In addition
Thatcherite economic policies arguably ednited to the brdalown of traditional
family life, as families were hit by high unemployment, whilst government policy
made it more attractive for companiesamploy part-time female workers, taking
women away from traditional child rearimgnd homemaking activities. Consequently
the Thatcher government undermined theditional conservative concept of the
patriarchal family of a male breadwinner and female homemaker (Abbott & Wallace,
1990: 85). The reality was that by 1988spiée nine years of Conservative
government and pro-family rhetoric familife in Britian had been seriously eroded.

As Kenneth Baker pointed out:

20 Alton was a Liberal MP. Mrs Thatcher refused to support the Bill
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The figures for divorce and illegitimate births keep rising and Britain has the
highest number of divorces per thousaxisting marriages of any country in
the European community. Around one fiwe of all registered births is
illegitimate and in some parts of theuntry it is as high as one in three...
(Isaac, 1990; 218)

However, the Thatcher governments didkmane serious attempt to impose their
moral agenda upon society; this was Sec®8 of the 1988 Local Government Act,
which forbade local authorities from protimg intentionally homosexuality (Pilbeam,
2005: 167). This echoed Margaret Thatchdryddief, articulatd at the 1987 Party
Conference, “...children who needed tothaght respect and traditional moral values

were being taught that they had anigr@able right to be gay (Isaac, 1990: 218).

If the Thatcher governmentsade little serious attempt to remoralise society, one
must ask why some ministers articulateddsint socially conservative rhetoric. |
would suggest there were dwmotives behind this language. The first was that
blaming the liberal values of the 1960s forreat social ills deflected criticism of the
present government’s social and economidcpes and the strain they put on some
families. Secondly, it is arguable that sdlgi@onservative rhetoric was driven by the
government’s desire to save money andbanefit payments. Consequently, in 1988
Social Security Minister John Moore totde Party Conference that state benefits
might affect behaviour, to the extetitat unmarried women deliberately became
pregnant in order to secure a guaranteetme and a council house (Isaac, 1990:
217). Moore’s view were echoed in 1993 nother Social Secity Minister, Peter
Lilley, who delighted activists at the 1993rfyaconference by rewriting the lyrics of
Gilbert & Sullivan’s Lord High Executioner:

I've got a little list of benefit offends who I'll soon be rooting out, young

ladies who get pregnant to jump the housing list, and dads who won't support

the kids of ladies they have kissed! (Lilley, 1992)

Lilley’s speech highlighted another targdtthe Conservatives’ moral wrath, absent
fathers who refused to contrifeufinancially towards the cost of raising their children.
These concerns led to the creation & €hild Support Agency (CSA) in 1993. The
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Agency’s purpose was to assess, reyi@mforce and collect child maintenance
payments from absent parents. Again desfihe moral tone of some Conservative
rhetoric an obvious attractioof the CSA was in cutting éhsocial security bill, as
benefits could be cut pound for pound &rery payment recovered. However, the
Agency was dogged by problems including ppadling level of erors, overcharging,
and inefficiency, which lefthe CSA £112m short of its £530collection target in its
first year (Anon., 18/1/2006).dbsequently the Agency argoly became an electoral

liability for the Major government.

However, the electoral repercussions @& failure of the CSA were minor compared
to the moral quagmire opened up by John Majtack to Basicsspeech at the 1993
Conservative Party Conference. Back tesiBa was Major's attempt to relaunch his
government and present a ‘big idea’ thatsvexclusively his, rather than something
inherited from his predecessor. Accoigito Major these basics included:
“...sound money; free trade; traditionalaching; respect for the family and
the law.” (Major, 1999: 555).
Major's speech was billed in some sectiarfsthe media as elling back of the
liberal tide that had swept the countrycanthe 1960s, in part thanks to a briefing
from central office spin-doctor (later MIHim Collins who suggested that Back to
Basics contained a moral element (Serge2005: 291). Moreovehoth Peter Lilley
and John Redwood had recently attacked parenthood outside marriage, but in his
autobiography Major denied lad been trying to launchnaoral crusade, claiming:
“...my ‘back to basics’ was not aboubashing single mothers or preaching
sexual fidelity at privateitizens.” (Major, 1999: 555)
We now know Major had good reason not tegmh sexual fidelity at private citizens
after his parliamentary colleague Edwina Currie revealed irDraates (2002) that
they conducted an extra-marital affdetween 1984 and 198&urrie, 2002: 236-
7)*%. It is arguable that hadithcome to public attentioim the febrile aftermath of
Back to Basics that it would have cdéajor his job and evenaused the government

to fall.

2L |n her diaries Currie refers to Major as ‘B’
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Whilst Major’'s Back to Basics speech svaugely popular with the delegates at the
party conference, Chief Whip Richard Ryderd his colleagues ithe whips’ office

were less than pleased. They knew aboeathttman frailties of some Conservative
MPs and feared that any hint of moralisimguld give the press an excuse to expose
those MPs who did not live up to the rabright’'s rhetoric (Selsdon, 1998: 403).
Ryder was justifiably worried; in Januat@94, Environment Seetary Tim Yeo was
forced to resign because he had fathenedllegitimate child and David Ashby was
revealed to have shared a bed with anoti&n whilst on holiday. In addition the wife

of Conservative peer, Lord Caithness committed suicide because she feared he was
about to leave her for another womanFkbruary Stephen Milligan was found dead,

the victim of bizarre sexual practicésat went wrong andHartley Booth, Mrs.
Thatcher’s successor in Finchley, resigasda PPS, having written love poems to a
female researcher (Williams, 1998: 64). Whilst sexual scandals are not necessarily
harmful to a party’s public image, in thertext of Back to Basics they made the

Conservative Party seem deeply hypocritical.

In addition to sexual scandal the patbegan to be dogged by accusations of
individual financial impropriety. Alan Dwan was forced to resign over the purchase
and resale of a Westmies council house. The affair was made worse because
Conservative controlled Westminster Counedls already under ingggation over its
council house sales policy (Seldon, 1998: 438)1995 Neil Hamilton and Graham
Riddick were both accused of takingash in brown envelopes for asking
parliamentary questions on behalf of Mohammed Fayed. In addition, Jonathan Aitken
resigned from the cabinet to fight a libel action againstGo@rdian newspaper,
which had accused him of conducting dodgy arms deal with Argl¢heatcroft,
2005; 226). The succession of personal andritial scandals involving Conservative
MPs became collectively knowas ‘sleaze’. Sleaze was seen, both by the media and
the electorate as an exclusively Cornadive phenomenon and became one of the
defining characteristics of the Majgovernment and as Alan Clark wrote:

Combined with their evident incompets and their staleness, it caused the

Conservative Party to forfeit that mastluable of all political currencies in a

democratic society — spect. (Clark, 1998: 510)

22 pitken lost his libel action and was subsequently convicted of perjury and imprisoned.
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5.10 The Ideological Composition of the PCP 1997 & 2001

Phillip Norton (1990) argued that it was pdssito analyse the political stance of
every Conservative Member of Parliamét,using a number of indicators, including
voting behaviour and membership offpaular groups (Norton, 1990: 41).

5.10.1 Methodology

In order to analyse the idegical disposition of the Parliamentary Conservative Party
| have chosen to use thrpelicy divides; economic policyattitudes to Europe and
sexual and moral policy. The analysisiué ideological composition of the PCP will
be in two sections; the firsection will group MPs according the ideological stance

in each of the three policy areas to produce a one-dimensional typology. The second
section will then categoriddPs according to their positido each of the three policy
areas combined, producing a more soplastid three dimensional typology. Both
these typologies can then be applied ®fthal round of the 199/2adership election
and to the final Westminster round ofetl2001 leadership eléen to analyse the
connection between and the votingehaviour of Conservative M®s The
methodology used to ascertain the ideoldgiisposition of indvidual MPs is taken
from Norton’s (1990) groundbreaking work on the ideological composition of the
Parliamentary Conservative Party. Consedjyethis study will utilise votes in
Parliament, Early Day Motions (EDMs), méership of ginger groups and public

statements.

5.10.1.1 Division Lists

Division lists are the recordf votes taken in Parliameniorton argues that these
provide ‘hard data’, bald statements fatt, whose contents cannot be subject to
dispute (Norton, 1990: 47). However, care masstaken with regard to division lists

to distinguish between free votes where an iMRee to vote according to his or her

3 Shaun Woodward was elected as a ConservativénNB97, but defected to Labour in 1999.
Consequently there is little data, with which to position Woodward within the typology. He has
therefore been excled from this study
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conscience and whipped votes when MPs canger (sometimes severe) pressure to
toe the party line.

5.10.1.2 Early Day Motions
Berrington & Hague (1998) define EDMs as:
...motions put down by backbenchers; their subject matter covers a wide range
of topics, some politically controversial. While some EDMs are designed as
mere demonstrations by one member baadful of MPs, dters attract many
signatures (Berringto& Hague, 1998: 44-45)
EDMs can be regarded as a valuable sewf data because they are attitudinal
indicators. They may reveal an MPs treelings on a given subject that may not be
apparent from division lists, when backiobers come under pressure to conform to
the party line (Heppell, 2002: 308).

5.10.1.3 Group Membership

Group membership provides,

...an MPsfsmcription as to his or her political
stance.” (Norton, 1990: 43). Group memberghgy provide evidence of a particular
stance on economic policy; the interventginiory Reform Group (TRG) or the neo-
liberal Conservative Way Forward (CWFPro European groupings include the
Conservative Group for Europe (CGE) atté Tory Euro Network. It should be
noted that some groups are dual purpéseexample the TRG is both economically
wet and europhile, whilst the CWF is both remically dry and eurosceptic. Groups
utilised to determine the socially liberal / conservative divide Party comprise both
party and cross-party groupings. Theselude the All Party Parliamentary Pro-
Choice and Sexual Health Group. On the sociadlyservative side groups include the
Conservative Christian Felbship (CCF), the All Payt Parliamentary Pro-Life
Group.

5.10.1.4 Public Statements
Public statements by MPs are another &hle source of data. This information has
been derived from both primary sourcesR®websites and Haasl) and secondary

sources, notably comments and interviews in the press.
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5.10.1.5 Location of MPs
The process of ascertaining the ideologicapdsition of any given MP starts with the
assumption that the said MP is ideologicatigutral’ and has an ideological ‘score of
zero. If an MP is a member of a dryoeomic group they are ygn a score of +1,
conversely if they are a member of atwgeoup they are given a score of —1. This
method of scoring is then repeated faublic and private comment; a statement
supporting a dry position scores +1, whiés statement supporting a wet position
scores —1. The same process is applidDds and division lists, MPs with a score
above zero are regarded as economicaly those with a score below zero are wet,
whilst those with a score of zero can be ad&red to be neutral. For example, John
Redwood is the Honorary Presitt of the dry Selsdon Groamd therefore scores +1.
In addition he has said that:
Keeping taxes low and few in numbertie best way to make a people well
off. Cutting taxes and tax rates can gwse total revenue, because it is likely
to increase the overall prosperity oethociety promotinghose lower taxes.
(Redwood, 2002)
This dry statement gives him a further score of +1 and places him in the economic
‘dry’ category. The same method can be appltedetermine if an MP is eurosceptic
or europhile, socially libeftar socially conservative.

5.10.1.6 The Economy
The collection of data that demonstrattes wet / dry policy divide between 1997 and
2001 has proved methodologically challengimerause the Conservatives were no
longer in power. Whilst many public statents by Conservative can be found about
the economy these can be considered otype that the Conservatives often make
when they are in opposition; that taxegler Labour are too high and that the Labour
government is inefficient and wastéaxpayer's money. For example a paper
published by the ‘wet’ Tory Reform Group in 2003 asserted that:
Conservative Governments will seek éatract less tax than Labour ones.
Essentially the task is to use the taxenue most efficiently to ensure high-
quality public services. (Green & Taylor, 2003)
Moreover economic policy has arguably becdme least salient @blogical division

within the Conservative Party, in thathatgh it was the dominant schism of British
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conservatism during the 1a1®70s and early 1980s, it was superseded by the question
of European integration and the emergingicdé between social liberals and social

conservatives.

Consequently, | have made two assuomsi about the economic disposition of
Conservative MPs between 1997 and 20Bitstly, | have used evidence from
Heppell (2002) to locate the ideologigabsition of MPs who entered parliament
before 1997, unless there is clear evideneg tthey have changed their views since

the 1997 general election. Secondly, | have assumed that those MPs who entered
parliament since 1997 would have undergtmar political socialisation during the
Margaret Thatcher era. These MPs haveetfioee been classified as dry, unless there

is clear evidence to the contrary.

5.10.1.7 Europe

The question of European integration whe defining issue for the Conservative
Party during the later part of the 20th wey. One strong indicator of an MP’s
position on Europe is the membershipvafious party and non-party groups. Perhaps
due to the bitterness with which this disgign was fought, thers a plethora of pro
and anti EU groups and as with theoeoemic variable, many MPs are members of
several organisations. Europhile groupslude; The Action Centre for Europe, the
Conservative Group for Europe, the Toryr&iNetwork and th&ory reform Group.
On the eurosceptic side groups inclu@enservatives Against a Federal Europe
(CAFE), Conservative Way Forward, ethEuropean Foundation, the European
Research Group and the Freedom AssociaB@tause of the contentious nature of
the European debate, there are no shortage of speeches, newspaper articles and
statements on individual MPs’ websites.tiird source of data on Europe is Early
Day Motions$* and finally, one parliamentary dsion list was utilised; the European

Communities Amendment Bill 1997, which ratified the Amsterdam Treaty.

24 Eurosceptic EDMs include calls for the repatriation of control over UK fishing grounds and for the
government to produce a white paper on ..."the constitutional, economic and political implications of
the United Kingdom joining the European single currency’, which was signed by eighty-two
Conservative MPs. Conversely an EDM welcomingrtipe Day’, as a chande celebrate Britain’'s
membership of the EU, was signed by a lone Tory MP; Robert Jackson.
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The 1997 defeat should have taken some efnat out of the European issue; the
decision on EMU was no longerelfConservatives’ to takend indeed Hague’s more
eurosceptic position satisfied most of histpaHowever, three pro European shadow
cabinet members resigned; lan Taylod@avid Curry in October 1997, followed by
Stephen Dorrell in June 1998 (Lynch, 20038). In addition, Peter Temple-Morris
defected to Labour in 1998 and Hague’sigolvas criticised by several high profile
Conservative ex-ministers (Lynch, 2003: 15Blevertheless, the party has become
significantly more eursceptic; many europhile MPs have been have either retired and
been replaced by eurosceptics or lostrtisgiats to other parties. Furthermore, a
number of Conservative MPs\Jyebecome more euroscepdis a result of what they
see as the consequences of furthergnaition. A survey of Conservative MPs by
Baker, Gamble and Seawright conddcie 1998 found that 75% of respondents
believed that joining the Euro would ‘sigrtake end of the UK as a sovereign nation’
and 80% favoured an Act to establish the ultimate supremacy of Parliament and 26%
advocated withdrawal from the EU (Lynch, 2003: 155).

5.10.1.8 Sexual & Moral Issues

This has been another difficult area to resledrecause of the paucity of divisions in
Parliament over issues of social, sexaatl moral policy. The totemic issue of the
death penalty, which used to come bef&aliament every five years, has been
permanently abolished with the passagk the Human Rights Act. Corporal
punishment in schools was abolishedhe 1998 School Standards and Framework
Bill. The vote was taken at 5.38am; orl$§ Conservative MPs took part, one in
favour and seventeen against. (Hansard, 1888:395) One issue that offered scope
for research was that of hunting with dogewever, this too has proved problematic.
Firstly, is the defence of theght to hunt socially conseative or liberal? At first
glance it is easy to categorise those whiem hunting as sociallgonservative; they
seek to perpetuate a traditional country pursuit — and the defence of tradition is at the
heart of conservative ideology. However, itiltbalso be argued that the abolition of
hunting is an example of thergnhny of the majority and anfringement of individual
liberty and many socially liberal Toriegefend hunting on precisely these grounds.
Then there is the question afuelty — is hunting foxesithh dogs a cruel and outdated

practice, or the most humane and effiti method of pest control? Finally, the
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hunting issue is not a typicatpresentation of ideologicdivision within the PCP.
Only seven Conservative MPs supportautright ban on hunting with dogs and of
these, four; Ann Widdecombe, Sir Teddyylta, David Amess and David Atkinson
are from the socially conservative wing thie parliamentary party. Consequently, |
have decided not to use the hing issue in this sidy, because it is natear that it is

a reliable indicator of sociallyberal / conservative behaviour.

To categorise Conservative MPs as socibitlgral or Conservati | looked at three
areas; reproductive issues - abortion ambryo research, gay rights and euthanasia.
‘Life issues’ like abortion, voluntary euthanasia and embryo research are hugely
important for many social conservatiydi&ke Ann Widdecombe, Ann Winterton,
David Amess and other MPs who are miers of the Conservative Christian
Fellowship. There is a broad range pafsitions, within the PCP on these issues,
ranging from the aforementioned Christian e@matives to pro-choice liberals. MPs’
opinions are generally consistent, but theme exceptions; David Davis is in favour of
voluntary euthanasia, but opposes embryeaes. Conversely, Edward Garnier is
typical of many Tories whare in favour of Embryo reaech, but oppose voluntary
euthanasia. Michael Portills an exceptional case, because he has never voted on a
life issue during his entire Parliamentacareer. However, life issues, whilst

important to many MPs do not have tbéemic significance of gay rights.

Gay rights have been a sigo#int issue within the PCP as the Conservatives try to
shake off their ‘nasty party’ image. Twoepkes of legislation have been particularly
problematic for the Tories the Adoption a@tiildren Bill and the repeal of ‘Section

28'. The passage of the Adoption and Ctald Bill, allowed gay couples adopt and
this caused a massive rift within the P@Rer IDS ordered his MPs to vote against
the bill and imposed a three-line whip. This prompted John Bercow to resign from the
Shadow Cabinet and he together with MiehPortillo, Ken Cldte and five others
defied IDS by voting for the Bill, prompting Bto tell his party tby had to, “unite or
die"®. IDS avoided making the same mistakéce and MPs wergiven a free vote

over the repeal of Section B8the Local Government Act, which bans the promotion

%5 MPs were told that they could miss the vote if they did not wish to vote against the Bill
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of homosexuality in schools. Howeveruitan Smith joined An Widdecombe, Bill

Cash and seventy other Tories in votingrétain Section 28. Asvith life issues,
opinions within the PCP are varied, ramgifrom relaxed to homophobic. Again MPs

are generally consistent, over a range of gay issues, however there are exceptions;
Mark Field voted against the AdoptiondaChildren Bill (arguably because it was a
whipped vote), but supportete abolition of section 28nother oddity is Andrew
Lansley who opposed the Sexual Offences (Amendment) Bill, which reduced the age

of consent for gays, but supporttbé Adoption and Children Bill.
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5.11 Ideological Disposition of te PCP 1997-2001 (One Dimensional)

Table 5.4Limited state (dryfn = 112)

David Amess
David Atkinson
John Bercow
Graham Brady
William Cash
Michael Clark
James Cran

Alan Duncan
David Faber
Howard Flight
Christopher Fraser
Nick Gibb

Teresa Gorman
Dominic Grieve
Philip Hammond
Charles Hendry
Gerald Howarth
Bernard Jenkin
Andrew Lansley
Julian Lewis
Peter Lloyd

Peter Luff

David Maclean
Francis Maude
Anne Mclintosh
Patrick Nicholls
Owen Patterson
John Redwood
Marion Roe
Gillian Shephard
Caroline Spelman
Anthony Steen
Peter Tapsell
David Treddinick
Nigel Waterson
John Whittingdale
David Willetts
Nicholas Winterton

Michael Ancram
Peter Atkinson
Crispin Blunt
Julian Brazier
Christopher Chope
Tim Collins
David Davis
Peter Emery
Michael Fabricant
Eric Forth
Roger Gale
Christopher Gill
James Gray
William Hague
John Hayes
John Horam
Andrew Hunter
Julie Kirkbride
Edward Leigh
David Lidington
Michael Lord
John MacGregor
Humfrey Malins
Brian Mawhinney
Piers Merchant
Archie Norman
Eric Pickles
Andrew Robathan
David Ruffley
Richard Shepherd
Micha8picer
Gary Streeter
Teddy Taylor
Andrew Tyrie
Bowen Wells
Ann Widdecombe
David Wilshire

James Arbuthnot
Greg Barker
Richard Body
Angela Browning
Alan Clark
Michael Colvin
lain Duncan Smith
Nigel Evans
Michael Fallon
Liam Fox
Edward Garnier
Cheryl Gillan
John Greenway
Archie Hamilton

David Heathcoat Amory

Michael Howard
Robert Jackson
Eleanor Laing
Oliver Letwin
Peter Lilley

Tim Loughton
Andrew Mackay
John Maples

Theresa May
Malcom Moss
James Paice
David Prior

Laurence Robertson

Jonathan Sayeed

Keith Simpson

Nick St. Aubyn

Desmond Swayne

John Townend
Charles Wardle

Ray Whitney

John Wilkinson
Ann Winterton
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Table 5.5 Economicagnostic(n = 13)

lan Bruce

James Clappison
John Major
Robert Syms
Robert Walter

Simon Burns
Geoffrey JobnsSmith

Richard Ottaway
Michael Trend

Peter Brooke
Patrick McLoughlin
Richard Spring

Peter Viggers

Table 5.6 Extended state (wefh = 39)

Peter Ainsworth
Timothy Boswell
John Butterfill
Geoffrey Clifton-Brown
Quentin Davies
Norman Fowler
John Gummer
Oliver Heald
Michael Jack
Nicholas Lyell
Richard Page

John Stanley

Peter Temple-Morris

Tony Baldry
Peter Bottomley
Sydney Chapman
Patck Cormack
Steven Day
Alistair Goodlad
Alan Halbeirst
Edward Heath
Robert Key
David Madel
Andrew Rowe
lan Taylor

Tim Yeo

Paul Beresford
Virginia Bottomley
Kenneth Clark
David Curry
Stephen Dorrell
Damian Green
Nick Hawkins
Douglas Hogg
Tom King
Michael Mates
Nicholas Soames
John Taylor
George Young

Table 5.7 Eurosceptigqn = 140)

Peter Ainsworth
James Arbuthnot
John Bercow

Sir Richard Body
Graham Brady
Angela Browning
John Butterfill
Christopher Chope
Michael Clark
Michael Colvin
David Davis
Peter Emery
Michael Fabricant
Liam Fox

Roger Gale

David Amess
David Rinson

Sir Paul Beresford
Tim Boswell
Julian Brazier

lan Bruce

William Cash
Jam@&appison

Geoffrey Clifton-Brown

James Cran

lain Duncan Smith
Nigel Evans
Howardlight

Norman Fowler
Edward Garnier
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Michael Ancram
Peter Atkinson
Crispin Blunt
Peter Bottomley
Peter Brooke
Simon Burns
Sydney Chapman
Alan Clark
Tim Collins
Stephen Day
Alan Duncan
David Faber
Eric Forth
Christopher Fraser
Nick Gibb



Cheryl Gillan
James Gray
William Hague
John Hayes
Oliver Heald
Michael Howard
Michael Jack
Robert Key
Eleanor Laing
Oliver Letwin
Peter Lilley

Tim Loughton
Andrew Mackay
John Major
Michael Mates
Theresa May
Malcolm Moss
Richard Ottaway
Owen Paterson
John Randall
Laurence Robertson
David Ruffley
Richard Shepherd
Michael Spicer
Nick St. Aubyn
Desmond Swayne
John Taylor
David Tredinnick
Peter Viggers
Bowen Wells
John Wilkinson
Ann Winterton

ChristopheGill
John Greenway
Archie Hamilton
Nick Hawkins
Douglas Hogg
Gerald Howarth
Bernard Jenkin
Tom King
Andrew Lansley
Julian Lewis
Sir Peter Lloyd
Peter Luff
David Maclean
Humfrey Malins
Francis Maude
Anne Mclntosh
Patrick Nicholls
Richard Page
Eric Pickle
John Redwood
Mariétoe
Jonathan Sayeed
Keith Simpson
Richard Spring
Anthony Steen
Robert Syms
Teddy Taylor
Michael Tend
Charles Wardle
John Whittingdale
David Willets
Nicholas Winterton

Teresa Gorman
Dominic Grieve
Philip Hammond
David Heathcoat-Amory
John Horam
Andrew Hunter
Geoffrey Johnson-Smith
Julie Kirkbride
Edward Leigh
David Lidington
Michael Lord
John MacGregor
David Madel
John Maples
Piers Merchant
Patrick McLoughlin
Archie Norman
James Paice
David Prior
Andrew Robathan
Andrew Rowe
Gillian Shephard
Nicholas Soames
John Stanley
Gary Streeter
Peter Tapsell
John Townend
Andrew Tyrie
Nigel Waterson
Ann Widdecombe
David Wilshire

Table 5.8 European agnostitn = 12)

Tony Baldry Virginia Bottomley Patrick Cormack
Anthony Grant Damian Green Nicholas Lyell
Brian Mawhinney Caroline Spelman Robert Walter
Ray Whitney Tim Yeo George Young
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Table 5.9Europhile(n = 12)

Kenneth Clarke David Curry Quentin Davies
Stephen Dorrell Aligir Goodlad John Gummer
Edward Heath Alan Hasellsir Michael Heseltine
Robert Jackson lan Taylor Peter Temple-Morris

Table 5.10Socially conservativén = 122)

Peter Ainsworth
James Arbuthnot
Tony Baldry
Graham Brady
lan Bruce
William Cash
James Clappison
Michael Colvin
David Davis

Alan Duncan
Michael Fallon
Norman Fowler
Roger Gale
Cheryl Gillan
John Greenway
William Hague
Nicholas Hawkins
David Heathcoat-Amory
Michael Howard
Michael Jack
Tom King

Oliver Letwin
Peter Lilley

Peter Luff

David Madel
Brian Mawhinney
Patrick McLoughlin
Malcom Moss
James Paice
David Prior
Andrew Robathan
Jonathan Sayeed
Keith Simpson
Richard Spring
Gary Streeter
Peter Tapsell

David Amess
David Rinson
Paul Beresford
Julian Brazier
Simon Burns
Sydney Chapman
Alan Clark
Patrick Cormack
Stephan Day
Nigel Evans
Howard Flight
Liam &x
Edward Garnier
JameGray
Dominic @&wre
Archie Hamilton
John Hayes
Douglas Hogg
Gerald Huarth
Bernard Jenkin
Eleanor Laing
Julian Lewis
Michael Lord
Nicholas Lyell
HumfreMalins
Theresa May
PatricKMercer
Patrick Nicolls
Owen Paterson
John Redwood
MarioRoe
Gillian Shephard
Caroline Spelman
Nick St. Aubyn
Desmond Swayne
John Taylor
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Michael Ancram
Peter Atkinson
Peter Bottomley
Angela Browning
John Butterfill
Christopher Chope
Tim Collins
James Cran
lain Duncan Smith
David Faber
Eric Forth
Christopher Fraser
Christopher Gill
Damien Green
John Gummer
Phillip Hammond
Oliver Heald
John Horam
Andrew Hunter
Geoffrey Johnson-Smith
Edward Leigh
David Liddington
Timothy Loughton
David Maclean
Michael Mates
Anne Mclintosh
Piers Merchant
Richard Page
Eric Pickles
Laurence Robertson
David Ruffley
Richard Shepherd
Michael Spicer
Anthony Steen
Robert Syms
Teddy Taylor



Michael Trend Andrew Tyei Peter Viggers
Robert Walter Charles Wardle Nigel Waterson
Bowen Wells Ray Whitney John Whittingdale
Ann Widdecombe John Wilkson David Wilshire

Ann Winterton Nicholas Winterton

Table 5.11Socially Agnosti¢n = 13)

Virginia Bottomley Peter Brooke Michael Clark

Peter Emery
John Major
John Stanley
George Young

Michael Heseltine

John Maples
David Trathick

John Macgregor
Nicholas Soames
David Willetts

Table 5.12Socially liberal(n = 29)

John Bercow

Tim Boswell
David Curry
Michael Fabricant
Teresa Gorman
Robert Jackson
Andrew Lansley
Francis Maude
Andrew Rowe
John Townend

Crispin Blunt
Kenneth Clae
Quentin Daes
Nick Gibb
Alan Hdbkarst
Robert Key
Peter Lloyd
Archie Norman
lan Taylor
Tim Yeo

Richard Body
Geoffrey Clifton Brown
Stephen Dorrell

Alistair Goodlad
Edward Heath

Julie Kirkbride

Andrew Mackay

Richard Ottoway
Peter Temple Morris

5.12 Ideological Disposition of te PCP 2001 — 2005 (One Dimensional)

Table 5.13Limited state (dryh = (121)

David Amess
David Atkinson
Greg Barker
Crispin Blunt
Angela Browning
Christopher Chope
James Cran

lain Duncan Smith
Nigel Evans

Michael Ancram
Peter Ainson
John Baron
Graham Brady
David Cameron
Tim Collins
David Davis
Alan Duncan
Michael Fabricant
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James Arbuthnot
Richard Bacon
John Bercow
Julian Brazier
William Cash
Derek Conway
Jonathan Djanogly
Peter Duncan
Michael Fallon



Mark Field

Eric Forth

Roger Gale
Cheryl Gillan
Chris Grayling
Phillip Hammond
David Heathcoat-Amory
John Horam
Andrew Hunter
Julie Kirkbride
Edward Leigh

lan Liddell-Grainger
Michael Lord
Andrew Mackay
John Maples
Theresa May
Malcolm Moss
George Osbourne
Michael Portillo
John Randall
Hugh Robertson
Andrew Rosindell
Andrew Selous
Mark Simmonds
Michael Spicer
Gary Streeter
Peter Tapsell
David Tredinnick
Nigel Waterson
Ann Widdecombe
David Willetts
Nicholas Winterton

Howard Flight
Liam Fox
Edward Garnier
PauGoodman
John Greenway
William Hague
Charles Hendry
Michael Howard
Bernard Jenkin
Eleanor Laing
Oliver Letwin
DavidLidington
Timothy Loughton
David Maclean
Francis Maude
Patrick Mercer
Andrew Murrison
James Paice
Mark Prisk
John Redwood
Laurence Robertson
David Rtley
Gillian Shephard
Keith Simpson
Robert Spink
Desmond Swayne
John Taylor
Andrew Turner
Angela Watkinson
Bill Wiggin
David Wilshire

Adrian Flook
Mark Francois
Nick Gibb
James Gray
Dominic Grieve
John Hayes
Mark Hoban
Gerald Howarth
Boris Johnson
Andrew Lansley
Julian Lewis
Peter Lilley
Anne Mclintosh
Humfrey Malins
Brian Mawhinney
Andrew Mitchell
Archie Norman
Owen Patterson
Eric Pickles
Andrew Robathan
Marion Roe
Jonathan Sayeed
Richard Shepherd
Caroline Spelman
Anthony Steen
Hugo Swire
Teddy Taylor
Andrew Tyrie
John Whittingdale
John Wilkinson
Ann Winterton

Table 5.14Economic agnosti¢n = 11)

Simon Burns

James Clappison

Patrick Cormack

Greg Knight Patrick McLoughlin Richard Ottoway
Richard Spring Robert Syms Michael Trend
Peter Viggers Robert Walter
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Table 5.15Extended statéwet) (n = 34)

Peter Ainsworth
Paul Beresford
Virginia Bottomley
Sidney Chapman
David Curry
Damian Green
Nick Hawkins
Michael Jack
Jaqui Lait
Stephen O’Brien
John Stanley
George Young

Tony Baldry
Tim Boswell
Alistair Burt
Kenneth Clarke
Quentin Davies
John Gummer
Oliver Heald
Robert Jackson
Peter Luff
Richard Ba
lan Taylor

Henry Bellingham
Peter Bottomley
John Butterfill
Geoffrey Clifton-Brown
Stephen Dorrell
Alan Haselhurst
Douglas Hogg
Robert Key
Michael Mates
Nicholas Soames
Tim Yeo

Table 5.16Eurosceptiqn = 149)

Peter Ainsworth
James Arbuthnot
Richard Bacon
Henry Bellingham
Crispin Blunt
Graham Brady
Simon Burns
William Cash
James Clappison
Derek Conway
Jonathan Djanogly
lain Duncan Smith
Michael Fallon
Adrain Flook
Mark Francois
Nick Gibb

James Gray
Dominic Grieve
Nicholas Hawkins
David Heathcoat-Amory
Douglas Hogg
Gerald Howarth
Bernard Jenkin
Julie Kirkbride
Jacqui Lait

Oliver Letwin
David Lidington

David Amess
David Rinson
Greg Barker
John Bercow
Timothy Boswell
Julian Brazier
John Butterfill

Sydney Chapman
Geoffrgfifton-Brown

James Cran
Alan Duncan
Nigel Evans
Mark Field
Eric Forth
Roger Gale
Cheryl Gilhn
Chris Grayling
William Hague
John Hayes
Charles Hendry
John Horam
Andrewunter
Boris Johnson
Greg Knight
Andrew Lansley
Julian Lewis
Peter Lilley
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Michael Ancram
Peter Atkinson
John Baron
Paul Beresford
Peter Bottomley
Angela Browning
David Cameron
Christopher Chope
Tim Collins
David Davis
Peter Duncan
Michael Fabricant
Howard Flight
Liam Fox
Edward Garnier
Paul Goodman
John Greenway
Philip Hammond
Oliver Heald
Mark Hoban
Michael Howard
Michael Jack
Robert Key
Eleanor Laing
Edward Leigh
lan Liddell-Grainger
Michael Lord



Timothy Loughton
David Maclean
Michael Mates
Anne Mclntosh
Andrew Mitchell
Archie Norman
Richard Ottaway
Owen Paterson
Mark Prisk,
Andrew Robathan
Marion Roe
Jonathan Sayeed
Richard Shepherd
Nicholas Soames

Peter Luff
Humfrey Malins
Francis Maude
Patrick Mahughlin
Malcolm Moss
Stephen O’'E®n
Richard Page
Eric Pickles
John Randall
Hugh Robson
Andrew Rosintle
Andrew Selous
Mark Simmonds
Caroline Spelman

Andrew Mackay
John Maples
Teresa May
Patrick Mercer
Andrew Murrison
George Osbourne
James Paice
Michael Portillo
John Redwood
Lawrence Robertson
David Ruffley
Gillian Shephard
Keith Simpson
Michael Spicer

Robert Spink Richard Spring John Stanley
Anthony Steen Gary Streeter Desmond Swayne
Hugo Swire Robert Syms Peter Tapsell
John Taylor Teddy Taylor David Tredinnick
Michael Trend Andrew Tuelr Andrew Tyrie

Peter Viggers Nigel Waterson Angela Watkinson
John Whittingdale Ann Widdecombe Bill Wiggin

John Wilkinson David Willetts David Wilshire

Ann Winterton Nicholas Winterton

Table 5.17European agnosti(n = 9)

Tony Baldry Virginia Bottomley Alistair Burt

Patrick Cormack Damian Green Brian Mawhinney
Robert Walter Timothy Yeo George Young

Table 5.18Europhile(n = 8)

Kenneth Clarke David Curry Quentin Davies
Stephen Dorrell John Gumme Alan Haselhurst
Robert Jackson lan Taylor
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Table 5.19Socially conservativén = 133)

Peter Ainsworth
James Arbuthnot
Richard Bacon
John Baron
Peter Bottomley
Angela Browning
John Butterfill
Sydney Chapman
Tim Collins
James Cran

Alan Duncan
Michael Fallon
Adrian Flook
Mark Francois
Cheryl Gillan
Chris Grayling
Dominic Grieve
Philip Hammond
Oliver Heald
Douglas Hogg
Gerald Howarth
Bernard Jenkin
Jaqui Lait

Julian Lewis
Peter Lilley

Peter Luff
Michael Mates
Anne Mclintosh
Malcom Moss
George Osbourne
Owen Paterson
John Randall
Hugh Robertson
Andrew Rosindell
Andrew Selous
Mark Simmonds
Michael Spicer
Anthony Steen
Hugo Swire

John Taylor
Andrew Turner
Robert Walter
John Whittingdale
John Wilkinson
Nicholas Winterton

David Amess
David Rinson
Tony Baldry
Henry Bellingham
Graham &ty
Simon Burns
David Cameron
Christopher Chope
Derek Conway
David Davis
lain Duncan Smith
Mark Field
Eric Forth
Roger Gale
PauGoodman
Damian Green
John Gomer
Nicholas Hawkins

David Heathcoat-Amory

John Horam
Andrew Huer
Greg Knight
Edward Leigh
lan Liddell-Gxinger
Michael Lord
David MacLean
Brian Mawhney
Patrick McLoughlin
Andrew Murrison

RichaPége

Eric Pies

John Redwood
Laurence Robertson
David Rtley
Gillian Shephard
Keith Simpson
RobeBpink

Gary Streeter
Robert Syms
Teddy Taylor
Andrewyrie
Nigel Waterson
Ann Widdecombe
David Wilsire

Michael Ancram
Peter Atkinson
Greg Barker
Paul Beresford
Julian Brazier
Alistair Burt
William Cash
James Clappison
Patrick Cormack
Jonathan Djangoly
Nigel Evans
Howard Flight
Liam Fox
Edward Garnier
James Gray
John Greenway
William Hague
John Hayes
Mark Hoban
Michael Howard
Michael Jack
Eleanor Laing
Oliver Letwin
Davis Lidington
Timothy Loughton
Humfrey Malins
Teresa May
Patrick Mercer
Stephen O’Brien
James Paice
Michael Prisk
Andrew Robathan
Marion Roe
Jonathan Sayeed
Richard Shepherd
Caroline Spelman
Richard Spring
Desmond Swayne
Peter Tapsell
Michael Trend
Peter Viggers
Angela Watkinson
Bill Wiggin
Ann Winterton
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Table 5.20Socially agnosti¢n = 9)

Peter Duncan
Nicholas Soames
David Willetts

Virginia Bottomley
Andrew Mitchell
David Tredinnick

John Maples
John Stanley
George Young

Table 5.21Socially liberal(n = 24)

John Bercow
Kenneth Clarke
Quentin Davies
Nick Gibb
Robert Jackson
Julie Kirkbride
Francis Maude
Michael Portillo

Crispin Blunt
Geoffreyliton-Brown
Stephen Dorrell
Alan Haselhwst
Boris Johnson
Andrew Lansley
Archie Norman
la Taylor

Timothy Boswell
David Curry
Michael Fabricant
Charles Hendry
Robert Key
Andrew Mackay
Richard Ottaway
Tim Yeo

5.13 Ideological Composition 1997 — 2001 (Three Dimensional)

Table 5.22Wet, Europhile, Socially libergh = 8)

Kenneth Clarke David Curry Quentin Davies
Stephen Dorrell Alistair Goodlad Alan Haselhurst
Edward Heath lan Taylor Peter Temple-Morris

Table 5.23Wet, Europhile, Socially conservatifre= 1)

Damian Green

Table 5.24Dry, Europhile, Socially liberaln = 1)

Robert Jackson
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Table 5.25Dry, Europhile, Socially conservative (n = 0)

Table 5.26\Wet, Eurosceptic, Satly liberal (n = 5)

Timothy Boswell GeoffreyClifton-Brown Robert Key
Andrew Rowe Nicholas Soames

Table 5.27Wet, Eurosceptic, Socially conservat{ne= 17)

Peter Ainsworth Paul Beresford Peter Bottomley
John Butterfill Sydney Chapman Steven Day
Norman Fowler John Gummer Nick Hawkins
Oliver Heald Douglas Hogg Michael Jack
David Madel Michael Mates Richard Page
John Taylor

Table 5.28Dry, Eurosceptic, Socially libergh = 13)

John Bercow Richard Body Michael Fabricant
Nick Gibb Charles Hendry Teresa Gorman
Julie Kirkbride Andrew Lansley Peter Lloyd

John MacGregor Andrew Mackay Francis Maude
Archie Norman John Townend
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Table 5.29Dry, Eurosceptic, Socially Conservati(re= 86)

David Amess
David Atkinson
Crispin Blunt
Angela Browning
Tim Collins

David Davis

Nigel Evans
Howard Flight
Christopher Fraser
Christopher Gill
John Greenway
Archie Hamilton
David Heathcoat Amory
Gerald Howarth
Eleanor Laing
Julian Lewis
Michael Lord
David Maclean
Theresa May
Malcom Moss
Owen Patterson
John Redwood
Marion Roe
Gillian Shephard
Michael Spicer
Gary Streeter
Teddy Taylor
Nigel Waterson
John Whittingdale
David Wilshire

Michael Ancram
Peter Atkinson
Graham Brady
William Cash
Michael Colvin
lain Duncan Smith
David Faber
Eric Forth
Roger Gale
Cheryl Gillan
Dominic Grieve
Philip Hammond
John Horam
Andrew Hunter
Edward Leigh
David Lidington
Tim Loughton
Humfrey Malins
Anne Mclntosh
Patrick Nicholls
Eric Pickles

Andrew Robathan

David Ruffley
Richard Shepherd
Nick St. Aubyn

Desmond Swayne

Andrew Tyrie
Bowen Wells

Ann Widdecombe
Ann Winteton

James Arbuthnot
Greg Barker
Julian Brazier
Christopher Chope
James Cran
Alan Duncan
Michael Fallon
Liam Fox
Edward Garnier
James Gray
William Hague
John Hayes
Michael Howard
Bernard Jenkin
Oliver Letwin
Peter Lilley
Peter Luff
Brian Mawhinney
Piers Merchant
James Paice
David Prior
Laurence Robertson
Jonathan Sayeed
Keith Simpson
Anthony Steen
Peter Tapsell
Charles Wardle
Ray Whitney
John Wilkinson
Nicholas Winterton
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5.14 ldeological Composition 2001 — 2005 (Three Dimensional)

Table 5.30Wet, Europhile, Socially liberal (n = 5)

Kenneth Clarke David Curry Quentin Davies
Stephen Dorrell Alan Hselhurst lan Taylor

Table 5.31Wet, Europhile, Sociallgonservative (n = 4)

Tony Baldry Damian Green John Gummer
Michael Jack Michael Mates

Table 5.32Dry, Europhile, Socially liberal (n = 0)

Table 5.33Dry, Europhile, Socially conservative (n =0 )

Table 5.34Wet, Eurosceptic, Socially liberal (n = 3)

Tim Boswell Geoffrey Clifton-Brown Robert Key
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Table 5.35Wet, Eurosceptic, Sociglconservative (n = 15)

Peter Ainsworth
Peter Bottomley
Nick Hawkins
Jaqui Lait
Stephen O’Brien

Henry Bellingham
John Butterfill
Oliver Heald
Peter Luff
Nicholas Soames

Paul Beresford
Sidney Chapman
Douglas Hogg
Richard Page

Table 5.36Dry, Eurosceptic, Socially liberal (n = 9)

John Bercow
Charles Hendry
Andrew Lansley
Archie Norman

Crispin Blunt
Boris Johnson
Andrew Mackay
Michael Portillo

Michael Fabricant
Julie Kirkbride
Francis Maude

Table 5.37Dry, Eurosceptic, Socigl Conservative (n = 98)

David Amess
James Arbuthnot
John Baron
Angela Browning
Christopher Chope
James Cran

lain Duncan Smith
Michael Fallon
Adrian Flook
Mark Francois
Edward Garnier
James Gray
Dominic Grieve
David Heathcoat-Amory
Michael Howard
Eleanor Laing
Julian Lewis
Peter Lilley

David Maclean
Patrick Mercer
James Paice

Eric Pickles

Michael Ancram
Peter Atkinson
Graham Brady
David Cameron
Tim Collins
David Davi
Alan Duncan
Mark Field
Eric Forth
Christopher Fraser
Cheryl Gan
Chris Grayling
William Hague
Mark Hoban
Gerald Howarth
Edward Leigh
lan Liddelsrainger
Timothy Loughton
Humfrey Malins
Malcolm Moss
Owen Patterson
John Randall

154

David Atkinson
Richard Bacon
Julian Brazier
William Cash
Derek Conway
Jonathan Djanogly
Nigel Evans
Howard Flight
Liam Fox
Roger Gale
Paul Goodman
John Greenway
John Hayes
John Horam
Bernard Jenkin
Oliver Letwin
David Lidington
Anne Mclntosh
Theresa May
Andrew Murrison
Mark Prisk
John Redwood



Andrew Robathan
Marion Roe
Jonathan Sayeed
Richard Shepherd
Michael Spicer
Gary Streeter
Peter Tapsell
Andrew Turner
Angela Watkinson
Bill Wiggin

Ann Winterton

Hugh Robertson
Andrew Rosdell
Andrew Selous
Mark Simmonds
Robert Spink
Desmond Swayne
John Taylor
Andrew Tyrie
John Whittingdale
John Wilkinson
Nicholas Winterton

Laurence Robertson
David Ruffley
Gillian Shephard
Keith Simpson
Anthony Steen
Hugo Swire
Teddy Taylor
Nigel Waterson
Ann Widdecombe
David Wilshire

This data can be compared to the finding#ieppell (2002) toee if the ideological
composition of the Parliamentary Consdiva Party has changed between 1992 and
2001. Table 5.38 shows that the Parliamegntarty became markedly more right
wing after the 1992 general election. The ratialries to wets increased as did the
ratio of social conservatives to socldderals, whilst the proportion of eurosceptic
MPs grew by over a quarter, leaving a eurtgphimp of just 12 MPs. This trend was
confirmed after the 2001 gena election when drieseurosceptics and social
conservatives all grew as a proportion of the Parliamentary Party.

Table: 5.38Changes in the ideological disposition of the PCP 1992-2001

1992* (331) 1997 (164) 2001 (166)

Dry 56.0% (188) 68.3% (112) 72.9% (121)

Agnostic 9.4% ( 31) 7.9% ( 13) 6.6% ( 11)
Wet 33.8% (112) 23.8% ( 39) 20.5% ( 34)
Eurosceptic 58.0% (192) 85.4% (140) 89.8% (149)
Agnostic 12.4% ( 41) 7.3% ( 12) 54% ( 9)
Europhile 29.6% ( 98) 7.3% ( 12) 48% ( 8)
S. conservative 69.5% (230) 74.4% (122) 80.1% (133)
Agnostic 7.9% ( 13) 6.6% ( 11)
S. liberal 30.5% (101) 17.7% (_29) 13.3% ( 22)

*Source: Heppell, 2001: 309-312

Arguably, much of this change was due to the high numbers of older Conservative
MPs who retired in 1997, mg of whom would haved®en replaced by younger MPs
who became politically aware during th€hatcher era. This new breed of
Conservative MP is possibly influenced bys. Thatcher’s three election victories
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and is therefore more ideologically drivéran their predecessors. However, the rise
in the number of social conservatives ishag@s surprising, given that the early days
of the Hague regime were about promotagnore socially liberal agenda for the

Conservative Party and the prominencéhef modernising tendency, who argued that

the party had to change the way it loolked acted if it weréo regain power

5.15 Conclusion

The Conservative Party has undergone §iamt ideological change since 1945.
Most accounts of the Conservative Partypipto the ascent of Margaret Thatcher,
emphasise the party’s pragmatism and ideological flexibility. This pragmatism is
reflected in Rose’s (1964) sleription of the Conservatigeas a party of tendencies,
rather than of factions. dhsequently the Conservative Party was able to come to
terms with the Attlee settlement df945, accepting the idea of a government
committed to maintaining full-employment,ethwelfare state, conciliation with the
trades union movement arkkeping major industriesnder state control. The
Conservative Party’s commitment to the Adétlsettlement reached its zenith under the
leadership of Harold Macmillan. However, growing disillusion with the deteriorating
state of the British economy and ever vemisig industrial relations led to Edward
Heath trying, but failing to make sigrent reforms to modernise the British
economy. Heath's rhetoric about naipporting loss making industries and his
attempts to reform trades union law wexeen as an early form of Thatcherism,
although Heath ultimately failed becausemaintained a very un-Thatcherite desire
to avoid mass unemployment. Howevévirs. Thatcher learnt from Heath’s
experiences and successfully abandoned nafiche Attlee settlement by reforming

trades union law and privatising much of the large state sector.

Despite Mrs. Thatcher's success the liRarentary Conservative Party did not
immediately become a Thatcherite party.ridn’s seminal (1990) research on the
ideological composition of the Conservative Party also remains faithful to the idea
that the Parliamentary Camrvative Party was moreoncerned with gaining and
holding power, rather thanith ideologicalpurity. Whilst the Noton typology shows
some intra-party groups that coulddsource of factionalism, such as @wtics and

the Tory Right Norton highlights that the majoritgf the PCP was made up of the
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Party Faithful who had no strong ideological beliefs, but were loyal to the
Conservative Partyr its leader.

However, Norton’s research was carriedt before the European issue exploded
within the PCP during the 1990s. Bothbioair and Conservates largely ignored
membership of the EEC in the early postf\jdariod; however theuccess of the six
founding members, together with Britairrslative economic decline led Macmillan

to bid for membership in 1961. Although thel bd join was scuppered by General De
Gaulle it revealed many conservative Migsre deeply unhappy about Britain joining

the European project. Twelve years after Macmillan’s bid was rejected Edward Heath
finally took Britaininto the EEC, however, Heath neeldthe support of Labour rebels

to push the necessary legisbn through parliament. THeonservative Party was split
over Europe from the first days of memdlap, however, these splits did not damage
the cohesion of the PCP and were necwrally damaging. The party’s leadership
was united in support for the EEC and the rejectionist Labour Party was even more
divided than the Conservatives, comsently Europe never re-emerged as a

significant and divisive issue until the lattkays of Mrs. Thather’s leadership.

Indeed, Mrs. Thatcher remained committed to Europe for the first two terms of her
premiership, despite the budget disputat ttan until 1984. Mrs. Thatcher was an
enthusiastic supporter of then§le European Act, believintpat it mirrored the free
market reforms she was introducing in Britain. However, she failed to realise the full
implications, especially the growth ofg@ation from Brussels, of the SEA until the

Act was passed. When the consequenceh@fSEA became clear, she became an
outspoken critic of the European project, which she now saw as a threat to her
economic reforms and a way for socialism to re-emerge through the back door. This
outright hostility towards the EC was rkad by her 1988 Bruges speech that
legitimated backbench Euroscepticism, signalling the PCP liée were no longer

committed pro-Europeans.

The deepening Conservative rift over Eugowas reflected irtwo-dimensional
typologies of the PCP (Dunleavy, 199aker et. al. 1991, 1993). Baker et. al.

explicitly addressed the European qimstby dividing the party on two axes;
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extended government / limited governmant interdependence / sovereigriynd
showed that the European divide cut asrthe traditional wet / dry economic divide.
Consequently whilst some neo-liberals shavied. Thatcher’s view that the EU was a
threat to British soverghty and the Thatcherite pr@agnme, other neo-liberals saw
European integration, includy the single currency asway to push the free-market
across Europe.

The PCPs rifts over Europe triggered bysMfhatcher’'s Bruges Speech worsened to
the point that they proved to be a magmntributory factor to her downfall from
Michael Heseltine’s leaderghbid in November 1990. Theivisions within the PCP
only temporarily healed by the election Ishn Major as Mrs. Thatcher’'s successor
and hostilities were resumed following Biiit’s ejection from the Exchange Rate
Mechanism in September 1992. The ERMd@smboldened the Eurosceptic wing of
the party, many of whom rebelled againstgbeernment during the various stages of
the Maastricht Treaty ratification, culminating in the worst parliamentary defeat
suffered by a Conservative government. Doisi over Europe weraso reflected in
John Redwood’s challenge to Major’s leaship in 1995; whereas Major had been
supported by Eurosceptics in 1990, in 1995 he was reliant on the votes of pro-
European MPs to defeat Redwood. The dpean rift effectiely destroyed John
Major’'s government and was a major faciorthe Conservativeshassive defeat in
1997. This unprecedented degree of backbench dissent was reflected in the Garry
(1995), Garry & Cowley (1998) and Hepp€#002) typologies These typologies
utiised a three-dimensional approadnd demonstrated the importance and
divisiveness of the European divide @onservative politics, indeed Cowley and
Garry (1998) demonstrated that it was theislge in the election of John Major as
Mrs. Thatcher’s successor. Heppell also stbthat Europe was the defining issue of
Conservative parliamentarians tveen 1992 and 1997. Heppell's typology also
demonstrates the ideological fragmematiof the PCP and gvides evidence of

factionalism within the parliamentary party.

The Garry (1995), Garry & Cowley (199&nd Heppell (2002)ypologies also
through light on tensions within conservatjdmetween the values of authority (social

conservatism) and individual liberty (social liberty). Whilst this tension has always
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been present it has onlycently become problematical. Under Mrs. Thatcher’'s
leadership the party was avowedly stigiaconservative, although its record on
implementing socially conservative paés was mixed. For whilst Thatcherites
bemoaned the corrosive effects of the pssiwe society ushedein during the 1960s,

the Thatcher governments made little attertgp reverse any of the reforms they
thought so harmful. Section 28 the Local Government Adorbade local authorities
from ‘promoting of homosexuality’, but the BB crisis was treated as an issue of
public health rather than personal morality and regulation concerning television
broadcasting were relaxed, rather than #gkd. Consequently the issue of social
morality was never really a problem for Mrs. Thatcher’'s Conservative Party, but that
was to change under John Major. Major's Back to Basics campaign was seen in the
light of socially conservative rhetoric fronght-wing ministers and interpreted as a
morality campaign based on family values. However, Back to Basics turned into a
political disaster when a number of selxaad financial scandals beset, making the

Conservatives seem sleazy and deeply hypocritical.

Following the 1997 election the PCP has beconeee socially conservative than it
was under Major, it was also more dry amdre Eurosceptic. Meover, this drift
rightwards was maintained after the 2001 gahelection. In parthis may explain
the failure of Hague’s flirtation with stal liberalism between 1997 and 1999 and the
failure of ‘modernisers’ within the party ®ecure any major changes in the selection
process to pick parliamenyacandidates who are more eftive of modern Britain.
However, as the Parliamentary Consema&tParty has moved to the right it has
become more ideologically cohesive, witie wets and Europhiles reduced to an
almost insignificant rump. However, the saldiberal / consent@ve disputation has
continued to cause controversy, espegialew leader David Cameron’s recent move
to introduce an ‘A’ list, dsigned to boost the number wbmen and ethnic minority
parliamentary candidates. These haeerbdenounced by one right wing MP who
claimed that:

The idea that we can parachute insulitsghand untested candidates with little

knowledge of the local scene into kegats to win the confidence of people

they seek to represent is the bizalweory of people who spend too much time
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with the pseuds and posers of London's chi-chi set and not enough time in
normal Britain (White, 30/5/2006)
The drive to modernise the ConservativetyPanay yet prove to be a test of the
party’s desire for power. So far, although samh¢he social corevatives in the PCP
have criticised Cameron’s reforms, mamgve kept their counsel and pragmatically
accepted reform as a necessary precursor to electoral success. However, the
ideological composition of the parliamentary party has become ever-more Thatcherite
since the 1997 general election: consequently there may be limits to this pragmatism
if the party continues to trail New Labour the opinion polls. The Conservative
Party’s subordination of electoral pragmen, in favour of ideological purity was
evident in both the leadershigbection of 1997 and that @001 as we shall see in the

next chapter.
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Chapter 6
Voting Behaviour in the 1997 and 2001 Conservative Party
Leadership Elections: The Impactof Social Background, Political

Attributes and Ideological Disposition

6.1 Introduction

The goal of this chapter is to present an in depth analysis of the 1997 and 2001
Conservative Party leadership electionse Tinst section of the chapter will explain
the methodology employed to ascertaihowoted for whom in 1997 and 2001 and
justify its validity through comparisonith Cowley & Garry (1998). The second
section of the chapter ilv present a detailed breakdown of who voted for the
candidates in the final rounds ofeth1997 (Clarke and Hague) and the final
parliamentary round of the 2001 (Clarke il and Duncan Smith) elections. The
third section of the chapter will combine this data together with data from the
preceding chapters to analyse the impadoaial background, political attributes and
ideological disposition on the final outoes of the two leadership elections.

6.2 Methodology

The Parliamentary ConservativBarty has been described byhe Guardian
newspaper as the most sophisticated eleetarathe world and also as one of the
most ‘slippery and duplicitous’ (Tgmest, 20/8/2001). Consequently, the
machinations of Tory MPs together witre anonymity afforded by the secret ballot
make it difficult to work outwho voted for whom in every case. However, it is
possible to ascertain thetirgg intentions of a good majority of the PCP by using a
variety of sources. These include listd candidates’ supporters published in
newspapers and other related newspagpécles, books and published interviews
which enabled individual MPs te placed into one obfir classificatins; definite,
probable, speculative and urngd#ied. MPs in the ‘definite’ category have been
identified by three or more different sees as voting for a p&ular candidate, the
probable category consists of MPs who hbeen identified by two sources, whilst
the speculative category consists of ooerse, the unclassifiechtegory contains the

MPs about whose intentions nothing haei discovered or about whom there is
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contradictory data. These unclassified MPs have been omitted from this analysis and

there has been no attempt to deducevioom they were likely to have voted

Occasionally MPs have stated who theyedbffor, after the event, in published
interviews and have been classified asifded’. Finally, | have written to the MPs of
whom | knew little about, asking them farhom they voted. Those that answered
have also been included tine ‘definite’ category. Aliough this may seem like a leap
of faith givenThe Guardian’ssiew of Tory MPs’ probi, Cowley & Garry found that
there was little need to publicly lie abaartes’ support when there was no threat to an
incumbent leader and that lying did nonstitute a methodological problem (Cowley
& Garry, 1998. 498-499). Altogether it is [miisle to classify 60% of the PCP as
‘definite’ in the 1997 election and when tipeobable’ MPs are atkd this total rises
to 84%. In the 2001 leadership election 74%he&f PCP can be classed as ‘definite’,
rising to 76% when the ‘probabIMPs are added to the tdtal

This data was then analysed using the stfuare test ofnidependence to provide
bivariate breakdowns of the candidategpgort in an attempt to test the hypotheses
derived from the work of Cowley & Garrfd990). This procedure leads to multiple
significance tests but provides no metho@gssess higher order interactions. This led

me to attempt to use log linear modelling on those hypotheses that the chi square tests
had shown to be significant, in order to ass@teraction effects as well as the effects

of variables. However, the unavoidably $ihszample size, combined with the large
number of variables gave unreliable lésuFor example very small populations of

one or two MPs were flagged up as sigrfit groups, whilst larger populations were

not. Consequently the results hanat been included in the thesis.

! Cowley & Garry (1998) admit that not all of thelata was backed by hard evidence, “...a few were
nearer to being guesswork, albeit educated guesswork.” (Cowley & Garry, 1998: 498).
2 Cowley & Garry (1998) found “...firm evidence oretintentions of 60 per cenf the electorate; and
good evidence on over 90 per cent.” (Cowley & Garry, 1998: 499)
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6.3 Who voted for whom

Table 6.1William Hague’s Supporters 1997

Definite

Peter Ainsworth
James Arbuthnot
Graham Brady
Bill Cash
Michael Clark
Stephan Day
Nigel Evans
Roger Gale
James Gray
Nick Hawkins
Bernard Jenkin
Peter Lilley
Humfrey Mallins
Malcolm Moss
James Paice
David Ruffley
Michael Spicer
Robert Syms
David Tredinnick
David Willets (58)

Probable

Crispin Blunt
David Faber
Phillip Hammond
Gerald Howarth
David Maclean
Archie Norman
Tim Yeo (19)

Possible
Eric Forth
Patrick McLoughlin

Total 83 /92

David Amess
David Rinson
lan Bruce
Christopher Chope
Geoffrey Clifton-Brown
Alan Duncan
Michael Fallon
Christopher Gill
Dominic Grieve
David Heathcoat-Amory
Julie Kirkbride
Tim Loughton
John Maples
Patrick Nicholls
Owen Patterson
Jonathan Sayeed
Richard Spring
Teddy Taylor
Bowen Wells

Tim Collins
Christopher Fraser
John Hayes
Andrew Hunter
John Major

Peter Tapsell

David.iddington
Richard Sphard

Michael Ancram
Peter Bottomley

Simon Burns
James Clappison
James Cran

lain Duncan-Smith
Liam Fox

Cheryl Gillan
William Hague
Michael Howard
Eleanor Laing
Nicholas Lyell
Francis Maude
Richard Page

David Prior

Gillian Shepherd
Desmond Swayne
John Townend
John Whittingdale

Michael Colvin
Nick Gibb
Oliver Heald
Robert Key
Andrew Mackay
Michael Trend

Teresa May
Andrew Tyrie (6)

163



Table 6.2Kenneth Clarke’s Supporters 1997

Definite

Peter Atkinson
John Butterfill
David Davis
Michael Fabricant
Damien Green
Douglas Hogg
Robert Jackson
Oliver Letwin
Michael Mates
Nicholas Soames
Gary Streeter
Peter Temple-Morris
Ray Whitney
Shaun Woodward

Probable

Tony Baldry
Angela Browning
Howard Flight
John Gummer
Tom King

Anne Maclntosh
Andrew Rowe

Possible

Julian Brazier
Michael Lord
Caroline Spelman

Total 70/ 70

Paul Beresford
Kenneth Clarke
StephabDorrell
Norman Fowler
John Greenaway
John Horam

Geoffrey Johnson-Smith

Peter Luff
Eric Pickles
Keith Simpson
lan Taylor
Robert Walter
Ann Widdecombe
George Young (41)

Richard Body
Patrick Cormack
Edward Garnier
Alan Haselhurst
Peter Lloyd
Richard Ottoway
John Stanley

Archie Hamilton
Brian Mawhinney
Nick St Aubyn (8)

Tim Boswell
David Curry
Peter Emery
Teresa Gorman
Michael Heseltine
Michael Jack
Andrew Lansley
John MacGregor
Andrew Robathan
Anthony Steen
John Taylor
Charles Wardle
John Wilkinson

Virginia Bottomley
Quentin Davis
Alistair Goodlad
Edward Heath

David Madel

John Redwood
Peter Viggers (21)

Edward Leigh
Piers Merchant

Table 6.3 0thers

Abstained

Alan Clark, Julian Lewis (2)

Unclassified

John Bercow
Laurence Robertson
David Wilshire

Peter Brooke
Marion Roe
Ann Wintexn

Sydney Chapman
Nigel Waterson

Nicholas Winterton (10)
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Table 6.4Kenneth Clarke’s Supporters 2001

Definite

Peter Atkinson
Simon Burns
Kenneth Clarke
David Curry
John Gummer
John Horam
Greg Knight
John Maples
James Paice
Andrew Tyrie
George Young (31)

Probable
Michael Jack

Possible
Peter Bottomley
Sydney Chapman

Total 39 /59

Tony Baldry
Alistair Burt
Derek Conway
Quentin Davies
Oliver Heald
Robert Jackson
Jaqui Lait
Michael Mates
Anthony Steen
Robert Walter

Anne Mclintosh (2)

Virginia Bottomley
Alan Haselhurst

Timothy Boswell

James Clappison
Patrick Cormack

John Greenway
Douglas Hogg
Boris Johnson

Humfey Malins
Andrew Mitchell
lan Taylor

Ann Widdecombe

Graham Brady
Peter Luff (6)
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Table 6.5Michael Portillo’'s Supporters 2001

Definite

Peter Ainsworth
John Bercow
Stephan Dorrell
Michael Fabricant
Adrian Flook

Nick Gibb
Damian Green
Mark Hoban
Oliver Letwin
Timothy Loughton
Teresa May
Archie Norman
Michael Portillo
Hugh Robertson
Nicholas Soames
Nigel Waterson
Tim Yeo (49)

Probable

Nicholas Hawkins (1)

Possible
James Arbuthnot

Total 52 /53

David Atkinson
John Butterfill
Alan Duncan
Mark Field
Liam Fox
Cheryl Gillan
Philip Hamond
Robert Key
David Liddington
Andrew Mackay
Malcolm Moss
Georg®sbourne
Mark Prisk
David Ruffley
Gary Streeter
John Wilkinson

Patrick McLoughlin (2)

Greg Barker
David Cameron

Nigel Evans
Howard Flight
Edward Garnier
Chris Grayling

David Heathcoat-Amory

Julie Kirkbride
Peter Lilley
Francis Maude
Andrew Murrison
Richard Ottaway
Andrew Robathan
Keith Simpson
Robert Syms
David Willetts
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Table 6.61ain Duncan Smith’s Supporters 2001

Definite

Michael Ancram
Crispin Blunt
William Cash
David Davis

lain Duncan Smith
Mark Francois
Dominic Grieve
Gerald Howarth
Eleanor Laing
David Maclean
Owen Patterson
Laurence Robertson
Richard Shepherd
Hugo Swire
Andrew Turner

Probable
William Hague (1)

Possible
David Amess
Robert Spink
Ann Winterton

Total 54 / 54

Richard Bacon
Julian Brazier
Christopher Chope
Jonathan Djangoly
Michael Fallon
Paul Goodman
John Hayes
Andrew Hunter
Edward Leigh
Patrick Mercer
Eric Pickles
Andrew Rosindell
Mark Simmonds
Peter Tapsell
Angela Watkinson

James Cran
John Whittingdale
Nicholas Winterton (11)

John Baron
Angela Browning
Tim Collins
Peter Duncan
Eric Forth
James Gray
Michael Howard
Bernard Jenkin
Julian Lewis
Stephan O’Brien
John Redwood
Andrew Selous
Desmond Swayne
Teddy Taylor
Bill Wiggin (45)

Marion Roe
David Wilshire

Table 6.7: Unknown 2001

Henry Bellingham
Roger Gale
Andrew Lansley
Brian Mawhinney
Jonathan Sayeed
Michael Spicer
David Treddinick

Paul Berestbr
Alan Haselhurst
lan Liddell-Grainger
Richar@age

Gillian Shephard
John Stanley
Michael Tend

Geoffrey Clifton-Brown
Charles Hendry
Michael Lord

John Randall

Caroline Spelman
John Taylor
Peter Viggers (21)

6.4 Accounting for voting behaviour

Cowley and Garry (1998) put forwardvesm hypotheses in three broad types to

account for the voting behavioof Conservative MPs ithe 1990 partyeadership

election. They hypothesised that voting cobkl driven by socio economic factors;
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the educational and occupational backgbwi MPs. The leadership candidates
studied by Cowley and Garry (1998) wefmm clearly different backgrounds;
Douglas Hurd was educated at Eton &ainbridge and had been a career diplomat
before becoming an MP. Heseltine was &dacated at a publgchool (Shrewsbury)
and Oxford and was a businessman. Bytast Major attended Rutlish Grammar
School and left at sixteen with three ‘@vels and eventually joined Standard
Chartered Bank. Norton argued that Major wgmesentative of a growing number of
self-made men and women in the PCP arad these MPs “...voted for one of their
own” (Norton, 1993: 59). Cowley and f®a therefore hypothgsed that MPs may
have voted for a candidate with a similducational or professional background.
Secondly they argued that voting may b#uenced by political characteristics; age
and parliamentary experience, career status electoral vulnerability. Finally they
hypothesised that voting behaviour was énivby the ideological positions of MPs;
views on the economy, Europe and soeiadl moral issues (Cowley & Garry, 1998:

475). All bivariate analysis was donengithe Chi-square test of association.

6.5 Voting behaviour in the 1997 leadership election

6.5.1 The socio economic hypothesis

There was a difference in the socialckgrounds of Hague and Clarke in the 1997
leadership election, thlough this was not as stark aatthetween Majoand his rivals

in 1990. Hague attended a comprehensiv®alc whilst Clarke was educated at a
grammar schodl However both candidates were Oxbridge educated, Hague at
Oxford, Clarke at Cambridge, where bdiacame President of the respective unions.
After university Hague went to work fd8hell UK, before joining McKinsey and
Company in 1983; Clarke became a lawged was called to the bar in 1963 (Dods,
1998: 555, 607). Table 6.8 shows the educatibaakground of the PCP at the time
of the 1997 leadership.

% Wath-on-Dearne Comprehensive and Nottingham High School respectively
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Table 6.8:Social Background of the Conservative MPs 1997

N %
Private 110 67.1
Grammar 31 18.9
State 23 14.0
Oxbridge 83 50.6
Other University 67 40.9
No University 14 8.5
Business 54 32.9
Professional 57 34.8
Miscellaneous 53 32.3

Neither Clarke (grammar) nor Hague (state) had the same educational background as
the majority of the PCP who were pately educated. However, both candidates
attended Oxbridge, in common with a smalhjority of their colleagues. Table 6.8
(above) shows that both candidates receivexst of their support from privately
educated MPs, however this is hardly sisipg, given that 67% of Conservative MPs
were privately educated.

Table 6.9:Secondary educational background and voting behaviour

Clarke Hague

N % N %
State school 7 33.3 14 66.7
Grammar school 16 57.1 12 42.9
Public School 46 44.7 57 55.3

Table 6.9 also shows that Clarke gaetkgreater support from those MPs who
attended grammar school, whilst Hague até@2/3rds of the former state school
MPs. However, bivariate analysis shows that there is no statistical significance to this
and therefore the hypothesis is not supgmb(Chi-Square = 2.814, df = 2, p = 0.245).

A small majority of the PCP attended Oxbridgaversities, as di Clarke and Hague.
Support is fairly evenly split, with Hagueving an advantage in all three categories
(see table 6.10 below), howeuis advantage is roughip line with the predicted
outcome. Analysis shows that the hypothedisniversity education affecting voting
behaviour is not supported (G8guare = 0.947, df = 2, p = 0.623).
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Table 6.10Higher educational backgroumathd voting behaviour

Clarke Hague
N % N %
University 28 44.4 35 55.6
Oxbridge 37 48.1 40 51.9
None 4 33.3 8 66.7

The third variable of the social econonmtiypothesis is that of previous career.
Conservative MPs are reasonably evenlgeag across the three career categories,
with the PCP containing a small plurality mfofessionals. It cabe hypothesised that
Clarke’s background as a lawyer would bere likely to attract support from MPs
who had also worked in the professiongobe entering parliament. Similarly, it is
possible to hypothesise that Hague’s bassnbackground would be attractive to those
MPs with a similar career history. Table 6(bklow) shows that wist a plurality of
Clarke’s support came from MPs with background in the professions Hague
attracted an equal number fofmer professionals to hisause. Hague also attracted

more support than Clarke from thosehe business and miscellaneous categories.

Table 6.11Previous career and voting behaviour

Clarke Hague
N % N %
Professional 27 50.0 27 50.0
Business 21 43.8 27 56.2
Miscellaneous 21 42.0 29 58.0

However, analysis shows that there is no statistical significance (Chi-Square = 0.747,
df = 2, p = 0.688) therefore the hypothesisadink between an MP’s former career
influencing them to vote for a candidatéth a similar career background has been

disproved.

6.5.2 The political characteristics hypothesis

This hypothesis argues that MPs will vdie candidates with similar political
characteristics to their own. At the tirméthe 1997 election Clarke was 57 years old
and had been in parliament for twengxsen years. If the hypothesis were proved
Clarke would have benefited from being amber of the largest age group in the PCP

(see table 6.12 below). Hague was at 37¢hmgpunger than Clarke and a member of
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the smallest age group within the PCP. Hegre with only eight years in parliament
his relative inexperience could have been beiad¢ as 69 of his colleagues, a plurality
of the PCP, had less than nine years servClarke was also closest to the median

Conservative MP who was aged 50.

Table 6.12The age and service of the PCP 1997

Age N % Service N %
30-39 17 10.4 0-9 70 42.7
40 - 49 61 37.2 10-19 63 38.4
50 - 59 62 37.8 20-29 25 15.2
60 + 24 14.6 30 + 6 3.7

The median age of Clarke supportersswg8, whilst the median age of Hague
supporters was 45. These figures are reftertaable 6.13 (below), which shows that
Clarke was more popular amongst older M&®ring more votes than Hague in the

50 — 59 and 65 + age groups. Conversely younger MPs (aged between 30 and 49)
were more likely to vote for Hague.

Table 6.13:Age and voting behaviour

Clarke Hague
Age N % N %
30 -39 1 6.7 14 93.3
40 — 49 22 37.9 36 62.1
50 - 59 33 55.9 26 44.1
60 + 13 65.0 7 35.0

Analysis of these figures shows that tiglaship between the ages of two candidates
and the ages of their electorate may hplayed a role in t& voting behaviour of
Conservative MPs during the 1997 leadgrsblection and thefore supports the
hypothesis (Chi-Square = 16.124, df = 3, p = 0.001).

The next variable of the political experience hypothesis is length of service. In this
case the hypothesis is that the more inexperienced MPs, with the shortest length of
service backed Hague (eigyears in parliament), whilghe more experienced MPs
voted for Clarke (twenty-seven years irrlganent). The effects of the 1997 election

defeat and the unusually high number airirlg MPs is shown in table 6.12 (above).
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The median Conservative MP had been idigment for ten years, whilst the median
Hague supporter had nine years service. median Clarke votelnad fourteen years

experience. Table 6.14 (below) shows thisigue attracts a majority amongst MPs
with 0 — 9 years service and 10 —19 years|swilarke is more popular with the most

experienced MPs, who have mahan twenty years service.

Table 6.14Years in parliament and voting behaviour

Clarke Hague
Years N % N %
0-9 20 30.8 45 69.2
10-19 28  48.3 30 51.7
20 - 29 17 773 5 22.7
30 + 4 571 3 42.9

Analysis of the variables supports the hypeibehat there is a relationship between
years of service and voting behaviour. Less experienced MPs tended to vote for
Hague, whilst their longer serving aedigues supported Clarke (Chi-Square = 15.062,
df = 3, p = 0.002).

Another aspect of the political charaésécs hypothesis is gowement experience.

The PCP was relatively evenly divided beem those who had previously been in
government (76) and those who had not (B8)h candidates had been in the previous
Major administration. However, Clarke wése senior figure and had a wealth of
experience; he been a cabinet minister twelve years, and had headed four
ministries, including two of # most senior departmentsstate, the Home Office and
Treasury. By contrast Hague had just tveanrs of cabinet experience, which he spent
exclusively at the relatively junioWelsh Office. We can hypothesise that
Conservative MPs who had previously hglovernment posts would be inclined to
support Clarke with his broad depth gbverning experience. Conversely we can
hypothesise that those MPs who had not beegovernment would be more inclined

to vote for the inexperienced Hague. Table 6.15 (below) shows that just over half the
MPs who had previously bean government voted fo€larke, whereas most of
Hague’'s support came from MPs who haelver been in government. However
analysis shows that this relationship is not statistically significant (Chi-Square =
2.915, df = 1, p = 0.088) and that therefthe hypothesis not supported.
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Table 6.15Government experience and voting behaviour

Clarke Hague

N % N %
Govt. experience 37 52.9 33 47.1
No govt. experience 32 39.0 50 61.0

The next hypothesis to be tested is theider / outsider hyphbesis: insiders are
defined as those MPs who had beenahnJMajor’s final government. Outsiders are
defined as those MPs who were not in that government; who had either never held
office or who had held office at some tinimjt had either been sacked or forced to
resign. At the time of the 1997 leadership election there were 43 insiders and 122
outsiders. Both Clarke and Hague wersiders, however Hague was a relatively
junior and unimportant member of Majocabinet, whereas Clarke was a senior and
highly influential figure; one of a smadioterie of ministers upon whom Major was
dependent (Foley, 2002: 34). Therefore a® hypothesise that outsiders may have
blamed Clarke for their marginal status, believed that their career progression
would be further stymied under a future Rmieadership and would therefore have
supported Hague. Conversely, we can hyposieethat the insiders, who had held
government posts under Major, would be midcely to vote for Carke, in the belief

that Clarke victory woulcchoose more of his fellow insiders for senior opposition

posts.

Table 6.161Insider / outsider and voting behaviour

Clarke Hague

N % N %
Insider 22 51.2 21 48.8
Outsider 47 43.1 62 56.9

However analysis shows that thereng significant relationship between voting
behaviour and an MP’s status as an insateoutsider (Chi-Square = 0.805, df =1, p

= 0.370). Consequently the insiderutsider hypothesis not supported.

6.5.3 The electoral vulnerability hypothesis
Electoral vulnerability has been shown to doe important factor in an MPs career.

Maximising one’s majority is not only goodrfan MPs job security, but it is also an
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important factor in promotion; Conserwati MPs with a healthy majority are more
likely to attain high office than theicolleagues in marginal constituencies.
Consequently the constituency marginalitypothesis is that MPs in marginal
constituencies would vote for the leadersbgmdidate who is nsb popular with the
wider electorate, in the hope of picking egtra votes at election time. As Kenneth
Clarke was clearly more popular thangda amongst Conservatives as well as non-
Conservatives, MPs in marginal constituescmay have been more likely to support
Clarke. However, the median Hague MRIlamajority of 11.6%, whilst the median
Clarke MP a majority of 12.3%. Indeed the d@ates’ support is fdy evenly spread
across the range of majorities (table 6.1¥owg Furthermore, analysis shows that
there is no relationship between the siz&&%s’ majorities and their voting behaviour
(Chi-Square = 3.549, df = 5, p = 0.616).

Table 6.17Electoral vulnerabilitand voting behaviour

Clarke Hague

Majority % N % N %

0-4 15 53.6 13 46.4
5-9 10 40.0 15 60.0
10-14 14 378 23 62.2
15-19 15 53.6 13 46.4
19-24 11 47.8 12 52.2
24 + 4 364 7 63.6

Having dealt with hypotheses that considecio economic factors and explanations
that consider political characteristics thie candidates and voters, we can turn to
possible evidence that idegical factors influepe voting behaviour. Three
ideological variables were used; basmt economic policy (wet / dry), European

policy (europhile / euroscepti@nd social and moral poliggocially liberal / socially
conservative).

6.5.4 The economic policy hypothesis

The economic policy divide was a significdeature of Conservize Party politics
during the early 1980s. Subsequently thibate was settled in favour of those who
believed in a laissez-faire economic policydaa minimal state (dries) at the expense

of those Conservative MPs who believedaimore interventionist style of economic
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policy and an expanded stdigets). However, there was still a ‘rump’ of wet MPs
that accounted for nearly a quartertloé 1997 PCP. The economic policy hypothesis
therefore suggests that wkIPs would support KennetBlarke, a traditional one-
nation Conservative. Conversely, dry MRsuld vote for William Hague, a moderate
Thatcherite. Table 6.18 (below) confirms tiidarke was the choice of three-quarters
of the wets, whilst nearly two-thirds tfe dries preferred Hague. Although agnostics

also favoured Hague, the margin was closthab predicted by the Chi-square test.

Table 6.18Economic policy and voting behaviour

Clarke Hague

N % N %
Wet 28 75.7 9 24.3
Dry 37 35.9 66 64.1
Agnostic 4 33.3 8 66.7

However, the Chi-square test indicates thate is strong association between the wet
/ dry dichotomy and voting behaviour, iwh supports the hypothesis (Chi-Square =
18.119, df = 2, p < 0.0001).

6.5.5 The European policy hypothesis

For nearly a decade divisions had wrackiee Conservative Party over European
policy. Europe had been a contributory éadh Mrs. Thatcher's defenestration and
was also a decisive factor in the elentiof her successorpldn Major. Therefore it
would be surprising if European policy was not a factor in the 1997 leadership
election. The European politypothesis postulates thattpro-European MPs would
support the Europhile Clarke, whilst Esoeptic MPs would prefer their fellow
sceptic, Hague. Given that, followingeti997 general electiothe PCP contained a
preponderance of euroscegi®s this should have beiteld Hague. Indeed, Clarke’s
unlikely pact with John Redwood showed tidarke recognised he was unlikely to
win because of his past pro-Europeanitpmss. Table 6.19 (below) shows that Clarke
received the support of dilis europhile colleagues amdost of the agnostic MPs.

More than 2/3rds of the eurosceptics supmbHague. Analysis shows that there is an
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association between the Europeatigyovariable and voting behaviolitChi-Square
=22.377,df =2, p <0.0001).

Table 6.19European policy and voting behaviour

Clarke Hague

N % N %
Europhile 12 100 0 0.0
Eurosceptic 49 37.7 81 62.3
Agnostic 8 80.0 2 20.0

6.5.6 The social and moral policy hypothesis

The debate on the future direction of thenservative Party’s social and moral policy
did not really take hold during the 1997adkership electionral neither candidate
made it a key plank of their election ségy. However, we can hypothesise that
Clarke as a social libdravould draw support from likemded MPs, whilst Hague as
the Thatcher backed candidate could hayeeeted socially conservative MPs to vote
for him. Clarke was supported by nearlBr2¥s of the socially liberal MPs, whilst a
similar proportion of socially conserve#i MPs voted for Hague (table 6.20 below).
Even though the social and moral policy d&vidid not dominate the story of the 1997
leadership election is a significant retaiship between social and moral policy and
voting behaviout (Chi-Square = 7.498, df = 2, p = 0.024).

Table 6.20Social and moral policand voting behaviour

Clarke Hague

N % N %
Liberal 19 65.5 10 345
Conservative 44 38.9 69 61.1
Agnostic 6 60.0 4 40.0

The effects of the three ideological vated together can be seen in table 6.21
(below). There are twenty-seven possible ideological positions of which seventeen are
actually populated by MPs voting for eith€tarke or Hague. Clarke’s support is
broad but shallow, spread across fean groups, whilst Hague's support was

narrower, spread across nine groups.

* 1 cell had an expected count of less than 5
> 1 cell had an expected count of less than 5
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Table 6.21:Multi-dimensional ideagy and voting behaviour

Clarke Hague

Economy Europe Social / Moral Count % Caunt 9%
Wet Europhile Liberal 9 13.0 0 0.0
Agnostic 2 2.9 0 0.0

Conservative 1 14 0 0.0

Agnostic Liberal 0 0.0 1 1.2

Agnostic 2 2.9 0 0.0

Conservative 3 4.3 1 1.2

Eurosceptic Liberal 3 4.3 1 1.2

Agnostic 2 2.9 0 0.0

Conservative 7 10.1 6 7.2

Agnostic Europhile Liberal - - - -
Agnostic - - - -

Conservative - - - -

Agnostic Liberal - - - -

Agnostic - - - -

Conservative 1 1.4 0 0.0

Eurosceptic  Liberal - - - -

Agnostic 0 0.0 1 1.2

Conservative 2 2.9 7 8.4

Dry Europhile Liberal 1 1.4 0 0.0
Agnostic - - - -

Conservative - - - -

Agnostic Liberal - - - -

Agnostic - - - -

Conservative 2 2.9 0 0.0

Eurosceptic  Liberal 6 8.7 8 9.6

Agnostic 0 0.0 3 3.6

Conservative 28| 40.6 55 66.2

6.6 Voting behaviour in the 2001 leadership election

The final, parliamentary, round of the 20@hadership election differed from the 1997
election in that it was not the final ovéraallot and therefore there were three
candidates, rather than two. In some ee$p this made it more like a second round
ballot under the previous rules. Conseglyerasome MPs may have been trying to
second-guess the result and vatedtop the candida they least wart, rather than
voting for the candidate they preferred. E@ample, both Portillo and Duncan Smith
were eurosceptics, whereas Clarke wasueophile. It was believed that grassroots
Conservatives, who voted in the final ballatere strongly eurosceptic; therefore it
was in the interests of Portillo and Duncamith to face the eaphile Clarke in the
final ballot, rather than their fellow ewceptic. Arguably this may have led some
MPs to vote tactically for Clarke, if thdglt their preferred candate was assured of
progression into the last round. Whilst the ploidisy of this type of tactical voting
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cannot be discounted there is no anealdetvidence that it took place and the
closeness of the ballot also suggests thatould be unlikely to have happened.
Therefore, the methodology for analysing 2001 election remains the same as for
the 1997 leadership election, even though trmimstances of the ballot were slightly

different.

6.6.1 The socio economic hypothesis

The educational profile of the 2001 candidateas slightly different from that of
1997, Clarke, Portillo and Duncan Smithreell former grammar school pupils. As
the PCP was still dominated by MPs whad Haeen to publicschool, rather than
grammar or state schools,ist reasonable to expect thide candidates’ secondary
education would make no difference tcethoting behaviour of the PCP. The
secondary educational profile of Portill;md Duncan Smith was roughly the same,
whereas Clarke polled poorly amongst #hdglPs who went to state secondary
schools (table 6.22 above). However, Chi-squanalysis shows that there are no
significant relationships between secondaducation and voting behaviour (Chi-
Square = 4.393, df =4, p = 0.355)

Table 6.22:Secondary educational bagound and voting behaviour

Portillo Clarke ID$

N % N % N %
State school 11 44.0 3 12.0 11 44.0
Grammar school 10 33.3 11 36.7 9 30.0
Public school 31 35.2 25 28.4 32 36.4

The second element of the socio econonyipothesis is higher education and voting
behaviour. Clarke wento Oxford, whilst Portillo went to Cambridge. However,
Duncan Smith’s CV is slightly hazy; hentry in Dod’s Parlimentary Companion,
2002 states that he attended the Universiterugia, one of Itgls most prestigious
universities (Dod’s, 2002146), however the BBC’'s Nesnight programme later
revealed that he actually went to Pealgi Universita per Stranieri, an Italian
language school where he spent justee months (McDermott, 30/10/2003).

* Two MPs who voted for lain Duncan Smith, John Baron and Andrew Selous, have not disclosed their
secondary education and have berduded from these figures
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However, this was not known at the timethe 2001 leadership election. Therefore
we can hypothesise that Oxbridge educ&edservative MPs would support Clarke
or Portillo, whilst MPs who went to lesgrestigious universities would support
Duncan Smith. Table 6.23 (below) showattBuncan Smith polled poorly amongst
Oxbridge educated MPs, whilst gettingetinajority of hissupport from MPs who
went to ‘ordinary’ universities. The Chggare test shows th#tere is a significant
relationship between the candidates’ higkducation and the voting behaviour of
their supporters and thsupports the hypothesis (Chi-Square = 13.448, df = 4, p =
0.009).

Table 6.23Higher educational backgroumhd voting behaviour

Portillo Clarke IDS

N % N % N %
University 17 26.2 14 21.5 34 52.3
Oxbridge 31 44.2 23 32.9 16 22.9
None 4 40.0 2 20.0 4 40.0

The final element of the socio-economic hypsthas that of former career: Clarke
had been a lawyer, before entering lipament. Portillo spent most of his pre-
parliamentary career working for the Conservative Research Department and then as
government adviser in Mrs. @tcher’s first administratiore also had a brief spell
working for Kerr-McGee oil. lain Duncan Siin served with the Scots guards before
working in business, first with GEC Marconi and then with a publishing company.
With a candidate in each of the threeegafties it can be hypothesised that former
professionals would vote for Clarke, igh MPs with a business background would
support Duncan Smith, finally we can hypesise that those who fell into the
miscellaneous category would support Hort Table 6.24 (below) shows that
contrary to what was preded Portillo did best amongst the professionals, whilst
Clarke received more support from tmeiscellaneous category than his rivals.
However, Duncan Smith’s support outigol the other candidates amongst MPs who
had previously been in business. Neverthel@salysis of the figures shows that there
is no relationship between candidates’ &fids’ former career and voting behaviour
(Chi-square = 9.858, df = 4, p = 0.43).
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Table 6.24Previous career and thog behaviour

Portillo Clarke IDS

N % N % N %
Professional 21 39.6 15 28.3 17 32.1
Business 18 38.3 6 12.8 23 48.9
Miscellaneous 13 28.9 18 40.0 14 31.1

6.6.2 The political characteristics hypothesis

This hypothesis argues that MPs will vdi@ candidates with similar political
characteristics to their own. At the tioé the 2001 election, Duncan Smith was the
youngest candidate, aged forty-seven; Porills just one year older at forty-eight,
whilst Clarke was the senior candidatgain, now aged sixty-one; the median
Conservative MP was fortysme years old. If the hypothssis correct, Portillo and
Duncan Smith should benefit from their migership of the lamgst single age group
(40 — 49) within the parliamentary par{table 6.25 below). The median Portillo
supporter was forty-five, whilst the median m@an Smith voter was slightly older, at

forty-eight; the median Clie supporter was fifty-six.

Table 6.25The age and service of the PCP 2001

Age N % Service N %

30-39 23 13.9 0-9 88 53.1
40 - 49 62 37.3 10-19 52 31.3
50 - 59 55 33.1 20-29 17 10.2
60 + 26 15.7 30 + 9 5.4

Portillo was the most popular candidateongst the younger MPwhilst the 40 — 49
age group was fairly evenly split betweRartillo and Duncan Smith. Clarke polled
poorly with MPs under fifty, buled the other two candida@mongst the over fifties.
However, Duncan Smith was also popularoagst the over sixties, Portillo was the

most unpopular candidatejtivthis final group.
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Table 6.26:Age and voting behaviour

Portillo Clarke IDS

N % N % N %
30-39 12 52.2 2 8.7 9 39.1
40 — 49 24 44.4 8 14.8 22 40.8
50-59 13 27.1 20 41.7 15 31.2
60 + 3 15.0 9 45.0 8 40.0

Testing the data shows that there isgmiicant relationship between the age of the
candidates and the vogirbehaviour of Conservative MPtherefore the hypothesis is
supported (Chi-Square = 0.04, df = 6, p = 0.004).

The next political characteristic to beagined is length of service. This hypothesis
suggests that MPs voted fohe candidate with a simiarecord of service to
themselves. As in 1997 Clarke was thaige candidate, firselected to in 1970,
Clarke had been in parliament continuouiy thirty-one yearsNext was Portillo,
who had been in parliament for fifteen ygarhe candidate with the shortest service
as an MP was Duncan Smith, who had been an MP for nine years. The median Clarke
voter had been in parliament for fourteemnge whilst the median length of service of
Portillo and Duncan Smith supporters wagenyears. Portillo did best amongst MPs
who had served the least time in parliamefdsely followed by Duncan Smith. In the
group who had served 10 — 19 years Durfsanith was the most popular, followed by
Clarke. Clarke was the most popular caate amongst the longest serving MPs,

whilst Portillo was the most unpopular (table 6.27, below)

Table 6.27Years in parliament and voting behaviour

Portillo Clarke IDS

N % N % N %
0-9 37 46.8 11 13.9 31 39.3
10-19 11 23.9 17 37.0 18 39.1
20-29 3 27.3 6 545 2 18.2
30 + 1 11.1 5 55.6 3 33.3

Testing the data shows that there is a §icamt association between length of service
and voting (Chi-Square =20.035, df = 6, p = 0.03).
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The next variables to be tested are gomeent experience and voting behaviour.
Clarke was again the most experienced candidate. Portillo was given his first
ministerial post in 1988 and joined John jbf&s cabinet in 1992, initially as Chief
Secretary to the Treasury and later held plortfolios of Employment and Defence.

By contrast Duncan Smith had no previcugsisterial experiece and had been a
Maastricht rebel, during the Major governmelfitthe hypothesis is true then we can
expect those MPs with government expereno support either Clarke or Portillo,
whilst those MPs who had not served in government would support Duncan Smith.
Clarke was the most popular candidai®ongst those MPs who had government
experience, whilst Duncan Smith was tkast popular. Conversely, Duncan Smith
was the most popular witthdase MPs who had not servéd government, whilst
Clarke was the most unpopular candidatehwMPs from thisgroup (table 6.28
below). Analysis of these figures showsttlihere is a strong association between
government experience and voting babar (Chi-Square= 20.623, df = 2, P <
0.0001).

Table 6.28Government experience and voting behaviour

Portillo Clarke IDS

N % N % N %
Govt. experience 19 33.9 26 46.5 11 19.6
No govt. exp. 33 37.1 13 14.6 43 48.3

Part of the political characteristics hypaileesuggests that theareer status of the
candidates and their electorate mayluence voting behaour. MPs who are
‘insiders’ are hypothesised to have voted‘fiesider’ candidatesyhilst outsider MPs
are hypothesised to have vofed ‘outsider’ candilates. Insiders are defined as those
who served in William Hague’s last frontbénteam or in the whips’ office, whilst
outsiders are defined as those who seedhe backbencheslthough Clarke had
been an insider in 1997, he was answmldr in 2001, having refused to serve in
William Hague’s shadow cabinet. Portilend Duncan Smith were both insiders;
Portillo had been Shadow Chancellor si@6@0 and was the most senior figure in the
shadow cabinet after Hague, whilst Duncamith had been Shadow Secretary of
State for Social Security (1997-1999)dathen Defence (1999 —2001). Portillo was

clearly the most popular candidate amorpstinsiders, whilst Duncan Smith polled
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the highest number of outsiders. Analysighe data shows that there is a relationship
between career statusdavoting behaviour (Chi-Square = 13.595, df = 2, p = 0.001)

Table 6.29Career status and voting behaviour

Portillo Clarke IDS

N % N % N %
Insider 32 53.3 12 20.0 16 26.7
Outsider 20 23.5 27 31.8 38 44.7

6.6.3 The electoral vulnerability hypothesis

The final political characteristis electoral vulerability; this hypdbesis suggests that
MPs in marginal constituencies would vdte the leadership candidate who is the
most popular with the general public, irethope that a populdeader would boost
the party’s overall share of the vote at aeyal election. Clarke was again the most
popular candidate with the ordiyavoters, whilst Portillovas also a high profile and
charismatic figure. By contrast Duncan i8mwvas an uncharismatic figure, who was
barely known outside the Conservative Partif. the hypothesis is true both Clarke
and Portillo should have attracted the suppoMBE in marginal constituencies at the
expense of Duncan Smith. The mediantifo supporter hada majority of 15.1%,
whilst the median Clarke voter had a miajoof 13.5%. The median Duncan Smith
backer had a 14.7% majority. Surprisingly, the grey and unknown Duncan Smith was
most popular candidate amongst Conservales with the most marginal seats,
under 5% (table 6.30 below). However, analysfighe data shows that there is no
relationship between electoral vulnerailiand voting behaviour (Chi-Square =
13.955, df =10, p = 0.175).

Table 6.30Electoral vulnerability ad voting behaviour

%age Portillo Clarke IDS
Majority N % N % N %
0-4 2 14.3 2 14.3 10 71.4
5-9 6 25.0 10 41.7 8 33.3
10-14 17 48.6 8 22.8 10 28.6
15-19 11 35.5 8 25.8 12 38.7
19-24 9 37.5 8 33.3 7 29.2
24 + 7 41.2 3 17.6 7 41.2
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The 1997 leadership election gave ConsevealNPs a straight ideological choice
between the Thatcherite Hague and the one-nation Clarke. However, the 2001

leadership election offered MPs a wider iadgptal spectrum from which to choose.

6.6.4 The economic policy hypothesis

Former chancellor, Kenneth Clarke was thke sepresentative of the wet side of the
economic debate. Both Portillo and DuncantBmwere from the majority dry wing of
the party. The hypothesis predicts that Kawould be the mogtopular candidate
amongst the wets, whilst Portillo and Duncamith would be the favoured choice of
dry MPs. As predicted Clarke polled walinongst the wet MPs, but also did well
amongst economic agnostics (tabl81 below). Portillo pickd up just over a quarter
of the wet votes available and over a thifdthe votes of dry MPs. All Duncan
Smith’s backers were dry apart from one wet MP, Stephan O’ Brien. When the data is
analysed it points to a highly signifidarelationship between the economic policy
variable and voting behaviour iESquare = 44.489, df = 4, p < 0.0001).

Table 6.31Economic policy and voting behaviour

Portillo Clarke IDS

N % N % N %
Wet 8 27.6 20 69.0 1 34
Dry 41 37.6 15 13.8 53 48.6
Agnostic 3 42.9 4 57.1 0 0.0

6.6.5 The European policy hypothesis

The next ideological variable is Europeamlicy; Clarke waghe only pro-European
candidate, both Portillo arfduncan Smith were euroscegsti However, it is arguable
that Duncan Smith, as a Maastricht relvghs more associated with the eurosceptic
cause than Portillo. The hypothesis pr&githat Clarke would be supported by
europhile MPs, whilst eurosceptics would ezdor either Portillo or Duncan Smith.
Table 6.32 (below) shows that Clarke was tihoice of europhile and agnostic MPs,
however, he alspicked up 1/% of the eurosceptic voteortillo was heavily favoured
by eurosceptics, but alsmanaged to collect 1f50f the europhile vote. Duncan

Smith’s support was exclusively eurosceptic. Analysis of the data shows there to be a
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strong relationship between the Europeancgolariable and voting behaviour (Chi-
Square = 31.978, df = 4, p< 0.0001)

Table 6.32European policy and voting behaviour

Portillo Clarke IDS

N % N % N %
Europhile 2 22.2 7 77.8 0 0.0
Eurosceptic 50 38.5 26 20.0 54 41.5
Agnostic 0 0.0 6 100.0 0 0.0

6.6.6 The social and moral policy hypothesis

The final element of the ideological hyposieis social and moral policy. Duncan
Smith was a social conservative, whilst Ramwas socially liberal, as was Portillo.
However, Portillo made social liberalism a central plank of his campaign, whereas
Clarke did not. The hypothegmwedicts that social libats would support Clarke or
Portillo, whilst social corervatives would support Dunc&mith. More than half the
socially liberal Conservative MPs supportBartillo and Clarke also polled well
amongst this group. Just one socially ld@deMP, Crispin Blunt supported Duncan
Smith®. The rest of Duncan Smith’s suppevas made up of socially conservative
MPs; nearly 1/8 of social conservatives \ed for Portillo, whilst 1/8 supported
Clarke (table 6.33 below). Analysis of tliata shows that theris a significant
relationship between social and moraligpland voting behaviour (Chi-Square =
17.318, df =4, p = 0.002)

Table 6.33Social and moral policyrl voting behaviour

Portillo Clarke IDS

N % N % N %
Liberal 10 55.6 7 38.9 1 5.6
Conservative 39 32.8 27 22.7 53 44.5
Agnostic 3 37.5 5 62.5 0 0.0

The combined effect of the three idegical variables upon voting behaviour can be
seen in table 6.34 (below). There are ttyeseven possible ideological groupings, of

which fourteen are populated by MPs voting éme of the three candidates. As in

® Blunt later said it had been a mistake to vote for Duncan Smith and called for the party to remove
him.
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1997 Clarke support coversbaoad cross-section of the PCP drawing support from
twelve out of the fourteegroups. Portillo’s spport is nearly as broad covering ten
groups. However, Duncan Smith’s supporvexs just three gups and 96% of his
support is concentrated in just one groupdof, eurosceptic, socially conservative
MPs.

Table 6.34:Multi-dimensional idealgy and voting behaviour

Clarke Portillo IDS

Economy Europe Social / Moral Cant | % Count| % Count %
Wet Europhile Liberal 5 12.8 1 1.9 0 0.0
Agnostic 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Conservative 2 5.1 1 1.9 0 0.0
Agnostic Liberal 0 0 1 1.9 0 0.0
Agnostic 2 5.1 0 0.0 0 0.0
Conservative 2 5.1 0 0.0 0 0.0
Eurosceptic Liberal 1 2.6 1 1.9 0 0.0
Agnostic 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Conservative 8 20.5 4 7.7 1 1.9
Agnostic Europhile Liberal - - - - - -
Agnostic - - - - - -
Conservative - - - - - -
Agnostic Liberal - - - - - -
Agnostic - - - - - -
Conservative 1 2.6 0 0.0 0 0.0
Eurosceptic Liberal 0 0.0 1 1.9 0 0.0
Agnostic 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Conservative 3 7.7 2 3.8 0 0.0
Dry Europhile Liberal - - - - - -
Agnostic - - - - - -
Conservative - - - - - -
Agnostic Liberal - - - - - -
Agnostic 1 2.6 0 0.0 0 0.0
Conservative - - - - - -
Eurosceptic Liberal 1 2.6 6 115 1 1.9
Agnostic 2 5.1 3 5.8 0 0.0
Conservatiye 11| 28.2 32| 615 52| 96.2

6.7 Conclusion

In conclusion, this chapteset out to establish howo@servative MPs voted in the
1997 and 2001 leadership elections and talyae MPs’ voting bleaviour to see if
any discernable patterns emerged that maymtiain the results. Consequently three
motivational hypotheses of voting behaviour were testedip economic factoréhe
educational and occupational background of MPBslitical characteristics age and
parliamentary experience, career w$atind electoral vulnerability) andeological

beliefs(the economy, Europe and social / masalies). The research combined data
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on MPs whose voting behavious known together with data about their social
background, political characteristics and idgacal beliefs. The study identified 153
of the 164 eligible voters (92.3%) in the thimbund of the 1997 leadership election
and 145 out of the 166 eligible voters (92)3in the 2001 leadship election. The
hypotheses used to account for voting behaweene the same for both elections and
were based on the work of Cowley Garry (1998). These hypotheses were socio
economic factors (secondary educationghler education ancrevious career),
political characteristics (age and servigeyvernment experience, career status and
electoral vulnerability and ideology (economic policguropean policy and social /

moral policy).

Bivariate analysisof the various hypotheses showhat both the 1997 and 2001
elections may have been méinced by non-ideologal as well as iddogical factors.
The non-ideological factors in 1997 wereeagnd parliamentary service; whilst in
2001 they were higher education, careatust and government experience. In 1997
Clarke was fifty-seven yeardd and had been in parliament for twenty-seven years.
The median Clarke supporter was fifty-thgezars old and had been in parliament for
ten years. By contrast, Hague was thirtyeseand had been an MP for eight years.
The median Hague supporter was forty-finel éaad been in parliament for nine years.
These results arguably reflect the candidatagipaigns in which Clarke’s appeal was
his experience and political glitas and Hague sought to pastrhimself as the ‘fresh

start’ candidate who could ma&td ony Blair's youthful energy.

In 2001, unlike 1997 one elements of the socio-economic hypothesis proved
statistically significant; higlreeducation. Portillo was the most popular candidate
amongst Oxbridge educated MPs followed by Clarke, whilst Duncan Smith was
favourite candidate with MPs who attended m@xbridge universities. The political
characteristics of age and service were significant in the 200feadership election;
Clarke was again a popular candidate ambtigsolder MPs aged over fifty, Portillo

did well amongst MPs in their thirties afalties, IDS also did well amongst these
groups, but also picked up nearly "1/8f the votes of MPs in their fifties. As in 1997

the length of parliamentary rséce also was also statisdlly significant. Portillo

5 Piers Merchant has been excluded
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polled best amongst the newest MPs, consistent with his appeal to the younger end of
the party. Clarke was most popular amorigese who had been MPs for the longest,
consistent with his appeal to the oldedeof the party, whilst Duncan Smith polled
well across the first two groups of MP3wo other elementof the political
characteristics hypothesis proved significan the 2001 leadership election;
government experience and carsetus. Clarke was the stgopular candidate with
those who had experience of governmartilst Duncan Smitlwas the least popular.
Conversely, Duncan Smith was the most papahoice with MPs who had not served
in government, whilst Clarke polled the festerotes. Portillo was the most popular
candidate amongst insiders, whereas Clavias the least popular candidate. Duncan
Smith performed best with the outsigdewhilst Portillo did the worst.

These results seem to suggest that Clarketha candidate of the ‘old guard’ he was
the preferred choice of older, longemaeg MPs who had presus experience of
government. Portillo was arguably thestablishment’ choice whose modernising
agenda also appealed to the younger entth@fPCP; he was most popular amongst
Oxbridge educated MPs, idgrs and with MPs in their thirties and forties. Finally,
Duncan Smith can be seen as the outsidadidate, who appealed to backbench MPs

with MPs with no government experience.

The three ideological hypotheses tested veli@vn to be statistically significant in
both 1997 and 2001. In the 1997 leadershgrtedn Clarke was the most popular
candidate amongst wet MPs, whilst Hague wesclear choice of the dries. Clarke
collected the votes of all the europhile 8)Rvhilst Hague was the choice of nearly
2/3% of Eurosceptics. The social/moral ipgl divide is not as clear cut as the
economic and European divides, howev@larke polled better amongst social
liberals, whilst Hague was the most poputandidate amongst social conservatives.
Overall Clarke’s support was broad butl&ha, whilst Hague’s was narrow but deep.
Therefore we can say that Clarke wae ttandidate of the wleurophile/socially
liberal left, whilst Hague was the candidate of the dry/eurosceptic/socially
conservative right. Unfortunately for Clarkiee dry/eurosceptic/socially conservative
MPs made up the largest ideological blod £larke’s failure to appeal to these MPs
through the pact with John Redwood ultietgtcost him the leadership election.
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In 2001 lain Duncan Smith was the only calade to attract a cohesive ideological
vote. His supporters were exclusivelyr@sceptic and overwhelmingly socially
conservative. Portillo’s support was alseerwhelmingly eurosceptic in nature, only
two MPs; Damien Green and Stephen Dibngere not from the eurosceptic camp.
However, Dorrell’s liberalism on social issues may account for his support of Portillo.
Whilst Portillo attracted higher than average numbers of social liberals, they
constitute only a small percege of the PCP he hadrely on the supporof social
conservatives. Likewise, Ken Clarke wadiaet on the votes of eurosceptic MPs,
because the europhile wing of the PCP is so small. Both Clarke and Portillo did
remarkably well in the final ballot whemwe consider that both men’s defining
ideological positions (pro-Europeanism and social liberalism) were shared by so few
of their colleagues. Consequly, the ability of Clarkeand Portillo to attract
significant support from outside their natuideological constituencies suggests that
many of their supporters may have motadhbby pragmatism, rather than ideology.
Both Clarke and Portillo were experied¢éigh profile, charismatic, ex-ministers and
arguably either man stood a better chanae\arsing the party’s ill fortune than the
inexperienced, unknown and rather grey IDS.

However, lain Duncan Smith attractedetBupport of the thir of the party, who
possibly were more concerned with findingideologically acceptable, rather than an
electable leader and thisas enough to see him tlugh to the final ballot and
eventual victory. Had one more person voted Portillo, then Portillo and Clarke
would have gone forward to the final ball@onsequently, it isrguable that the
majority of the PCP were more concetne&ith choosing an electorally appealing
leader, than one who was ideologicalpure’, unfortunatelyfor the Conservative
Party, they could not age on a single candidate.
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Chapter 7

Conclusion

The Conservative Party’s humiliating defeatthe hands of New Labour in 1997 and
again in 2001 left the party shell-shocked atrdggling to reinvent itself as a relevant
political force. The rationale for the thesias to shed light upon the related crises of
ideology, leadership anelectability that beset théonservative Party between 1997
and 2003. It has done this by using the 188@ 2001 Conservative Party leadership
elections as a lens that could focupon the ideological disposition of the
parliamentary party and the consequentiatibnal disputationsThis has been done
through a detailed analysis of the 1997 and 2001 leadership elections based on a
hypothesis on the motivationladsis of voting behaviour:

This argued that voting in leadershgdections is influenced by social

background (education and former ocdigg; it is influenced by political

attributes (electoral vulmability, age and experienand career status); and

centrally that it is detenined by ideological disposition (economic policy,

European policy and social policy).
Consequently the research has examittesl social background of the post-war
parliamentary Conservative Party; teducational and oopational background of
Conservative parliamentarians, togetlodiservations about gender and race issues
within the parliamentary party. The tlieshas also examined how political
characteristics (electoral vulnerability, eagind experience and career status) can
enhance or diminish a Conservative 'MIRcareer both witim the party and
government. In addition, the thesis hasnducted a detailed analysis of the
ideological composition of the parliam@ry Conservative Party of 1997-2001 and
2001-2005. Finally this data on sociaddiground, political chacteristics and
ideological disposition was combined wittata on voting behaviour to explain the
motivational influences on voting behaviaarthe 1997 and 2001 Conservative party
leadership elections.

The thesis has found that the socialckground of the parliamentary party has
evolved during the course of the”26entury. This evolution has in many respects
mirrored the social changes of societyaawhole, although it kamoved at a much

slower pace. The Conservativarty during the early 2Gentury was dominated by
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the landowning aristocracy and ex-militargen, however their dominance was
greatly reduced after First World War, &rhthe number of MPs from business and
the professions began to increase and 4845 came to dominate the parliamentary
party. Similarly the number of MPs educat&dthe elite public schools of Eton and
Harrow declined during the inter-war yeanrsd after the Second World War the party
came to be dominated by MPs from legseblic schools and grammar schools. The
party’s leaders continued t@ave close connections withe aristocracy and the elite
public schools until the ettion of Edward Heath i1965. Heath was a mould-
breaking Conservative leader; he was the fosbe formally elected, he was from a
lower middle-class background and he was relatively young. By 1965 the public
image of a Conservative leader was ah anistocrat shooting grouse. Consequently,
Heath’s youth signalled that the ConsenatParty was reinvigorated and more in
tune with the zeitgeist of the mid-sixties. Since Heath’s election it is arguable that
youth and lack of parliamentary expegenhave not been serious bar to the
leadership; Hague at 39 was the youngest leaidire party since Pitt, whilst Duncan
Smith was the most inexperienced witlstjunine years in parliament. Whilst youth
and inexperience do not disqualify prospeetieaders, it would seem that they need
to have a reasonably safe saatl be a party insider.

The research on the ideological developnuérthe Conservative Party has shown that
the party has changed markedly since 194ader Churchill’'s leadership the party
accepted the Attlee settlement and commiiteelf to maintaining full employment,
the welfare state, a mixedawmy and conciliation with thtrades unions. However,
as signs of economic stagnation becapgagent during the 1960s the Conservatives
began to evolve a new approach tovgatide economy under Edward Heath, which
initially rejected the Attlesettlement, in favour of leg@vernment intervention in the
economy and legislation to curb the powertlod trades unions. Heath’'s attempt to
change the direction of British politics fadlebut provided valuable lessons for Mrs.
Thatcher, who successfully reformed the trag@sns and privatised most of the state
owned industries. The party’s attitude tor&pe similarly underweran evolution; the
Conservatives, like Labour began themmpediate post-war period as detached
observers of early moves towards Européategration. Howewe as the British

economy began to run into difficulties somethe party began to see membership of
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the EEC in a positive light and Heathgoe#iated British membership in 1973. The
Conservatives portrayed themselves as [thety of Europe’ until Mrs. Thatcher’'s
1988 Bruges speech marked a commitment to euroscepticism at the highest level of

the party.

Academic work has charted the evolutioh Conservative Party ideology in the
Thatcherite and post Thatcherite period watthumber of typologies that show the
centre of gravity within thgarliamentary party has maveway from the advocates

of extended government and interdepergesnd towards those who support minimal
government and sovereignty. This thesias confirmed that the parliamentary
Conservative Party that was elected 897 and 2001 has become more economically
liberal, more eurosceptic and more sociaibnservative than its counterpart elected
in 1992. The Conservative Pgd ideological shift has @ the consequence of a
battle within the party that began unddrs. Thatcher, ga#red pace during the
Major years and carried on under Hague and Duncan Smith and which was the
outstanding feature of Consative Party politics from1990. Ideological differences
led to Mrs. Thatcher sacking her Chancellor and Foreign Sectetargnts that
ultimately led to Michael Heseltine’s challenge for the leadership. John Major's
success, in the contest that followed Mrlatcher’s resignain was largely down to

the belief that he was eurosceptic (Taw& Garry, 1998: 495-496). The subsequent
internecine strife within the PCP was largely due to the realisation by the eurosceptics
that Major was not ‘one of them’; consequgnie issues of Eope and tax cuts were

at the heart of John Redwood’s unsuccesdfallenge to Major'seadership in 1995.
This thesis has shown that ideology contohte play a key role in the selection of
Conservative Party leaders; in 1997 Hagwes supported by a largely cohesive block
of Thatcherite MPs as was Duncan Smith2001. Therefore we can say that the
dominant determinant in Conservative leatigy elections has been the question of
ideology, which has largely subsumed otlwonsiderations that should influence

leadership selection.

Potential leaders should arguably possess key qualities; they should possess

electoral appeal — an abilitp win the trust of the wideelectorate and convert this

®> Nigel Lawson and Geoffey Howe respectively.
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into votes at election time. Secondithey should be able to demonstrate
administrative competence — to be seenaasafe pair of hands’ and thus as a
potential future Prime Minist. Thirdly, potential leaders should be feared by other
political parties. Finally, potential leadeshould possess the capacity to unify their
party, as unity is a keyehture of any potential party of government (Norton, 1998:
75-112). This task requires the leader tdeibibth right and left, whilst still appealing
to the moderate centre ground of the wigéectorate. In 1997 the candidate that
possessed most of these qualities was Ken@kttke — he was clearly the favourite
with the electorate, ‘Ken the Bloke’ was rare example of a politician who the
general public regarded as a normal person. By contrast Hague was remembered as
the teenage boy lecturing the Conservatiwaference in 1977, giving him the image
of a political ‘anorak’. Carke had demonstrated liempetence across government
and was regarded as a successful Chemmcel the Exchequer and although Hague
was not regarded as incompetent Clarke wigarly the superiocandidate. Clarke
was also the candidate that the LaboutyPaost feared; whereas Hague’s image and
Mrs. Thatcher's endorsement of hinmade him an easy target for Labour

propagandists.

Clarke’s only weakness was that becausevag a europhile in a largely eurosceptic
party many MPs believed he would be acéofor division rather than unity. Clarke
clearly recognised this wkaess and tried to remedy it through his pact with John
Redwood. Hague’s credentials as a modeFatdcherite with few enemies made him
seem to be a better bet as a unity candid&tevever, Hague's election failed to bring
unity to the party; within months dflague taking over Peter Temple-Morris had
crossed the floor of the House of Commdassit as an Independent One Nation
Conservative and in 1999 Shaun Woodwarfécted to Labour. Moreover the return
to Parliament of Michael Portillo i6999 triggered a prolonged low level civil war

within both Conservative Centralffii@e and the Parliamentary party.

In 2001 both Clarke and Portillo fulfilled theziteria of electoral appeal, competence
and they were both feared by Labour; leower, neither was seen as having the
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capacity to unify the party; @tke because of his europhflivhilst Portillo was
distrusted by many in the PCP for hidvacacy of social liberalism, his alleged
disloyalty towards Hague arids youthful homosexualityain Duncan Smith did not
possess any of the qualities needed for a successful leader. He had no electoral appeal,
he lacked charisma and most of the general public had not heard of him until he
became leader. He’d never demonstrated administrative competence in government
and had only been in Hague’'s Shadow @Gabsince 1998 and he was not feared by
Labour. Duncan Smith also had little claimi® a unifying influence within the party.

His chief claim to fame before standing fbe party leadership was as one of the MPs
who rebelled against John Major over the Maelst Treaty and contributed to the
disunity of the 1992-1997 parliamentaryriya This made him an inappropriate
candidate for leader as he could notnded the loyalty of his colleagues without
appearing to be a hypocrite. Indeed, Dun&mith’s previous disloyalty towards
Major would come back to haunt him in the future; when he demanded that the party
‘unite or die’ and was igned it made him seem tbe both a hypocrite and an

impotent leader.

Consequently, we can say that ideologyrsekadowed all other considerations when

the Conservative Party chose its leedin 1997 and 2001. The dominance of
ideology was a consequence of the removadflafgaret Thatcher and the ideological
legacy of Thatcherism and that this adversdfected the party’s ability to compete in

the political arena. Problems arose becadishael Heseltine did not defeat Margaret
Thatcher when he challenged her; Mrs. €hat actually had a rjaity of fifty-two

over Heseltine, however her majority 8.7% was just below the 15% threshold
required for outright victory. She initiallintended to run in the second round, but
withdrew when her cabinet advised her ttinty did not thinkshe could win. Instead

she threw her support behind John Major as the candidate most able to defeat

Heseltine.

The Conservative Party went on tormthe 1992 general election under Major;
however this success masked a number gatine consequences of the coup against

® Since 1997 Clarke had committed the cardinal sin of joining Tony Blair on the platform of Britain In
Europe.
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Mrs. Thatcher. Firstly it left a legacy dbitterness and ill feeling within the
parliamentary party; the pgis$ preferred leader was nblajor — it was Mrs. Thatcher
and many of her supporters felt she had lestrayed by the pro European supporters
of Heseltine. Secondly the manner of henogal undermined the security of future
Conservative leaders. Mrs. Thatcher Haben the Conservatives’ most successful
post-war leader, she had won three electiona row and overturned much of the
Attlee settlement. Yet when the parliamery party believed she had become an
electoral liability she was ruthlessly ovedtin. The Conservatives’ defenestration of
a sitting Prime Minister showed any futuceuld be threatened with removal and
stimulated intra-party debate about theipas of the current incumbent leader. The
Parliamentary party became ‘culturallyhsmophrenic’, becoming less deferential and
demanding a greater say ovedipg whilst still remaining wedded to the idea of
strong leadership (Peele, 1997: 105).

Major and Duncan Smith both faced leadegrsihallenges, whilst Hague’s future was
a matter of much speculation and deb&i@ally, Mrs. Thatches involvement in
internal Conservative politics did not end when she left office. Just as she backed
Major to beat Heseltine ih990, so she backed Hagueldbuncan Smith in 1997 and
2001 respectively to beat Kenneth ClarkeMifs. Thatcher could no longer lead the
party she and her supporters could attlgastect her ideological ‘legacy’; this
entailed her intervening against the nbimtcherite candidate (Heseltine in 1990,
Clarke in 1997 and 2001). ConsequentlyjddlaHague and Duncan Smith were not
just elected as party leader, but also appdirds the (sometimes reluctant) guardians
of pure Thatcherism. Thus Mrs. Thatchesisccessors wereegited with the support
of the Thatcherite wing of the party and reedherefore expected to maintain faith
with Thatcherism. John Maj@’troubles over thetification of theMaastricht Treaty
were the result of a series of rebelliobg Thatcherite Eurosceptics, with Mrs.

Thatcher’s backing.

The negative consequences of ideologyld be seen in both the 1997 and 2001
leadership elections which ended with fheety choosing, for ectoral purposes at
least, the wrong candidate laader. The 1997 election ballelown to a straight fight

between eurosceptics and europhiles; Hagae supported by nearly 2/3rds of the
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parliamentary party’s eurosptics and none of its eyphiles. The small europhile
vote went entirely to Clarke, who also pickep most of the votes of the European
policy agnostics. Ahough Hague was endorsed by Mrs. Thatcher, this endorsement
did not come until it wa clear that Clarke had a charafevinning and it is arguable
that Hague was not Mrs. Thatcher’s ffishoice as leader. Consequently, Hague
suffered from being a default leaderttwa weak ‘anybody but Clarke mandate’.
Hague failed to heal the Carsative Party’s deep dsions over Eunpe, alienating
many pro-Europeans, whilst being insufficiently hard-line for some of his eurosceptic
MPs. Furthermore Hague was forced to sack Peter Lilley, when Lilley seemingly
suggested it was time to move on from Thatisimer Hague also tried to take the party

in a new direction and dabbled with saciiberalism under # guise of ‘Fresh
Conservatism’, but was forced to draw back, partly as result of Thatcherite disquiet,
within both the parliamentary party andetlwider membership; Hague reverted to
Thatcherite social conservatism with Ii@®@mmon Sense Revolutiddecause Hague
was Mrs. Thatcher's chosen succesdgowas easy for Labour to argue that the
Conservative Party had notaiiged, but was still stuck the past and was not ready

to meet the challenges of the future.

The seductive power of ideology was algaparent in the 200k#&dership election,
however, unlike 1997 this can be seen asadiage ideological ltide; the first stage

was a battle between Portillo’'s sociéiberalism and Duncan Smith’s social
conservatism, whilst the second stagesvamother fight between europhiles and
eurosceptics, this was further complicabsdthe new rules, which removed the final
decision from the parliamentary party. Duncan Smith was elected because the
parliamentary party could not stomach the idé&ortillo as leader, whilst the wider
membership could not tolerate the concepClarke leading the party. Again Mrs.
Thatcher waited to interfere until it seemixt Clarke might snatch the prize and
again she appeared unconvinced about Duncan Smith’s ability. A further consequence
of this two stage battle was that a majodfythe parliamentary party opposed Duncan
Smith’s leadership and it uogered an inconsistency withthe Hague rules. Duncan
Smith’'s mandate came from the membership, but he could be removed by the

parliamentary party, most of whom had voted against him.
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This inconsistency was tested in 2003,ewlDuncan Smith’s competence as leader
was being increasingly questied by his parliamentary beagues. The Hague rules
were intended to strengthen the positiorthe leader and put an end to debilitating
speculation over leadership challengeshefkind suffered by Hague and Major. The
rules allow for one challenge every parliamherather than aannual election. There

is no requirement for a challenger; insteds®o of the parliamentary party have to
write to the Chairman of the 1922 commitreguesting a vote of confidence in the
leader. When this threshold is reached a vote is held and decided by a simple majority.
If the leader loses they must step down eaahot take part in the subsequent election
to choose a successor. Argualtthe confidence vote made challengesasier than
before because no one had to risk thatkvrof their colleagues and constituency
parties by stepping forward as a conten@grce a confidence vote was triggered the
odds were stacked against Duncan Smith;nware as leader he waequired to win a
simple majority - in this case eighty && votes, however this was twenty-nine more
than he polled when he won the leathgp. Although, Duncan Smith lost by 90 votes
to 75 and was forced to resighis arguable that Dunca®mith did quite well, in that
he increased his vote by twenty-one frbi position in the 2001 leadership election.

Hague and IDS may have been ideologically acceptable leaders but they were
electorally disastrous for the Conservatparty. The unopposed election of Howard
suggested that the Party began to learn fitsnmistakes and lgan to rectify those
errors. David Davis issued a statemerthin minutes of Duncan Smith losing the
confidence vote; this dewled that although Davibelieved he could win the
forthcoming leadershiglection he had deded to stand aside ii@mvour of Michael
Howard in the hope of uniting the partydds, 30/9/2003). Shortly after Davis made
his statement Stephen Dorrell, Oliver Letwin and Liam Fox issued a joint statement
that called on Michael Howard to stand the vacant position. Letwin argued that the
Conservative Party had to, “...above alhdmstrate two thingsunity, and that we
have a leader who is unchallengablyngetent and capable of persuading anybody
that he could be an effective primemister.” (Letwin, 30L0/2003). Other senior
Conservatives including Michael Portillkenneth Clarke and Michael Ancram also
announced that they would not seek the leadership. &rO8fober, just two days

after Duncan Smith’s defenestration, a lishafety two Howard supporters, from all
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wings of the parliamentary party, was psbed. Events moved so quickly that
Howard was forced to deny that there veaplot within the parliamentary party to
remove Duncan Smith in favour of HowaRIx days later Howard was elected leader
unopposed, his candidacy was not put to a baflwank and file Conservatives, but
instead was put to an ‘informal consulteti with party members over the following
weekend (Tempest, 6/11/2003).

Faced with the prospect of another long divikive leadership battle and the prospect
of electing the wrong leader again the parliatagy party revertetb the practices of
a bygone era as Howard emerged to unansracclamation. Howard was everything
that Duncan Smith and Hague had not héenwas a heavyweiglpolitician, with a
degree of electoral appeal. A Mori pobbructed just before he was made leader
showed that 30% of their respondents Fdiward was ready to be Prime Minister,
compared to 15% for Duncan Smith (Ipsdsri, 4/10/2003). He was clearly able to
unify the parliamentary party, as idgnced by the manner of his election.
Consequently he was feared by the LaboutyPaspecially as he soon demonstrated
that he was a match for Blair in parliamelmonically Howard had come last in the
1997 leadership contest and as G@oaservative moderniser said:

If someone had told me in 1997 that gears later Michael Howard would be

hailed as the great healing candiddtewould have wept. (Freedland,

30/10/2003)

The Conservative Party under Howard achiegedegree of success that had eluded
both Hague and Duncan Smith; the 2005 general election campaign was largely free
of the discord and disciplinary problertigat had plagued both John Major in 1997
and Hague in 2001 The party secured a 3% swing from Labour, gained thirty three
seats; Labour saw its majority cut froome hundred and sixty-seven to Sixty-six
(Anon. (1), 6/5/2005). Cabinet ministePeter Hain acknowledged Howard’s
achievement saying that, “...he has madenthinto a more professional fighting

machine and therefore a harder opponentife Labour Party.” (Anon. (2), 6/5/2005)

" Deputy Chairman Howard Flight was sacked and prevented from standing for re-election as a
Conservative after he suggested that the true extent of the party’s plans for spending cuts was being
concealed until after polling dgyones & Sparrow, 26/3/2005)
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However, Howard recognised that the Conservative share of the vote needed to be
significantly greater if they were to achiepewer and that hevould be too old to
lead the party into the nexfeneral election. He theme announced that he would
resign ‘sooner rather than later’, but thatbmuld wait to give the party time to see if
it wished to change theadership rules again (JongsHelm, 7/5/2005). The delay
between Howard’'s announcement of hisgeation and his actual departure did not
lead to changes in the rules governing éalip elections. However, it allowed the
Conservative Party to haveetextended debate about its fetdhat it was denied in
1997 and 2001. It also turned that year'gypaonference in Blackpool into a modern
day rerun of the fateful conference in 1963t led to Douglas Home assuming the
party leadership in controversial circuarstes and which led to the introduction of
formal leadership elections. Whilst th@ospective leaders of 1963 campaigned
covertly and unofficially, their modern dapunterparts were allotted fifteen minutes
each in order to convince the membersbiptheir merits. Whilst the front runner
David Davis gave a poor epch and flopped, by contrd3avid Cameron’s optimistic

vision of the future, delivered without mt won over the activists in the hall.

The Blackpool conference sent ConsematMPs a clear signal, before the MPs
ballot, that Cameron was the activistséal choice. When the parliamentary party
voted they whittled the choice down to Dgwvho fought off a strong challenge from
Liam Fox, representing ¢éhtraditional Conservativeght and Cameron, who had
made a Portilloesque journey from the trisahial right to the modernising centre and
social liberalism. Unlike the final 2001 Ikz in which the three contenders’ polled
roughly a third of the vote each there was a clear winner in 2005 (table 7.1 below).
The result of the membership ballot was almost a foregone conclusion and Cameron
beat Davis by 134, 446 to 64, 398 (Tempest, 6/11/2005).

Table 7.1Final MPs’ Ballot 2005 CP Leadership Election

No. votes %age
Cameron 90 455
Davis 57 28.8
Fox 51 25.7

Source: White, 21/11/2005

199



Whilst lacking experience, Cameron has otleadership qualities. So far he has
proved to be competent, he is a force dmity, he is pragmatic and Labour have
reason to fear a Cameron ledrGervative Party. In an eftato heal past wounds he
brought William Hague back into the Shadow Cabinet and gave lain Duncan Smith
and Kenneth Clarke roles in a new policy development process. Moreover, Cameron
has played down traditional Conservatigsues, such as immigration, law and order
and tax cuts. Instead, he has stresisel importance of public services, the
environment and quality of life issues. Wgh there has been some disquiet about
Cameron’s abandonment of traditional Tdregrite Conservatism, Cameron is not
under serious threat and may even welcsomae opposition as a visible sign that he

is forcing his party to modernise. Carme’s strategy seems to be working; a recent
Mori poll showed the Conseditives leading Labour on a mber of issues, not just
traditional Conservative policy areas sucttase, taxation anagmmigration, but also
education and healthcare — areas that adbtimnally thought of akabour strengths.

The poll of peoples’ voting intentions showi® Conservatives just one point behind
Labour (Ipsos-Mori, 11/9/2006).

Under Cameron’s leadership the Constvea Party seems to be abandoning its
obsession with ideology and returning ite traditional pursuit of power through
pragmatism. Ironically, the party has lookedtsomore distant, rather than its recent
past in order to reinvent itself. The pakngineered the emergence of Howard in
order to bring unity and digdine whilst his successor is an Old Etonian, related by
marriage to the Astors who is more cemeed with electability than ideology.
However, Cameron has faced internal opposition from the socially conservative
Cornerstone Group and there some unresabealogical contradia@bns beginning to
emergé. Consequently there is nothing to suggest that Cameron will not continue to
be vulnerable to the ideologically driven mobilisations that brought about the

downfall of Heath, Thtcher and Major.

8 There is the potential for future conflict around the green agenda outlined by John Gummer's Quality
of Life Policy Group and the programme of deregulation put forward by John Redwood’s Economic
Competitiveness Group
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Appendix A: Organisation of the Paliamentary Conservative Party 1997-2003

The Parliamentary Conservative Party 1997-2001

Ainsworth, Peter
Amess, David
Ancram, Michael
Arbuthnot, James
Atkinson, David
Atkinson, Peter
Baldry, Antony
Bercow, John
Beresford, Sir Paul
Blunt, Crispin
Body, Sir Richard
Boswell, Tim
Bottomley, Peter
Bottomley, Virginia
Brady, G.

Brazier, Julian
Brooke, Peter
Browning, Angela
Bruce, lan

Burns, Simon
Butterfill, John
Cash, William
Chapman, Sir Sidney
Chope, Christopher
Clappison, James
Clark, Alar®

Clark, Dr Michael
Clarke, Kenneth
Clifton-Brown, Geoffrey
Collins, Tim
Colvin, Michaet®
Cormack, Sir Patrick
Cran, James
Curry, David
Davies, Quentin
Davis, David

Day, Stephen
Dorrell, Stephen
Duncan Smith, lain
Duncan, Alan
Emery, Sir Peter
Evans, Nigel

° Died September 1999, replaced by Michael

Portillo
% Died February 2000, the subsequent by-
election was won by the Lib. Dems.

Faber, David
Fabricant, Michael
Fallon, Michael
Flight, Howard
Forth, Eric

Fowler, Sir Norman
Fox, Dr Liam
Fraser, Christopher
Gale, Roger
Garnier, Edward
Gibb, Nick

Gill, Christopher
Gillan, Cheryl
Goodlad, Sir Alistait*
Gorman, Teresa
Gray, James
Green, Damian
Greenway, John
Grieve, Dominic
Gummer, John
Hague, William
Hamilton, Sir Archibald
Hammond, Philip
Haselhurst, Sir Alan
Hawkins, Nick
Hayes, John

Heald, Oliver
Heath, Sir Edward
Heathcoat-Amory, David
Heseltine, Michael
Hogg, Douglas
Horam, John
Howard, Michael
Howarth, G

Hunter, Andrew
Jack, Michael
Jackson, Robert
Jenkin, Bernard
Johnson Smith, Sir Geoffrey
Key, Robert

King, Tom
Kirkbride, Julie
Laing, Eleanor
Lansley, Andrew

1 Resigned June 1999. He was replaced by
Stephen O’Brien



Leigh, Edward
Letwin, Oliver
Lewis, Julian
Lidington, David
Lilley, Peter

Lloyd, Sir Peter
Lord, Michael
Loughton, Tim
Luff, Peter

Lyell, Sir Nicholas
MacGregor, John
Mackay, Andrew
Maclean, David
Madel, Sir David
Major, John
Malins, Humphrey
Maples, John
Mates, Michael
Maude, Francis
Mawhinney, Dr Brian
May, Theresa
Mclintosh, Anne
McLoughlin, Patrick
Merchant, Piers
Moss, Malcolm
Nicholls, Patrick
Norman, Archie
Ottaway, Richard
Page, Richard
Paice, James
Paterson, Owen
Pickles, Eric

Prior, David
Redwood, John
Robathan, Andrew
Robertson, Laurence
Roe, Marion
Rowe, Andrew
Ruffley, David
Sayeed, Jonathan
Shephard, Gillian
Shepherd, Richard
Shersby, Sir Michaét
Simpson, Keith
Soames, Nicholas

12 Resigned October 1997. he was replaced by

Jacqui Lait

13 Died May 1997. he was replaced by John

Randall

Spelman, Caroline
Spicer, Sir Michael
Spring, Richard

St Aubyn, Nick
Stanley, Sir John
Steen, Anthony
Streeter, Gary
Swayne, Desmond
Syms, Robert
Tapsell, Sir Peter
Taylor, lan

Taylor, John
Taylor, Sir Teddy
Temple-Morris, Petéf
Townend, John
Tredinnick, David
Trend, Michael
Tyrie, Andrew
Viggers, Peter
Walter, Robert
Wardle, Charles
Waterson, Nigel
Wells, Bowen
Whitney, Sir Ray
Whittingdale, John
Widdecombe, Ann
Wilkinson, John
Willets, David
Wilshire, David
Winterton, Ann
Winterton, Nicholas
Woodward, Shaun
Yeo, Tim

Young, Sir George

4 Resigned from the Conservative Party,

November 1997



The Parliamentary Conservative Party 2001-2005

Ainsworth, Peter
Amess, David
Ancram, Michael
Arbuthnot, James
Atkinson, David
Atkinson, Peter
Bacon, Richard
Baldry, Tony
Barker, Greg
Baron, John
Bellingham, Sir Henry
Bercow, John
Beresford, Paul
Blunt, Crispin
Boswell, Timothy
Bottomley, Peter
Bottomley, Virginia
Brady, Graham
Brazier, Julian
Browning, Angela
Burns, Simon

Burt, Alistair
Butterfill, John
Cameron, David
Cash, William
Chapman, Sydney
Chope, Christopher
Clappison, James
Clarke, Kenneth
Clifton-Brown, Geoffrey
Collins, Tim
Conway, Derek
Cormack, Sir Patrick
Cran, James
Curry, David
Davies, Quentin
Davis, David
Djanogly, Jonathan
Dorrell, Stephen
Duncan Smith, lain
Duncan, Alan
Duncan, Peter
Evans, Nigel
Fabricant, Michael
Fallon, Michael
Field, Mark

Flight, Howard
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Flook, Adrian
Forth, Eric

Fox, Liam
Francois, Mark
Gale, Roger
Garnier, Edward
Gibb, Nick
Gillan, Cheryl
Goodman, Paul
Gray, James
Grayling, Chris
Green, Damian
Greenway, John
Grieve, Dominic
Gummer, John
Hague, William
Hammond, Philip
Haselhurst, Sir Alan
Hawkins, Nicholas
Hayes, John
Heald, Oliver

Heathcoat-Amory, David

Hendry, Charles
Hoban, Mark
Hogg, Douglas
Horam, John
Howard, Michael
Howarth, Gerald
Hunter, Andrew
Jack, Michael
Jackson, Robert
Jenkin, Bernard
Johnson, Boris
Key, Robert
Kirkbride, Julie
Knight, Greg
Laing, Eleanor
Lait, Jacqui
Lansley, Andrew
Leigh, Edward
Letwin, Oliver
Lewis, Julian
Liddell-Grainger, lan
Lidington, David
Lilley, Peter
Lord, Michael
Loughton, Timothy



Luff, Peter
MacKay, Andrew
MacLean, David
Malins, Humfrey
Maples, John
Mates, Michael
Maude, Francis
Mawhinney, Sir Brian
May, Theresa
Mclintosh, Anne
McLoughlin, Patrick
Mercer, Patrick
Mitchell, Andrew
Moss, Malcolm
Murrison, Andrew
Norman, Archie
O'Brien, Stephen
Osborne, George
Ottaway, Richard
Page, Richard
Paice, James
Paterson, Owen
Pickles, Eric
Portillo, Michael
Prisk, Mark
Randall, John
Redwood, John
Robathan, Andrew
Robertson, Hugh
Robertson, Laurence
Roe, Marion
Rosindell, Andrew
Ruffley, David
Sayeed, Jonathan
Selous, Andrew
Shephard, Gillian
Shepherd, Richard
Simmonds, Mark
Simpson, Keith
Soames, Nicholas
Spelman, Caroline
Spicer, Michael
Spink, Robert
Spring, Richard
Stanley, Sir John
Steen, Anthony
Streeter, Gary
Swayne, Desmond
Swire, Hugo
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Syms, Robert
Tapsell, Sir Peter
Taylor, lan

Taylor, John
Taylor, Sir Teddy
Tredinnick, David
Trend, Michael
Turner, Andrew
Tyrie, Andrew
Viggers, Peter
Walter, Robert
Waterson, Nigel
Watkinson, Angela
Whittingdale, John
Widdecombe, Ann
Wiggin, Bill
Wilkinson, John
Willetts, David
Wilshire, David
Winterton, Ann

Winterton, Sir Nicholas

Yeo, Timothy
Young, Sir George



Shadow Cabinets 1997-2001
June 1997 — June 1998

Rt. Hon. William Hague Conservative Party Leader

Rt. Hon. Peter Lilley Shadow Chancellor of the Exchequer

Rt. Hon. Michael Howard Shadow Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs

Rt. Hon. Sir Brian Mawhinney Shadow Secretary of State for the Home Department

Rt. Hon. Lord Parkinson Chairman of the Conservative Party

Rt. Hon. Stephen Dorrell Shadow Secretary of State for Education and Eloyment

Rt. Hon. Gillian Shephard Shadow Leader of the House of Commams Shadow Chancellor of the Duchy of
Lancaster

Rt. Hon. Viscount Cranborne Shadow Leader of the House of Lords

Rt. Hon. Sir George Young Shadow Secretary of State for Defence

Rt. Hon. John Redwood Shadow Secretary of State for Trade amduistry and President of the Board of
Trade

Rt. Hon. Sir Norman Fowler Shadow Secretary of State for the Eowment, Transport and the Regions

Rt. Hon. Michael Ancram Constitutional Affairs Spokesman, including Scotland and Wales

Rt. Hon. David Curry Shadow Minister of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food

Rt. Hon. Alastair Goodlad Shadow Secretary of State faternational Development

Rt. Hon. David Heathcoat-Amory Shadow Chief Secretary to the Treasury

Rt. Hon. Francis Maude Shadow Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport

Rt. Hon. Andrew Mackay Shadow Secretary of State for Northern Ireland

John Maples Shadow Secretary of State for Health

Rt. Hon. lain Duncan Smith Shadow Secretary of State for Social Security

Rt. Hon. James Arbuthnot Opposition Chief Whip

Rt. Hon. Lord Strathclyde Lords Opposition Chief Whip

2" June 1998 —" December 1998

Rt. Hon. William Hague Conservative Partizeader

Rt. Hon. Peter Lilley Deputy Leader

Rt. Hon. Francis Maude Shadow Chancellor of the Exchequer
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Rt. Hon. Michael Howard Shadow Foreign Secretary

Rt. Hon. Sir Norman Fowler Shadow Home Secretary

Rt. Hon. Lord Parkinson Conservative Party Chairman

David Willets Shadow Secretary of State for Education and Eloyment

Rt. Hon. Sir George Young Shadow Leader of the House of Commanmd Shadow Chancellor of the Duchy of
Lancaster

Rt. Hon. Viscount Cranborne Shadow Leader of the House of Lords

John Maples Shadow Secretary of State for Defence

Rt. Hon. John Redwood Shadow Secretary of State for Trade and Industry

Rt. Hon. Gillian Shephard Shadow Secretary of State for thesiEEmnment, Transport and the Regions

Dr Liam Fox Constitutional Affairs spokesman

Tim Yeo Shadow Minister of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food

Gary Streeter Shadow Secretary of State faternational Development

Rt. Hon. David Heathcoat-Amory Shadow Chief Secretary to the Treasury

Peter Ainsworth Shadow Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport

Rt. Hon. Andrew Mackay Shadow Secretary of State for Northern Ireland

Rt. Hon. Ann Widdecombe Shadow Secretary of State for Health

Rt. Hon. lain Duncan Smith Shadow Secretary of State for Social Security

Rt. Hon. James Arbuthnot Opposition Chief Whip

Rt. Hon. Lord Strathclyde Lords Opposition Chief Whip

Changes made June 1998

Peter Lilley moved fronshadow Chancellor of the ExcheqoeDeputy Leader of the Conservative Party

Francis Maude moved fro®hadow Secretary of State foulture, Media and Spotb Shadow Chancellor of the Exchequer

Sir Norman Fowler moved frol@hadow Secretary of State for the Environment, Transport and the Reg®ireelow Home Secretary
Gillian Shephard moved fro®hadow Leader of the House of ComntorShadow Secretary of State for thevironment, Transport and the
Regions

Sir George Young moved froBhadow Secretary of State for Defet@8hadow Leader of the House of Commons

John Maples moved fro®hadow Secretary of State for HedtilfShadow Secretary of State for Defence

Peter Ainsworth entered the shadow cabin&leslow Secretary of Stdte Culture, Media and Sport
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Liam Fox entered the shadow cabiastConstitutional Affairs Spokesman

Gary Streeter entered the shadow cabin&easetary of State for International Development
Tim Yeo entered the shadow cabineGasdow Minister of Agridture Fisheries and Food
Ann Widdecombe entered the shadow cabin&reslow Secretary of State for Health
Michael Ancram appointed Comwative Party Vice-Chairman

Sir Alastair Goodlad I the shadow cabinet

Sir Brian Mawhinney left the shadow cabinet

David Curry left the shadow cabinet

2" December 1998 — 5June 1999

Rt. Hon. William Hague

Rt. Hon. Peter Lilley

Rt. Hon. Francis Maude

Rt. Hon. Michael Howard
Rt. Hon. Sir Norman Fowler
Rt. Hon. Lord Parkinson
David Willets

Rt. Hon. Sir George Young
Lancaster

Rt. Hon. Lord Strathclyde
John Maples

Rt. Hon. John Redwood

Rt. Hon. Gillian Shephard
Dr Liam Fox

Tim Yeo

Gary Streeter

Rt. Hon. David Heathcoat-Amory
Peter Ainsworth

Rt. Hon. Andrew Mackay
Rt. Hon. Ann Widdecombe

Conservative Partyeader

Deputy Leader

Shadow Chancellor of the Exchequer

Shadow Foreign Secretary

Shadow Home Secretary

Conservative Party Chairman

Shadow Secretary of State for Education and Employment

Shadow Leader of the How$€€ommons and Shadow Chancellor of the Duchy of

h&dow Leader of the House of Lords
Shadow Secretary of State for Defence
Shadow Secretary of State for Trade and Industry
Shadow Secretary of State for the Eomment, Transport and the Regions
Constitutional Affairs spokesman
Shadow Minister of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food
Shadow Secretary of State faternational Development
Shadow Chief Secretary to the Treasury
Shadow Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport
Shadow Secretary of State for Northern Ireland
Shadow Secretary of State for Health
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Rt. Hon. lain Duncan Smith Shadow Secretary of State for Social Security
Rt. Hon. James Arbuthnot Opposition Chief Whip
Rt. Hon. Lord Henley Lords Opposition Chief Whip

Changes made December 1998

Lord Strathclyde moved fromords Opposition Chief Whitw Shadow Leader of the House of Lords
Lord Henley entered the shadow cabinet@sls Opposition Chief Whip

Viscount Cranborne left the shadow cabinet

15" June 1999 —"% February 2000

Rt. Hon. William Hague Conservative Partizeader

Rt. Hon. Francis Maude Shadow Chancellor of the Exchequer

Rt. Hon. John Maples Shadow Foreign Secretary

Rt. Hon. Ann Widdecombe Shadow Home Secretary

Rt. Hon. Michael Ancram Conservative Party Chairman

Rt. Hon. Theresa May Shadow Secretary of State for Education and Employment

Rt. Hon. Sir George Young Shadow Leader of the House of Commanmd Shadow Chancellor of the Duchy of
LancasterandConstitutional Affairs spokesman

Rt. Hon. Lord Strathclyde h&dow Leader of the House of Lords

Rt. Hon lain Duncan Smith Shadow Secretary of State for Defence

Angela Browning Shadow Secretary of State for Trade and Industry

Rt. Hon. John Redwood Shadow Secretary of State for the Eowment, Transport and the Regions

Tim Yeo Shadow Minister of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food

Gary Streeter Shadow Secretary of State faternational Development

Rt. Hon. David Heathcoat-Amory Shadow Chief Secretary to the Treasury

Peter Ainsworth Shadow Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport

Rt. Hon. Andrew Mackay Shadow Secretary of State for Northern Ireland

Dr. Liam Fox Shadow Secretary of State for Health

David Willetts Shadow Secretary of State for Social Security
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Rt. Hon. James Arbuthnot Opposition Chief Whip
Rt. Hon. Lord Henley Lords Opposition Chief Whip

Changes made June 1999

Theresa May entered the shadow cabin&heglow Secretary of State for Education and Employment

Angela Browning entered the shadow cabinedlaadow Secretary of Stafor Trade and Industry

Ann Widdecombe moved fro®hadow Secretary of State for HedtitShadow Home Secretary

John Maples moved fro®hadow Secretary of State for Defet@&hadow Foreign Secretary

John Redwood moved froBhadow Secretary of Stdte Trade and Industryo Shadow Secretary of State the Environment, Transport and
the Regions

Michael Ancram moved frorG@onservative Party Vice-Chairmaa Conservative Party Chairman

Dr. Liam Fox moved fronConstitutional Affairs SpokesmémShadow Secretary of State for Health

lain Duncan Smith moved fro®hadow Secretary of State for Social Secwoityhadow Secretary of State for Defence

David Willetts moved fronshadow Secretary of State teducation and Employmetd Shadow Secretary of S¢afor Social Security
Peter Lilley left the shadow cabinet

Sir Norman Fowler left the shadow cabinet

Lord Parkinson left the shadow cabinet

Gillian Shephard left the shadow cabinet

Michael Howard left the shadow cabinet

2" February 2000 — 26September 2000

Rt. Hon. William Hague Conservative Partyeader

Rt. Hon. Michael Portillo Shadow Chancellor of the Exchequer

Rt. Hon. Francis Maude Shadow Foreign Secretary

Rt. Hon. Ann Widdecombe Shadow Home Secretary

Rt. Hon. Michael Ancram Conservative Party Chairman

Rt. Hon. Theresa May Shadow Secretary of State for Education and Eloyment

Rt. Hon. Sir George Young Shadow Leader of the House of Commanmd Shadow Chancellor of the Duchy of

LancasterandConstitutional Affairs spokesman
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Rt. Hon. Lord Strathclyde
Rt. Hon lain Duncan Smith
Angela Browning

Archie Norman

Tim Yeo

Gary Streeter

Rt. Hon. David Heathcoat-Amory

Peter Ainsworth

Rt. Hon. Andrew Mackay
Dr. Liam Fox

David Willetts

Rt. Hon. James Arbuthnot
Rt. Hon. Lord Henley

Changes made February 2000

h&dow Leader of the House of Lords
Shadow Secretary of State for Defence
Shadow Secretary of State for Trade and Industry
Shadow Secretary of State for the Eowiment, Transport and the Regions
Shadow Minister of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food
Shadow Secretary of State faternational Development
Shadow Chief Secretary to the Treasury
Shadow Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport
Shadow Secretary of State for Northern Ireland
Shadow Secretary of State for Health
Shadow Secretary of State for Social Security
Opposition Chief Whip
Lords Opposition Chief Whip

Francis Maude moved fro®@hadow Chancellor dhe Exchequeto Shadow Foreign Secretary
Michael Portillo enterethe shadow cabinet &adow Chancellor ahe Exchequer
Archie Norman entered the shadow cabineBlaadow Secretary of State for theviEbnment, Transport and the Regions

John Maples left the shadow cabinet
John Maples left the shadow cabinet

26" September 2000 — July 2001

Rt.
Rt.
Rt.
Rt.
Rt.
Rt.

Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.

William Hague
Michael Portillo
Francis Maude
Ann Widdecombe
Michael Ancram
Theresa May

Angela Browing

Conservative Partyeader

Shadow Chancellor of the Exchequer

Shadow Foreign Secretary

Shadow Home Secretary

Conservative Party Chairman

Shadow Secretary of State for Education and Employment

Shadow Leader of the House of Commams Shadow Chancellor of the Duchy of
LancasterandConstitutional Affairs spokesman
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Rt. Hon. Lord Strathclyde h&dow Leader of the House of Lords

Rt. Hon lain Duncan Smith Shadow Secretary of State for Defence

Rt. Hon. David Heathcoat-Amory Shadow Secretary of State for Trade and Industry
Archie Norman Shadow Secretary of State for the Eowiment, Transport and the Regions
Tim Yeo Shadow Minister of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food
Gary Streeter Shadow Secretary of State faternational Development
Rt. Hon. Oliver Letwin Shadow Chief Secretary to the Treasury

Peter Ainsworth Shadow Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport
Rt. Hon. Andrew Mackay Shadow Secretary of State for Northern Ireland

Dr. Liam Fox Shadow Secretary of State for Health

David Willetts Shadow Secretary of State for Social Security

Rt. Hon. James Arbuthnot Opposition Chief Whip

Rt. Hon. Lord Henley Lords Opposition Chief

Changes made September 2000

Angela Browing moved frorBhadow Secretary of State for Trade and Indust§hadow Leader of the House of Commons and Shadow
Chancellor of the Duchy of LancastmdConstitutional Affairs spokesman

David Heathcoat-Amory moved froBhadow Chief Secretary to the Treastr$phadow Secretary of State for Trade and Industry

Oliver Letwin entered the shadow cabineSasdow Chief Secretary to the Treasury

Sir George Young left the shadow cabinet
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Shadow Cabinets 1997-2003

18" September 2001 — ¥3uly 2002

Rt. Hon. lain Duncan Smith
Rt. Hon. Michael Howard
Rt. Hon. Michael Ancram
Rt. Hon. Oliver Letwin

Rt. Hon. David Davis
Damian Green

Rt. Hon. Eric Forth

Rt. Hon. Lord Strathclyde
Hon. Bernard Jenkin
John Whittingdale

Peter Ainsworth

Theresa May

Caroline Spelman

John Bercow

Tim Yeo

Quentin Davies

Dr. Liam Fox

David Willetts

Jaqui Lait

Nigel Evans

Rt. Hon. David Maclean
Rt. Hon. Lord Cope of Berkeley

239 July 2002 — October 2003
Rt. Hon. lain Duncan Smith
Rt. Hon. Michael Howard

Rt. Hon. Michael Ancram

Conservative Partyeader
Shadow Chancellor of the Exchequer
Shadow Foreign Secretary and Conservative Party Deputy Leader
Shadow Home Secretary
Conservative Party Chairman
Shadow Secretary of State for Education and Skills
Shadow Leader of the House of Commams$Shadow Chancellor of the Duchy of
Lancaster
h&dow Leader of the House of Lords
Shadow Secretary of State for Defence
Shadow Secretary of State for Trade and Industry
Shadow Minister of Environment, Foadd Rural Affairs
Secretary of State for transpotipcal Government and the Regions
Shadow Secretary of State faternational Development
Shadow Chief Secretary to the Treasury
Shadow Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport
Shadow Secretary of State for Northern Ireland
Shadow Secretary of State for Health
Shadow Secretary of State for Work and Pensions
Shadow Secretary of State for Scotland
Shadow Secretary of State for Wales
Opposition Chief Whip
Lords Opposition Chief

Conservative Partizeader
Shadow Chancellor of the Exchequer
Shadow Foreign Secretary and Conservative Party Deputy Leader
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Rt. Hon. Oliver Letwin
Rt. Hon. Theresa May
Damian Green

Rt. Hon. Eric Forth

Rt. Hon. Lord Strathclyde
Hon. Bernard Jenkin
Tim Yeo

Rt. Hon. David Davis
David Lidington

Tim Collins

Caroline Spelman
Howard Flight

John Whittingdale
Quentin Davies

Dr. Liam Fox

David Willetts

Jaqui Lait

Nigel Evans

Rt. Hon. David Maclean

Rt. Hon. Lord Cope of Berkeley

Changes made July 2003

Shadow Home Secretary
Conservative Party Chairman
Shadow Secretary of State for Education and Skills
Shadow Leader of the House of CommanmdShadow Chancellor of the Duchy of
Lancaster

h&dow Leader of the House of Lords
Shadow Secretary of State for Defence
Shadow Secretary of State for Trade and Industry
Shadow Office of the [Paty Prime Minister
Shadow Minister of Environment, Foadd Rural Affairs
Shadow Secretary of State for Transport
Shadow Secretary of State faternational Development
Shadow Chief Secretary to the Treasury
Shadow Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport
Shadow Secretary of State for Northern Ireland
Shadow Secretary of State for Health
Shadow Secretary of State for Work and Pensions
Shadow Secretary of State for Scotland
Shadow Secretary of State for Wales
Opposition Chief Whip
Lords Opposition Chief

Tim Yeo moved fronBhadow Secretary of Stdte Culture, Media and Spotb Shadow Secretary of State for Trade and Industry
David Davis is moved fror@onservative Party Chairmaio Shadow Office of the Deputy Prime Minister

Theresa May moved frohadow Secretary of State for Trangpbocal Government and the Regidaonservative Party Chairman
Howard Flight entered the shadow cabineShadow Chief Secretary to the Treasury

Tim Collins entered the shadow cabineSasdow Secretary of State for Transport

David Lidington entered the shadow cabineShadow Minister oEnvironment, Foo@nd Rural Affairs

Peter Ainsworth left the shadow cabinet
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John Bercow left the shadow cabinet
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1997
19" June

August

1998
6" October

1999
20" April

6" May
13" June
20" November

26" November

18" December

2000
1% February

3 February

15" February

26" April
4" May

8" August

4™ October

8" October
2001

4™ March

Appendix B: Chronology of Events 1997-2003

Hague elected leader

Hague attends Notting Hill Carnival

Sun calls Hague ‘a dead parrot’

Peter Lilley’s repudiation of Thatcherism
Modest gains in local elections
Big gains in European elections
Geoffrey Archer quits as candidate for London Mayor

Michael Portillo elestl as member for Kensington &
Chelsea

Shaun Woodward defects to Labour

Portillo appointed Shadow Chancellor

Portillo U turmn opposition to minimum wage and
Bank of England independence

i ‘Save The Pound’ tour

Hague calls for householder to be given more extensive
right to self-defencafter Tony Martin case

Some local election gainsose Romsey by-election to
the Lib-Dems

Hague’s fourteen pints boast

Ann Widdecombe announces £100 fines for cannabis
possession

Eight cabinet msters admit to taking drugs

Hague'’s ‘foreign land’ speech
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28" March

20" March
27" April

1*' May

8" May

10" May

14" May

22" May

29" May

31% May

7" June

13" September

7" October

23 November
27" December
2002

14" February
March

5" May

239 July

28" July

5" November

2003

John Townend say immigrants have ‘undermined
Anglo-Saxon society’

Portillo refuses to sign CRE anti-racist pledge
Lord Taylor attack$iague for not expelling Townend

Hague forces Taylor and Townend to back down over
race row

General election announced
Conservative manifesto launched
Oliver Letwin’s £20 billion tax cuts gaffe
Thatcher’'s ‘The Mummy Returns’, Plymouth
Hague, Major and Portillo attend Brighton rally
Hague warns of'2Labour landslide

2 Labour landslide

IDS Elected leader

Tells Angela Watkinson, Andrew Rossindell and
Andrew Hunter tdeave the Monday Club

Conservatives lose Ipswich by-election

IDS refuses to join @an Club until they give women
equal membership

Conservatives come fourth in Ogmore by-election
Lady Thatcher forced to quit public life
Ann Winterton sacked for making racist joke

Sacks David Davis, whilst Davis is on holiday

Alan Duncan confirms he is gay

IDS tells party to ‘unite or die’
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14" February

14" February
21% Feb

1% May

2" May

7" May

17" June

19" September
22" October

28" October

29" October

Sacks Chief executive Mark MacGregor (whilst on
holiday. Also sacks head of research Rick Nye (both
portillistas)

Appoints Barry Legg &hief Executive and chief of
staff

Michael Portillo accusdDS of ‘violating’ the
Conservative Party

Crispin Blunt resigns and calls IDS a ‘liability’

Conservatives gain more than 500 seats in local
elections

Barry Legg forced to resign

Conservative Treasyr8ir Stanley Kalms resigns
Conservatives cothad at Brent East by election
Major donor Stuart VEbler calls for IDS to quit

Sir Michael Spicer telIDS he has received 25 requests
for a vote of no confidence in his leadership

IDS loses Confidence vote and resigns
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Appendix C: Evidence of European Policy Positions

Ainsworth, Peter

Division List EDM Group Public Statemenf Scp
Membership re
Europ | Eurosce| Europ | Eurosce| Europ | Eurosce| Europ | Eurosce
hile ptic hile ptic hile ptic hile ptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
David Amess
Division List EDM Group Public Statement Scp
Membership re
Europ | Eurosce| Europ | Eurosce| Europ | Eurosce| Europ | Eurosce
hile ptic hile ptic hile ptic hile ptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 1355 ‘Euro Poll’ (9/6/2003)
Ancram, Michael
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - X 2
Division List Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill

Public Statement

(17/10/2001)

“The EU Constitution will fundaentally change the way in
which the British people are govewh It is clearly a great leap
towards a single European state. The British government's
claim that the Constitution is juatconsolidation of the existing
treaties is now shown to babsurd. No other European
government makes this bizarre claim. You don't consolidate the
EU by adding a new Presideradding a new EU foreign
minister with a diplomatic selse, adding a binding charter of
fundamental rights, adding vast new powers over asylum and
immigration and giving the EU Constitution primacy over our
own.” (Ancram, 22/10/2003)
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Arbuthnot, James

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Atkinson, David
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Atkinson, Peter
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Bacon, Richard
Division List EDM Group Membersph Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill

(17/10/2001)
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Baldry, Tony

(4/11/2002)

239

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - X 0

Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001) (Three line whip)

Public Statement “More generally, | am very happy to be described as a Pro
European Conservative and | suspect that | would be
disappointed if | were not deribed as a Europhile on your
database! [candidlist.com]” (Baldry, 25/8/2000)

Barker, Greg
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Baron, John
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Bellingham, Henry
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2

Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)

EDM Signed EDM 1847 ‘Future of the UK Fishing Industry’




Bercow, John

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X X X X 4
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 1249 ‘Convention on the Future of Europe’
(19/5/2003)
Group MembershipVice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe (CAFE)
Public Statement “Subsidiarity and proportionalityave failed. The growth of EU
law making continues unabated. Too much power has been
taken over too long a periodor too little benefit or
justification. It is hardly sumising that there is a pervasive
public cynicism about politics as millions of people see the EU
developing in a way that they hadt expected, that they do not
want, but that they are largepowerless to resist.” (Bercow,
2003)
Beresford, Sir Paul
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Blunt, Crispin
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 1847 ‘Future of the UK Fishing Industry’

(4/11/2002)
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Body

, Sir Richard

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List: Voted for Amendment 65 of the European Communities
Amendment Bill 1997 (2/12/1997)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 “White Paper on Europe’ (14 /1/1999)
Group Membership PresidentCampaign for an Independent Britain
Boswell, Timothy
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - X
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Bottomley, Peter
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
- - X - - - - 1
EDM: Signed EDM 524 ‘President ttie European Commission’
(13/4/1999)
Bottomley, Virginia
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
Brady, Graham
Division List EDM Group Membersh Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10 /2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 524 ‘President tiie European Commission’

(13/4/1999)

Group Membership Member:Conservative Way Forward

Brazier, Julian
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Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Group Membership Vice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe
(CAFE)
Brooke, Sir Peter
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List. Voted for Amendment 65 of ¢hEuropean Communities Amendment
Bill 1997 (2/12/1997)
Browning, Angela
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - X - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Group Membership Advisory Board MembefThe European Foundation
Burns, Simon
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill

(17/10/2001)
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Burt, Alistair

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X - - X - - 0
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Group Membership: Vice PresidentTory Reform Group
Butterfill, John
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10 /2001)
Bruce, lan
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - X 3
Division List: Voted for Amendment 65 of the European Communities
Amendment Bill 1997 (2/12/1997)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)

Public Statement

have a fully integrated Agriculture and Fisheries Policy. |

hardly need to say more ! William has now broken the mould

and stated clearly that weeagoing to roll Europe back. I
believe he is wholly right anddeed that is the only way that
Europe can be made to work in everyone's interests.” (Bruce,

13/10/1999)
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“The case against Federalism is equally overwhelming. We




Cameron, Dav

id

Group Membership

Public Statement

ChairmanThe European Foundation

“Although this is now in the past, the need for a re-negotiating
policy by the Conservative Party remains paramount in the
national and in the European irgst. We would then truly lead
Europe in the direction of siyand in line with the profound
concerns of the populations tbfe other member states,

including Germany. Variable geometry and the advocacy of so-

called flexibility simply allows the other member states to
continue to move ahead into ath@ore which is rotten on the
inside, as the collapse thife European Commission amply
demonstrates.” (Cash, 1999)
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Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - X 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10 /2001)
Public Statement  “I am against transferring further power from Westminster to
Brussels. Movement along the raadcloser union with Europe
is taking place with ever increasing steps. While calls for a
referendum on the Constituti@me loud and clear from the
British people, the Government is taking us towards integration
and refuses to ask people whiay want in a referendum.”
(Cameron, 5/11/2003)
Cash, William
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X X 4
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 188 ‘EU Commission’ (14/1/1999)




Chapman, Sir Sydney
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Score
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14 /1/1999)
Group Membership Vice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe
(CAFE)
Chope, Christopher
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - X - - 2
Division List Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Group Membership ChairmanConservative Way Forward
Clappison, James
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Clark, Alan
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted for Amendment 65 of the European Communities

Amendment Bill 1997 (2/12/1997)
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Clarke, Kenneth

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
- - - - X X -2
Group Membership Advisory Board MemberAction Centre for Europe
Public Statement  “l remain a conviction politician and | do not hide my views on
the single currency. | believe it will be in Britain's interests to
join the single currency when the conditions arise including a
sensible exchange rate.” (Clarke, 26/6/2001)
Clarke, Michael
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
- - X - - - - 1
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Clifton-Brown, Geoffrey
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 188 ‘EU Commission’ (14/1/1999)
Collins, Tim
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - X 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill

(17/10/2001)

Public Statement

“With the fifth largest economy in the world, Britain can make

a success of its own currencywié want. No-one suggests that
much smaller economies like Australia, Canada or Switzerland
have to scrap their currenciessurvive.” (®llins, 23/2/2000)

Colvin, Michael
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Public Statement

“Well, | fear that we will move towards fighting the Election
campaign on a vote Labour and abolish the Pound - vote
Conservative and save theund, campaign. And, | think that

would be very misguided.

| think

we're moving towards

opposition in principle, whichl would object to.” (Curry,

2/11/1997)
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Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
- - X - - - - 1
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Conway, Derek
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Cormack, Patrick
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
Cran, James
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Curry, David
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
- - - - X X -2
Chairman Conservative Group for Europe




Davies, Quentin

Division List

EDM

Group Membersp

Public Statement

Sco

Europhile

Euroscepti

~
s

Europhi

e Eurosceptic Europ

hile Eurosc

eptic  Eurd

phile Euros

ceptic

X

-1

Public Statement

The prospective attractionof a single currency are

momentuous. We would have willingly paid a high price
indeed for shelter from the currency crises which have beset us
intermittently, and very destrueely, over the past 30 years
when we were experiencing them - though memories are short.
No trading nation can for long digerest itself in the value of

its currency in relation to those of its major trading partners,

and crises are inevitable from time to time under a regime of

fragmented currencies. On the other hand, it can be argued that
the Euro would still fluctuate ainst the US dollar and the yen.
But our exposure to such fluettions would bgreatly reduced,

partially because from the outse much reduced proportion of
our trade would be exposed tbem - less than half - and
partially because a large part BU trade with third countries
would most probably over time gw to be denominated in the
Euro itself. (Davies, 2003)

Davis, David

Division List

EDM

Group Membersp

Public Statement

Sco

Europhile

Euroscepti

I~
s

Europhile Eurosceptic Europ

hile Eurosc

eptic  Eurd

phile Euros

ceptic

X

X

X

Division List:

Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)

Group Membership Vice-PresidentConservatives Against a Federal Europe

Public Statement

(CAFE)

“...it is quite clear that the intention of both the Commission

and the Franco-German axis is to create a presumption in
favour of everybody joining the innepre eventually. It is also
clear that they intend to eate a system of rewards and
penalties to ensure everyone @wentually follow where they
led.” (Davies, 2000: p. 5)
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Day, Stephan

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 0
Division List: Teller for the Ayes: Amendment 65 of the European
Communities Amendment Bill 1997 (2/12/1997)
Djanogly, Jonathan
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - X 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Public Statement  “I do not support Britain adopting the Euro and the idea that
one set of interest rates will iswall countries is as much a
nonsense this year as it wilbe next year.” (Djanogly,
10/6/2003)
Dorrell, Stephen
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - X X -1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill

(17/10/2001)

Group Membership Advisory Board MemberAction Centre for Europe

Public Statement

‘I am an unapologetic pro-Egpean. | believe that the United

Kingdom was right to join the European Union, that our future
is intrinsically tied up with the ture of our partner countries in
the EU, and that John Major was right when he said that Britain
should aim to be at the heartEdirope.” (Hansard, 16/ 7/2003)
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Duncan, Alan

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X - - X X 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill

(17/10/2001)

Group Membership Vice-PresidentConservatives Against a Federal Europe

Public Statement

(CAFE)

“The single currency is a eialist project dressed up in

business language. | want to keep the pound and would vote
against the euro.” (Watt, 24/5/2001)

Duncan, Peter

Division List EDM Group Membersh Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 532 ‘European Union and the Commonwealth’
(16/1/2003)
Duncan Smith, lain
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X X 4
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)

Group Membership

Public Statement

Council MemberConservative Way Forward

“One of the greatest legaciesath leave my party is unity on

the question of Europe. This uniyas not achieved at the cost
of principle. Our position remains firmly anti-federalist. If the
Party stays true to the linddid down...We will repatriate our
fisheries and our foreign diibudget. We will never accept a
European army or a common foreign policy. We oppose the
single currency not just for ¢hmoment, but for ever — on
principle.” (Duncan Smith, 7/11/2003)
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Emery, Sir Peter

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted for Amendment 65 of the European Communities
Amendment Bill 1997 (2/12/1997)
Evans, Nigel
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Group Membership Vice-PresidentConservatives Against a Federal Europe
(CAFE)
Faber, David
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - 2
Division List: Voted for Amendment 65 of the European Communities
Amendment Bill 1997 (2 /12/1997)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)

251




Fabricant, Michael

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X X X X 4
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)

Group Membership Vice-PresidentConservatives Against a Federal Europe

(CAFE)

Public Statement: “According to the analysis undeken by the US Treasury, the
World Trade Organisation gives us access to European markets
regardless of whether we are members of the European Union. |
have an interesting documeptoduced by the US Treasury
about two years ago. tjoes into consideréb detail about the
direct and indirect costs and benefits accruing from our
membership of the European 0ni Its strange conclusion-it is
strange because it rugsntrary to everytimg that we are told-

is that the net benefit to@hUnited Kingdom is minus US $40
billion a year. Putting it crude| that is equivalent to about
£500 for every man, woman andildhin this country every
year, or to almost doubling pustate pension overnight.”
(Fabricant, 18/6/2003)

Fallon, Michael

Division List EDM Group Membersh Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Field, Mark
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X - - X - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill

(17/10/2001)

Group Membership Member:Conservative Way Forward

252




Flight, Howard

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)

Group Membership Member: European Foundation

Flook, Adrian
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - X - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Group Membership Member:Conservative Way Forward
Forth, Eric
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - X - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill

(17/10/2001)

Group Membership Member:European Research Group

Fowler, Sir Norman

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List Voted for Amendment 65 of the European Communities

Amendment Bill 1997 (2/12/1997)
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Fox, Liam

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X - - X X 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill

Group Membership

(17/10/2001)

Public Statement

(CAFE)

Vice-PresidentConservatives Against a Federal Europe

UK government would lose the power to determine the
priorities for the UK economy. More importantly, we the
British voters would lose the power to determine our own
economic priorities. That is eohigh a price to pay.” (Fox,

“The main cost of the euro would be a constitutional one - the

2003)
Francois, Mark
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM Signed EDM 1847 ‘Future of the UK Fishing Industry’
(4/11/2002)
Fraser, Christopher
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X X - - X 3
Division List: Voted for Amendment 65 of the European Communities
Amendment Bill 1997 (2/12/1997)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)

Personal Statement “I believe that the British peoplshould be allowed to vote in a
referendum on the ratification tiie Treaty of Nice before the
vote in Parliament and, in the absence of such a referendum, |
shall vote against ratdation.” (Fraser, 15/1/2001)
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Gale, Roger

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
- - - - - - X 1
Public Statement  “Our currency, our customsd our frontiers are part of the
heritage that | believewas elected to prett, to preserve and
to hand on with its integrity intact to those who follow.
Arguably, we have given away toouch already; if so, history
will judge us accordingly. Thisveek's publication of the
Conservatives draft General Bien manifesto, containing as it
does a clear pledge to resist hat EU intrusions into clearly-
defined areas of national policy,liibelieve strke a chord not
just with the Party faithfu but with a much broader
constituency, including tomomgs citizens, who have been
waiting for just such clear blue water between the United
Kingdom and those from beyond tkeshores who would in the
interests of a bureaucracy thahot ours.” (Gale, 2001)
Garnier, Edward
Division List EDM Group Membersph Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Gibb, Nick
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X - - X - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill

(17/10/2001)

Group Membership Council MemberConservative Way Forward
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Gill, Christopher

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X X X X 4
Division List: Voted for Amendment 65 of the European Communities
Amendment Bill 1997 (2/12/1997)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 “White Paper on Europe’ (14 /1/1999)
Group Membership Member:Conservative Way Forward
Public Statement “The fundamental hallmark a free society, the right to own
property, is threatened byettdraft EU constitution. We must
ensure that those in favour of a federal Europe are called to
account for the small print within the constitution. Who will
decide what is in the public interest, the unelected EU
Commission? The EU should playp part in the sequestration
of property freely owned by the British people.” (Gill,
14/10/2003)
Gillan, Cheryl
Division List EDM Group Membersh Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Goodlad, Alistair
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic

Left Parliament 1999 to become High Comsioner to Australia, used data from

Heppell 2002
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Goodman, Paul

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 1508 ‘Bruges Pamphlet and EU Spending’
(26/6/2002)
Gorman, Teresa
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List: Voted for Amendment 65 of the European Communities
Amendment Bill 1997 (2/12/1997)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Group Membership Director:The Freedom Association
Gray, James
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)

Group Membership Vice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe

(CAFE)
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Grayling, Chris

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 1847 ‘Future of the UK Fishing Industry’
(4/11/2002)
Green, Damian
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - X - - 0
Division List Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Group Membership Vice PresidentTory Reform Group
Greenway, John
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Score
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Grieve, Dominic
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Score
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List:

Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill

(17/10/2001)
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Gummer, John
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Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
- - - - X - - -1
Group Membership Former ChairmanConservative Group for Europe
Hague, William
Division List EDM Group Membersh Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - X 2
Division List Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Public statement  “Our policy is that Brusselshould do less and do it better.
That's why the next Conservative Government will pass a
Reserved Powers Act, to prevent EU law from overriding the
will of Parliament in areas which Parliament never intended to
transfer to the EU. We want ouahildren and grandchildren to
inherit the same freedoms tha¢ enjoy today.” (Hague,
16/5/2001)
Hamilton, Sir Archie
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
- - - - X - - 1
Group Membershipgviember, The European Research Group
Hammond, Philip
Division List EDM Group Membersh Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)




Haselhurst, Alan
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic

Deputy Speaker, used data from Heppell 2000

Hawkins, Nicholas

Division List EDM Group Membersh Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X X 4
Division List Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 188 ‘EU Commission’ (14/1/1999)

Group Membership

Public Statement

(CAFE)

Vice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe

“In many EU countries, if a gowement signs up to agree to a

directive (as they may willingl do) which turns out to be

contrary to their national interest, or to the interest of
companies based in their countryeyhthen fail to enforce it or

turn a blind eye to breachesr@ver even implement it - and no
one bats an eyelid. By contrast, our present Government
constantly signs up to directés directly contrary to UK
companies' interests and tha&mforces them to the hilt.”
(Hawkins, 2003)

Hayes, John
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)

Group Membership Vice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe

(CAFE)
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Heald, Oliver

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Heath, Sir Edward
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
- - - - - - X -1
Public Statement  “All too often the anti-Europeans tell us of the nightmare
scenarios that will follow if we join the euro. There are those
who argue Britain should carpn as we are - in the EU, but
outside the euro...they pretenditisaying 'Yes to Europe' but
'‘No to the euro' is a sensible compromise, a cost-free option - a
third way if you like. Itis not.” (Anon, 30/5/2003)
Heathcoat-Amory, David
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - X X 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill

(17/10/2001)

Group Membership Vice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe

Public Statement

(CAFE)

“Fantasy Legislation. Far tofsequently, lawmakers legislate
for an entire continent in will ignorance of the disastrous
local application of the law. Wdther it is banimg safe warm

water

discharge from whisky distillers (thus expelling

established marine life from cold Scottish streams), rules on
chocolate, double decker buses,mstructions on how to hold

ladders, Brussels is seen as either a joke or a menace.”
(Heathcoat-Amory, 20/5/2003)
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Hendry, Charles

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Teller for the ‘noes’ - Elpean Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Heseltine, Michael
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
- - - - - - X -1
Public Statement  There is an army of men and women in all walks of life, in
trade and commerce, in the unions, in politics and a wider
world, who will follow a clear commment that Britain is to
join the single currency. Theren® need for the five economic
tests to have been met for a detmed process of persuasion to
begin. So it should. Now.” (Heseltine, 22/1/2002)
Hoban, Mark
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 1847 ‘Future of the UK Fishing Industry’
(4/11/2002)
Hogg, Douglas
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1

Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill (17 / 10/

2001)
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Horam, John

\ Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Scol
| Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurdphile Eurosceptic
\ X - - X - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Group Membership Council MemberConservative Way Forward
Howard, Michael
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - X X 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill

(17/10/2001)

Group Membership

Public Statement

Member:New Europe All Party Parliamentary Group

“For several decades, the governments of Europe have chosen

deliberately not to emulate the more liberal economic policies
of the United States, but rathto implement a much more
regulatory, and in some cases awglist, approach. They have
done so with the laudable aim sd#eking to protect the weakest
in society. But the result of threpproach has, more often than
not, been quite the opptes” (Howard, 3/2/2003)

Howarth, Gerald

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)

Group Membership Vice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe

(CAFE)
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Hunter, Andrew

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
- - X X - - 2
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Group Membership Vice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe
(CAFE)
Jack, Michael
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Jackson, Robert
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
- - X - - - - -1
EDM: Signed EDM 943 ‘Europe Day'May’ (6 / 3 / 2002)
Jenkin, Bernard
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)

Group Membership Vice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe

(CAFE)
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Johnson, Boris

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 532 ‘European Union and the Commonwealth’
(16/1/2003)
Johnson-Smith, Sir Geoffrey
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted for Amendment 65 of the European Communities
Amendment Bill 1997 (2/12/1997)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14 /1/1999)
Key, Robert
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - X 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill

Public Statement

(17/10/2001)

“Most European governments are under pressure from their

citizens to resist the rush tederalism and economic and
monetary union. Governmentsnigye their citizens at their
peril. Conservatives believe in apen, flexible, free-enterprise
Europe; a Europe which celel#atdiversity. This can be a
‘network Europe’, a Europeof nation states co-operating
together.” (Key, 2003)
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King, Tom

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted for Amendment 65 of the European Communities
Amendment Bill 1997 (2/12/1997)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Kirkbride, Julie
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Group Membership Vice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe
(CAFE)
Knight, Greg
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 1847 ‘Future of the UK Fishing Industry’
(4/11/2002)
Laing, Eleanor
Division List EDM Group Membersph Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
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Lait, Jacqui

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 1847 ‘Future of the UK Fishing Industry’
(4/11/2002)
Lansley, Andrew
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Leigh, Edward
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Score
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM:

Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)

Group Membership Vice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe

(CAFE)
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Letwin, Oliver

Group Membership

Public Statement

(CAFE)

Vice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe

which, progressively, the combinddrces of the Council, of
the ECJ, of the Parliament, andtbé judiciaries of the Member
States, will transfer power owdhe criminal law from the
Member States to the central authorities, and thereby help to
establish those central authorities as the primary State. This is

not a tidying-up exercise. To transfer power over the criminal

law is, on the contrary, one ofelmost fundamental things that
could happen to this country's constitution. It is bad enough that

such a thing should be put forward by a Prime Minister of this

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X X X X 4
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)

“The authors have built into the Constitution the basis upon

country. It is unspeakable that he should suggest it is something
about which it is not necessaty vote in a referendum and for

which it is not necessary to obtain the full-hearted consent of
the British people.” (Letwin, 2003)

Group Membership Vice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe

(CAFE)

Personal Statement “In other words, the introducth of the euro and the destruction

of separate national currenciesan economiceans towards a
political end. The euro is a Trojan Horse designed to penetrate
the defences of democratic states and to trick them into
combining their economies andhevitably, their countries.”

(Lewis, 6/4/1999)
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Lewis, Julian
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X X 4
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)




Liddell-Grainger, lan

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Score
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Lidington, David
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Score
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Lilley, Peter
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Score
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 1847 ‘Future of the UK Fishing Industry’
(4/11/2002)
Lloyd, Sir Peter
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Score
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted for Amendment 65 of the European Communities
Amendment Bill 1997 (2/12/1997)
Lord, Sir Michael
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Score

Europhile| Eurosceptic

Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic

- 0
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Loughton, Timothy
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 524 ‘President die European Commission’
(13/4/1999)
Group Membership Vice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe
(CAFE)
Luff, Peter
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - X 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)

Public Statement  “Membership of the single currency and the inability to set
interest rates in our own intetewould hit jobs and incomes.
To safeguard people’s living standards, we need to keep control
of our economic policy — setting the interest rates that are right
for us. Throwing that flexility away would undermine

economic stability, putting jobs at risk.” (Luff, 28/5/2003)

Lyell, Sir Nicholas

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
John Macgregor

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted for Amendment 65 of the European Communities

Amendment Bill 1997 (2/12/1997)
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MacKay, Andrew

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
MacLean, David
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - X - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Group Membership Vice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe
(CAFE)
Madel, Sir David
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted for Amendment 65 of the European Communities
Amendment Bill 1997 (2/12/1997)
Malins, Humfrey
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
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Major, John

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - X 2
Division List: Voted for Amendment 65 of the European Communities
Amendment Bill 1997 (2/12/1997)
Public Statement  “I would certainly vote no tabolishing steriig, and entering
into the euro. We need to bautious and take an economic
judgement in our British interests when we have the
information to take it, and we don't yet.” (Anon., 14/3/1999)
Maples, John
Division List EDM Group Membersh Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - X X 3
Division List Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill

(17/10/2001)

Group Membership Member:New Europe

Personal Statement “It is clear that the process of change is accelerating. From

1956 until the Single European Ao 1985, the treaty of Rome
remained substantially unamended. However, there were only
seven years between the Single European Act and Maastricht,
five years between Maastricahd Amsterdam and three years
between Amsterdam and Nice. dppears that there will be

three to four years between Nice and the constitution. For 39
years there was almost no olgea to an economic community,
yet in a few short years we have advanced substantially towards

a united states of Europe. The direction is clear.” (Maples,

12/11/2003)

Mates, Michael

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
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Maude, Francis

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - X X 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill

(17/10/2001)

Group Membership Member:European Research Group

Public Statement

“Perhaps the bigge#treat to Britain’s ability to prosper in the

new economy is the defeatist dogma that we are lost unless we
scrap the pound.” (Maude, 6/10/1999)

Mawhinney, Brian

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
- X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted for opposition amendment to Debate on the Address:
The Economy and European Affairs
May, Theresa
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Mclintosh, Anne
Division List EDM Group Membersh Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill

(17/10/2001)
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McLoughlin, Patrick

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Mercer, Patrick
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Merchant, Piers
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
Resigned shortly after ¢h1997 election, used data from Heppell, 2002
Mitchell, Andrew
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - X 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill

Public Statement

(17/10/2001)

‘I am a wholehearted supper of William Hague's line to

oppose our joining the Eurozone for this and for the next

parliament and to resist any further integration with the
European Union. | am opposed on both political and economic
grounds to joining the Euro dndo not believe either the
Conservative Party or the Britigoublic in a referendum would
support the abolition of the.” (Mitchell, 31/3/2000)
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Moss, Malcolm

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Murrison, Andrew
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Patrick Nicholls
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - X 2
Division List: Voted for Amendment 65 of the European Communities

Amendment Bill 1997 (2/12/1997)

Personal Statement “As far as the single currency is concerned | shall say what |

said last time which is that | ponally wouldn't vote to go into
a single currency in any circumstances whatsoever.” (Nicholls

11/3/2001)

Norman, Archie

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
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O'Brien, Stephen

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Score
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Osborne, George
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - X - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill

(17/10/2001)

Group Membership Member:New Europe

Ottaway, Richard

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Page, Richard
Division List EDM Group Membersph Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
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Paice, James

(17/10/2001)
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Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X X - - X 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 1847 ‘Future of the UK Fishing Industry’
(4/11/2002)
Public Statement  “However under Labour's aghs, our Armed Forces face
marching under the EU banner and a foreign language, as well
as the prospect of pledginglegjiance to an EU bureaucrat
instead of the Queen. We wantlde in Europe, but not run by
Europe and we do not want tisk British lives in doing so.”
(Paice, 15/11/2000)
Paterson, Owen
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 188 ‘EU Commission’ (14/1/1999)
Group Membership Vice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe
(CAFE)
Member:Conservative Way Forward
Member:No Turning Back Group
Pickles, Eric
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill




Portillo, Michael
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
- - - - - - X 1

Public Statement

“| fear that there are thesbuilding the Eurpean state who

hope also that it can offer artexhative economic model to the
Anglo-Saxon world. There is much talk of social Europe. Itis a
code for maintaining much highkevels of public spending and

a much bigger role for the state than has become the norm in
today’s world. European governnts tend to be much more
statist and corporatist, and thdgel unable to adjust to a
competitive world which tends to place more emphasis on the
encouragement of enterprisedaa reduced role for government

in the economy. They cherish thepe of buildng a Europe big
enough to resist the competitive pressures of the outside

world.” (Portillo, 2/5/1998)
David Prior
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted for Amendment 65 of the European Communities
Amendment Bill 1997 (2/12/1997)
EDM Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Prisk, Mark
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Randall, John
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
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Redwood, John

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X X X X 4
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)

Group Membership Vice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe

Public Statement

(CAFE)

“The proposed Nice Treaty would do what Guy Fawkes failed

to do - blow up parliamentary government in Britain.
Conservatives must pledge to oppadt lock, stock and barrel,
and renegotiate it if Ll@our signs. (Redwood, 2003)

Robathan, Andrew

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Group Membership Member:European Research Group
Robertson, Hugh
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill

(17/10/2001)
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Robertson, Laurence

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Group Membership Vice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe
(CAFE)
Roe, Marion
Division List EDM Group Membersh Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)

Group Membership Vice President: Conservatives against a Federal Europe

(CAFE)
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Rosindell, Andrew

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X X X X 4
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 1733 ‘Euro Referendum Bill’ (14/10/2003)
Group Membership Member:Conservative Way Forward
Public Statement  “Europe is going in entirely ghwrong direction and I think it is
time for Britain to get off this train, which is hurtling into the
buffers. We want to have a séiis relationship with Europe
that benefits us. We don't wamd withdraw from trade, of
course not, that benefits us, wlen't want to withdraw from
co-operating with neighbouringountries because that is
sensible to do. But we do want émsure that we control our
own destiny and the European Union is removing, and
ultimately will remove, the power of the British people to
decide our own future. That'shy we simply have to draw a
line and say no further and reverse so much of what's
happened.” (Rosindell, 2003)
Andrew Rowe
Division List EDM Group Membersh Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1

Bill 1997 (2 /12 / 1997)
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Division List: Voted for Amendment 65 of ¢hEuropean Communities Amendment




Ruffley, David

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - X 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)

Public Statement

“The Constitution gives mor@ower to all the existing EU

institutions and creates a Europe with more jobs for politicians
and less influence for the people. The Constitution concentrates
more executive and budgetary power in the very EU institutions
which have been the subject of repeated and continuing
scandals over mismanagement, waste and fraud.” (Ruffley,

3/12/2003)
Nick St. Aubyn
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted for Amendment 65 of the European Communities
Amendment Bill 1997 (2/12/1997)
Sayeed, Jonathan
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
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Selous, Andrew

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 1847 ‘Future of the UK Fishing Industry’
(4/11/2002)
Shephard, Gillian
Division List EDM Group Membersph Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
- - X - - - - 1
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Shepherd, Richard
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Group Membership Vice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe
(CAFE)
Simmonds, Mark
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill

(17/10/2001)
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Simpson, Keith

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
- - X - - - - 1
EDM: Signed EDM 1847 ‘Future of the UK Fishing Industry’
(4/11/2002)
Soames, Nicholas
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Group Membership Member:New Europe
Spelman, Caroline
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - X - - - 1
Group Membership Member:Conservative Mainstream
Spicer, Michael
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)

Group Membership Vice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe

(CAFE)
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Spink, Robert

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 1355 ‘Euro Poll’ (9/6/2003)
Spring, Richard
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - X 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Public Statement “We want a stronger roldor national parliaments in the
European Union, including a right halt, not merely warn
against, European legislation that breaches subsidiarity. We
would enhance the powers oftiemal parliaments to initiate
actions to be undertaken by the European Commission.
Similarly, if one third of the n#onal parliaments objected to a
Commission proposal, this must aomt to an absolute veto.”
(Spring, 10/5/2003)
Stanley, John
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill

(17/10/2001)
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Steen, Anthony

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Group Membership Member:New Europe All Party Parliamentary Group
Streeter, Gary
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - X 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill

Public Statement:

(17/10/2001)

“I worry that the European policy wonks are getting more and
more out of step with the ortiry people they are supposed to
serve. They dream of a country called Europe, a power to rival
that of the USA. As the watls fourth largest economy, with
all of our heritage and globabenections and influence, we can
surely aspire to a greater destiny than to become a suburb of
Brussels.” (Streeter, 2003)
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Swayne, Desmond

Group Membership

Public Statement

(CAFE)

Vice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe

“Our laws will be made elsewhere and our parliament will only

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X X X X 4
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)

be able to take decisions in those areas where the Union has
chosen not to legislate (which &iro-speak for virtually nil).

The most important decisionaffecting our prosperity and
almost every aspect of life wibe taken out of our hands. We

will not be able to prevent the imposition of new regulations no

matter how damaging they might be us. The notion that we
would remain a self govemmg democracy under this new
constitution is utterly fanful.” (Swayne, 27/8/2003)

Public Statement

(26/6/2002)

governing nation states which dree trading. Yes, we support
enlargement but the British gele should also be given a
referendum on the crucial questiof a European Constitution.
Conservatives want to keepetipound and keep control of our
own economy unlike Labour and théerals. We also need to

strengthen NATO,
16/10/2003)
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not create a Euro Army.”

(Swire,

Swire, Hugo
Division List EDM Group Membersph Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - X 3
Division List Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 1508 ‘Bruges Pamphlet and EU Spending’

“Conservatives want to see a Europe that is made up of self-




Syms, Robert

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3

Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)

EDM: Signed EDM 188 ‘EU Commission’ (14/1/1999)

Group Membership Vice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe
(CAFE)

Tapsell, Sir Peter
Division List EDM Group Membersh Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X X 4

Division List Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)

EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)

Group Membership Vice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe
(CAFE)

Public Statement  “A single European currencwyas first proposed by the Nazi
Reichsbank to Hitler at the tenof Dunkirk as a means of
perpetuating German dominance in Europe. Now it is EU
policy.” (Jones, 23 /5/2001)

Taylor, lan
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
- - - - X X -2

Group Membership ChairmanEuropean Movement

Public Statement

“Eurosceptic politicians calling for a referendum even before

the IGC has pronounced and regardless of the outcome of

parliamentary scrutiny are unprincipled populists.

Their

judgement is soured by a euroste@pm which blinds them to
the need to build an effectivephesive and larger EU to look
after the interests of Britismd other citizens.” (Taylor, 2003)

288




Taylor, John

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Group Membership Vice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe
(CAFE)
Taylor, Teddy
Division List EDM Group Membersh Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X X 4
Division List Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Group Membership Vice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe
(CAFE)
Public Statement  “The vital thing now is to do all in our power to prevent the
final surrender of our sovereigntand this means uniting to
oppose it. We must warn the people not only that the euro
means a massive surrender of seignty but also participation
in an exercise that seems doomed.” (Taylor, 9/6/1999)
Temple-Morris, Peter
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic

Defected to Labour 1998, used data from Heppell, 2002

289




John Townend
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
- - X X - - 2
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Group Membership Council MemberConservative Way Forward
Tredinnick, David
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Trend, Michael
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - X - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Group Membership Vice PresidentConservatives against a Federal Europe
(CAFE)
Turner, Andrew
Division List EDM Group Membersh Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - X 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill

Public Statement

(17/10/2001)

“This Constitution moves th&U still further from being a

partnership of sovereign natiottsa Single European State, but

I know that Islanders of all poital parties ad of none will
agree with us that on this issue, which so gravely affects British
sovereignty, the British people stube allowed the final say.”

(Turner, 2003)
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Tyrie, Andrew

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Eurgphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Viggers, Peter
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Walter, Robert
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - X - - 0
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Group Membership Member:Tory Europe Network
Wardle, Charles
Division List EDM Group Membersph Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List Voted for Amendment 65 of the European Communities
Amendment Bill 1997 (2/12/1997)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)

Group Membership JoinedUKIP, 2001
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Waterson, Nigel

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 358 ‘Performance of the Euro (No. 3)
(11/12/2002)
Watkinson, Angela
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 1847 ‘Future of the UK Fishing Industry’
(4/11/2002)
Wells, Bowen
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X - - - - 2
Division List Voted for Amendment 65 of the European Communities
Amendment Bill 1997 (2/12/1997)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Whitney, Sir Ray
Division List EDM Group Membersph Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - X - - 0
Division List Voted for Amendment 65 of the European Communities

Amendment Bill 1997 (2/12/1997)

Group Membership ChairmanPositive European Group
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Whittingdale, John
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Group Membership Vice-PresidentConservatives Against a Federal Europe
(CAFE)
Widdecombe, Ann
Division List EDM Group Membersh Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Wiggin, Bill
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Wilkinson, John
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)

Group Membership Vice-PresidentConservatives Against a Federal Europe
(CAFE)
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Willetts, David

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - - - - - 1
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
Wilshire, David
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
- - X X - - 2
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Group Membership Vice-PresidentConservatives Against a Federal Europe
(CAFE)
Winterton, Ann
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)
Group Membership Vice-PresidentConservatives Against a Federal Europe
(CAFE)
Winterton, Nicholas
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X X X - - 3
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill
(17/10/2001)
EDM: Signed EDM 185 ‘White Paper on Europe’ (14/1/1999)

Group Membership Vice-PresidentConservatives Against a Federal Europe

(CAFE)
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Woodward, Shaun

Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
Defected to Labour 1999, excluded from this study
Yeo, Timothy
Division List EDM Group Membersh Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
Young, George
Division List EDM Group Membersp Public Statement Sco
Europhile| Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Europhile Eurosceptic Euraphile Eurosceptic
X - - X - - 0
Division List: Voted against the European Communities Amendment Bill

(17/10/2001)

Group Membership Member:Tory Reform Group
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Early Day Motions
EDM 1847 FUTURE OF THE UK FISHING INDUSTRY 04.11.02

That this House notes the despair with whiecent plans to close cod fishing grounds
have been received in North Sea fishingnomunities, and particularly in Scotland,
where 20,000 jobs are now @ask; calls on the Governmemnd make clear how it
intends to respond to the Commission's progosald believes thalis vital industry

will only flourish again when national control of United Kingdom waters is restored
and when fishermen and local communities have a genuine role in managing fish
stocks.

EDM 185 WHITE PAPER ON EUROPE 14.01.99

That this House calls on Her Majesty's Government to publish a White Paper on the
constitutional, economic armblitical implicatins of the United Kingdom joining the
European single currency.

EDM 1355 EURO POLL 09.06.03

That this House notes that a Sky New# po Monday 9th June revealed that 81 per
cent. believe that the UK should never join the euro; welcomes this view; and calls on
the Government to accept this result and aulethe euro in the foreseeable future.

EDM 524 PRESIDENT OF TH EUROPEAN COMMISSION 13.04.99

That this House calls upon Her Majesty's Government to state its opposition to the
proposals advanced by Mr Prodi, theminated President of the European
Commission, in Strasbourg on Tuesday 1&fhril for further movement towards a
single European state without democracy.

EDM 188 EU COMMISSION 14.01.99

That this House deplores tfalure of Socialist MEPs tgsupport measures to protect
taxpayers' money from fraud, preferringstead to protect members of the EU
Commission accused of fraud and nepotisng applauds the efforts of Conservative
MEPs to hold certain Commissioners to acecambehalf of the tgpayers of Europe.

EDM 532 EUROPEAN UNIONAND THE COMMONWEALTH  16.01.03

That this House recalls 14th January whegskient de Gaulle of France said 'non' to
British membership of the European Economic Community and his comment that
Britain would only be ready for memlstiip when it started thinking like a
continental country and severed its teigh the Commonwealthforty years on and

with the experience of British membership tbirty years; notes that whilst trade and
co-operation between our neighbours on theinent continues to be in our nation's
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interests, acknowledges that many aspectasarhbership of today's European Union
are to the detriment of the United Kingdaunch as the Common Agricultural Policy,
Common Fisheries Policy and the tide of bupeaay lashing against our shores; calls
upon her Majesty's Government to strivevéods the creation & new reinvigorated
relationship between the United Kingdomdacontinental Europe that does not
involve misguided political or monetary ion and restores Britas right to govern
herself, free of interference from Brusselad further calls for a strengthening of the
relationship between the Commonwealth oftiblas, particularly countries such as
Australia, New Zealand and Canada thateheemained loyal friends to Britain for
generations.

EDM 943 EUROPE DAY 9TH MAY 06.03.02

That this House looks forward to the opjmity for the United Kingdom to celebrate
Europe Day on 9th May; recognises thdt Btay marks the day in 1950 that Robert
Schuman presented his propdsalthe creation of the European Union; notes that the
European Union has been central to thantenance of peaceful relations and co-
existence on this continent every sinaglcomes the opportunity for the UK to join
in this annual celebration dhe diversity of cultures that exist within Europe; and
celebrates the UK's membeislof the European Union.
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Division Lists

The European Communities Amendment Bill (17 / 10/ 2001)
A Bill to ratify the Treaty of Nice.

Amendment 65 of the European Communities Amendment Bill 1997 (2 /12 /1997)
Conservative amendment that proposed aoree certain words in article 1 of the
Amsrterdam Treaty that referred taoa@omic and monetary union and a single
currency.
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Appendix D: Evidence of Social and Moral Policy Positions

Ainsworth, Peter

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL| SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights Voted for an amendment toetth.ocal Government Bill (2000)
that would leave out threpeal of section 28
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (1997)
Amess, David
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. issues X X X 3
Gay rights X X 2
Euthanasia X X X X 4

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

Gay rights:

Euthanasia:

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 692 ‘Abortion’ (26/1/98)
Member:All-Party Parliamentary Pro-Life Group

Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Signed EDM 92 ‘Moral Ethosf the Nation’ (12/12/2000)

Voted against the Doctor Assisted Dying Bill (1997)

Signed EDM 468 Euthanasia (8/1/2003)

Member All-Party Parliamentary Pro-Life Group

“To start calling food and fluid as medical treatment is
absolutely crazy. Unless you eat and drink, no matter what
brain injury or illness you are suffering from, you can't live”
(Kallenbach, 18/1/2001)
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Ancram, Michael

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S¢
Rep. issues X X X 3
Gay rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive Issues Voted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Signed EDM 334A ‘38 Anniversary of the 1967 Abortion Act
Amdt. line 1.

“...I think that anything thamakes abortion easier and
simpler, in the end is harmful to people” (Anon, 7/7/2002)

Gay Rights Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (1997)
Arbuthnot, James
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - X - - - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

Gay Rights

Euthanasia

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Signed EDM 120 ‘Medicines (S.I., 2000, No. 3231)
(18/12/2000)

Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000

Voted against the Doctor Assisted Dying Bill (1997)
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Atkinson, David

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X X - - 3
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X X 3

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Signed EDM 292 ‘Human Cloning and the Use of Embryonic
Stem Cells’ (5/2/2001)

Member:All-Party Parliamentary Pro-Life Group

Gay Rights Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (1997)
Signed EDM 468 ‘Euthanasia’ 8/1/2003
Member:All-Party Parliamentary Pro-Life Group
Atkinson, Peter
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL| SC| SL| sC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

Gay Rights

Euthanasia

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Voted for the Adoptiomnd Children Bill (Lansley
Amendment)20/5/2002)

Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (1997)

305



Bacon, Richard

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S¢
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights Voted against the Adoptiand Children Bill (2001-2002)
Baldry, Tony
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL| SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - X - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology
(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Euthanasia: Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002)

Barker, Greg

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - X - - - - 1
Gay Rights Voted against the Adoptiand Children Bill (2001-2002)
Euthanasia: Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002)
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Baron, John

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC Sy SC
Rep. Issues - - X - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - X - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesSigned EDM 691 ‘Contraceptivewareness Week’ (6/2/2003)

Gay Rights Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Euthanasia: Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002)

Bellingham, Henry

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC Sy SC
Rep. Issues - - X - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesSigned EDM 457 ‘Cell Nuclear Replacement’ (21/11/2001)

Gay Rights Voted against the Adoptiand Children Bill (2001-2002)
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Bercow, John

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC Sy SC
Rep. Issues X - - X - - - -2
Gay Rights X X - - X - X -2
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Fertiigion and Embryology (Research

Purposes) Regulations 2000
Vice ChairmanConnect

Gay Rights Voted for the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Voted against the Crime and Disorder Bill [Lords] 1998
(22/6/1998)
Vice ChairmanConnect
“The present law is so blatantly unfair as to raise the question
why anyone should object in ipciple to changing it. Yet
critics do so on a variety of grounds. First, a small minority
believes that Gayity is intrinsally evil and tlat gay people
should have no rights. Every MP receives some venomous mail
to that effect. Fortunately, mogeople do not share that view.”
(Bercow, 2/7/2003)
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (1997)
Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002)
Beresford, Paul
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| sC SL SC S SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

Gay Rights

Euthanasia:

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Voted against the Adoptiand Children Bill (2001-2002)

Voted for the Medical Treatment (Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000
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Blunt, Crispin

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC Sy SC
Rep. Issues X X X - - -3
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - -2

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Fertilisation and Embryology (Research
Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 1247 *Access to Abortion’ (27/4/1998)
Vice Chair All Party Pdiamentary Pro-Choice Group

Gay rights Voted against the Crime and Disorder Bill [Lords] 1998
(22/6/1998)
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (1997)

Signed EDM 96 ‘Euthanasia’ 29/11/2001

Body, Richard

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| sC SL SC Sy SC
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights - - - - - - - - 0
Euthanasia X - - - - - - -1
Euthanasia Voted for the Doctor Assisted Dying Bill (1997)

Boswell, Timothy

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC S SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - -1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Fertiidion and Embryology (Research
Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights Voted for the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (1997)
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Bottomley, Peter

EDM Group Public Score
membership | statement

SL | SC| SL| sC SL SC SU SC
Rep. Issues X X X - - - - 1
Gay Rights X X X - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Fertiigion and Embryology (Research

Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 118 ‘Emergencyditraception’ (30/11/1999)
Signed EDM 49 ‘Human Cloning’ (6/12/2000)

Gay Rights Voted for the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Voted against the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)
Signed EDM 1176 ‘Age of Consent’ (23/11/2000)
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (1997)
Bottomley, Virginia
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Hunting X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Fertigion and Embryology (Research

Gay Rights

Purposes) Regulations 2000

Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
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Brady, Graham

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X - - - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 120 ‘Medicines (S.I., 2000, No. 3231)
(18/12/2000)

Gay Rights Voted against the Adoptiand Children Bill (2001-2002)
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (1997)
Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002)
Brazier, Julian
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL | SC| SL| sC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X X - - 3
Gay Rights X - - X - - 2
Euthanasia X X X - - 3

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

Gay Rights

Euthanasia

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Signed EDM 334A ‘38 Anniversary of the 1967 Abortion Act
Amdt. line 1

Member:All-Party Parliamentary Pro-Life Group

Voted against the Adoptiand Children Bill (2001-2002)
PresidentConservative Family Campaign

Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (1997)

Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002)
Member:All-Party Parliamentary Pro-Life Group
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Brooke, Peter

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights - - - - - - - - 0
Euthanasia - X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Felisation and Embryology (Research

Purposes) Regulations 2000

Euthanasia Voted for the Medical Treatment (Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000 (14/4/2000)
Browning, Angela
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL| SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay rights: Voted against the Crime and Disorder Bill [Lords] 1998
(22/6/1998)
Burns, Simon
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues X X - - - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

Gay Rights

Euthanasia

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Signed EDM 578 ‘Embryonic Stem Cells and the New
Scientist’ (13/12/2001)

Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000

Voted against the Doctor Assisted Dying Bill 1997
Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002)
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Bruce, lan

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X - - - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 49 ‘Human Cloning’ (6/12/2000)

Gay Rights: Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (1997)
Burt, Alistair
Div. List EDM Group Public Score
membership | statement

SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues - - X - X - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - X - - 2
Euthanasia - - X X - - 2

Reproductive IssuesSigned EDM 395A1 ‘HumakRertilisation and Embryology

Gay Rights:

Euthanasia:

Authority’ Amdt. line 1
Council memberEvangelical Alliance

Voted against theldption and Children Bill (2001-2002)
Council memberEvangelical Alliance

Signed EDM 468 Euthanasia (8/1/2003)
Council memberEvangelical Alliance
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Butterfill, John

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive Issues

Voted against the Human Fertilisation and
Embryology(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights Voted against the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-
2002)
Cameron, David
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC Sy  S¢
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights Voted for the Adoptiomnd Children Bill (Lansley
Amendment) (20/5/2002)
Cash, William
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X - X 3
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Stem Cell Research Bill 1999-2000

Gay Rights

Euthanasia

Signed EDM 692 *Abortion’ (26/01/1998)

“The Church’s teaching is verglear on most “big” issues.
There is a very strong, powerfatgument against abortion, for
example, because it is fundamentally wrong to kill innocent
children.” (Carosa, 1999)

Voted against the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)

Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill 10/ 10/ 97
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Chapman, Sydney

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights: Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (1997)
Signed EDM 1273 ‘Euthase and the BBC’ (21/5/2003)
Chope, Christopher
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

Gay Rights:

Euthanasia:

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000

Voted for the Medical Treatme(Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000
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Clappison, James

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - X 2
Euthanasia X X - - X 3

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Stem Cell Research Bill 1999-2000

Gay Rights Voted against the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)
“Eighteen is far too young@ay age of consent” (Anon,
1/3/1999)
Euthanasia: Voted for the Medical Treatme(Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000
Signed EDM 832 ‘Statements from the Chief Rabbi and
Cardinal Winning on Euthanasia’ (14/7/1999)
“It is a profound issue, but in thgast | have not been in favour
of voluntary euthanasia,” he ida adding: “In the countries
where it has been introducedg¢luding Holland, it has not been
strictly regulated.’(Whitney, 16/10/2002)
Clark, Alan
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC S SC
Rep. Issues
Gay Rights
Euthanasia
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Clark, Michael

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - X -2
Gay Rights - - - - - - - - 0
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Fertiigion and Embryology (Research

Euthanasia

Purposes) Regulations 2000

“I understand that there are mbrssues; of course there are.
However, science has alway®ubled people; it has always
upset the establishment andattenged the status quo. When
Galileo looked beyond the hilend through the clouds, he was
accused of looking for heaven. When Darwin decided that he
would explain how we came abowtnd said that it was not
through creation but through evtitin, he, too, gointo trouble
with the establishment and thé@ch. | dare say that those two
were accused in their day oplaying God.” (Hansard,
19/12/2000)

Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (1997)

Signed EDM 693 ‘Prevention of Euthanasia by Omission’
(8/5/2000)
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Clarke, Kenneth

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC Sy SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - X - -2
Gay Rights X X - - - - - - -2
Euthanasia X - - - - X 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Humarkertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

“Whilst | would always supportlgrnatives to abortion, thus
reducing recourse to it, | cannfaresee Parliament supporting
radical change in abortion law without stronger signs for
change from society itself.” (Clarke, 2001)

Gay Rights Voted for the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)
Voted against the Crime and Disorder Bill [Lords] 1998
(22/6/1998)
Euthanasia: Voted for the Medical Treatmé (Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000
“l have always opposed euthanasiad will continue to do so.”
(Clarke, 2001)
Clifton-Brown, Geoffrey
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X X - - - - X -1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

Gay Rights:

Euthanasia:

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Voted for the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Voted against the Crime and Disorder Bill [Lords] 1998
(22/6/1998)

“I think we've got to take a mowrdult approach on this matter
and look at the child. | don'tittk we should exclude same-sex
couples from adopting.” (Anon., 5/11/2002)

Voted for the Medical Treatme(Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000
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Collins, Tim

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - X - - - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology
(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 83A1 A Woman'’s Bht to Choose Amdt. linel

(11/6/1997)
Gay Rights Voted against the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)
Euthanasia: Voted for the Medical Treatme(Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000

Colvin, Michael

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| sC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues - - X - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesSigned EDM 172 ‘Death of Caroline Bacon and the Provision
of Contraception to Minors’

Gay Rights Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000

Conway, Derek

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SU SC
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - X - - - - 1
Gay Rights Voted against the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)
Euthanasia: Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002)
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Cormack, Patrick

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - X 2
Gay Rights X - - - - X 2
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
“To abort is to take a life and | do not, and could not, ever
support abortion on demand.” (Anon., 2003)

Gay Rights Voted against the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)
“I speak, quite unashamedly, for the traditional, orthodox
Christian point of view, which holds that Gayity and lesbian
practices are not another ameh equivalent normality; and
which holds that they are pradi that not only are different
from heterosexual behaviour, should not be ranked as equal
or equivalent to it.(Hansard, 22/6/1998)
Euthanasia Voted for the Medical Treatment (Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000
Cran, James
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

Gay Rights

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
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Curry, David

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - -1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights Voted in favour of Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
Davis, Quentin
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL| SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights Voted in favour of Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
Euthanasia: Voted for the Medical Treatment (Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000
Davis, David
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - -1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

Gay Rights

Euthanasia

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Voted in favour of Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003

Voted for the Doctor Assisted Dying Bill (1997)
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Day, Stephan

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Hunting Voted for the Hunting Bill (17/1/2001)
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (1997)
Signed EDM 315 ‘Euthanasia’ (29/7/1997)
Djanogly, Jonathan
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Gay Rights Voted in favour of Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill 2002-

2003
Dorrell, Stephen
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL | SC| SL| sC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - X X -3
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

Gay Rights:

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003

Vice-President o€onnect

“Section 28 was perceived asatlag with an issue that was
real, but it deals with it in an unsuccessful way. | certainly do
not regard it as something whould leave on the statute book.”
(Dorrell, 2002)
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Duncan, Alan

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL| SC| SL| SC SL SC S SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - X 2
GayRights X - - - - X -2
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

“l voted against stem cell research and | would like to thank the
church goers in my constituen who have written to me
sending thank-you letters. These new regulations, which come
in the form of secondary legisian give Ministers extra powers
and will allow cell cloning as part of scientific and medical
experimentation. | oppose this method of research.” (Duncan,
2001)

Gay Rights: Voted for the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
In his interview, Mr Duncan saidf being gay: “It's how you're
born, and it's no different frorbeing born Jewish, Catholic,
short, tall or anything els®/hy on earth should the self-esteem
of perfectly decent people be permanently derided?” (White,
2002)
Duncan, Peter
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| sC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights - - - - - - - - 0
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0
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Duncan Smith, lain

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - X 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - X 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

“Giving contraceptives in schools is a wrong move because it
undermines parental authoritipecisions are being detached
from schools and parents andvenm to central authorities.”
(Montgomerie, 2002)

Gay Rights: Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (1997)
“Let's take euthanasia for example. | am opposed to it because
I'm not sure where you stop.” (Duncan Smith, 2001)
Emery, Peter
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL| SC| SL| SC SL SC S SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Fertiigion and Embryology (Research

Gay Rights

Purposes) Regulations 2000

Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
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Evans, Nigel

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - X - - - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - -1
Euthanasia X - X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 292 ‘Human Cloning and the Use of Embryonic
Stem Cells’ 5/2/2001

Gay Rights: Voted for the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (1997)
Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002)
Fabricant, Michael
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues X X - - - X -3
Gay Rights X - - - - - - -1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Feligation and Embryology (Research

Gay Rights:

Purposes) Regulations 2000

Signed EDM 1099 ‘The European Parliament and Stem Cell
Research’ (28/4/2003)

“For myself, | believe that #re is also a powerful moral
imperative to cure suffering.wonder whether a human being
exists until at least the cells are differentiated. From all this
there arises huge dilemmas notly involving stem cell
research, but abortion too.” (Fabricant, 30/11/2000)

Voted for the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000

325



Faber, David

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X - - - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 334A2 30 Anniversary of the 1967 Abortion Act
Amdt. line 1 (30/10/1997)

Gay Rights Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Euthanasia Voted for the Medical Treatment (Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000 (28/1/2000)
Signed EDM 315 ‘Euthanasia’ (29/7/1997)
Fallon, Michael
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL| SC| SL| SC SL SC S SC
Rep. Issues X X - - - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

Gay Rights:

Euthanasia

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 237 ‘Select Committee on Human and Other
Genetic Engineering’ (23/1/2001)

Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (1997)

Signed EDM 693 ‘Prevention of Euthanasia by Omission’
(8/5/2000)
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Field, Mark

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues - - X - - - - 1
Gay Rights X X - - - - - - 0
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesSigned EDM 457 ‘Cell Nuclear Replacement’ (21/11/2001)

Gay Rights: Voted in favour of Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
Voted against the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)
Flight, Howard
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL| SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive issuesVoted against the Stem Cell Bill (1999-2000)

Gay Rights: Voted against of Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
Euthanasia: Voted for the Medical Treatme(Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000
Signed EDM 315 ‘Euthanasia’ (29/7/1997)
Flook, Adrian
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL| SC| SL| sC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - X - - - - 1
Gay Rights: Voted against of Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
Euthanasia: Signed EDM 468 Euthanasia (8/1/2003)
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Forth, Eric

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gayl Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted for Human Fertiletion and Embryology (Research

Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights: Voted against of Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
Euthanasia: Voted for the Medical Treatme(Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000
Fowler, Norman
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000

328



Fox, Liam

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X X X 4
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X X X 4

Reproductive IssuesVoted for Human Fertilisation and Embryology (Research

Purposes) Regulations 2000

Signed EDM 120 ‘Medicines (S.I., 2000, No. 3231)
(18/12/2000)

Member All-Party Parliamentary Pro-Life Group

“l think the use of embryos for i sort of experimentation is
not acceptable. Because | find it ethically unacceptable, | would
be against it for theragutic cloning.” (Anon. 16/8/2000)

Gay Rights: Voted against the Adopticand Children Bill (2001-2002)
Euthanasia: Voted for the Medical Treatment (Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000
Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002)
Member All-Party Parliamentary Pro-Life Group
“I have a moral objection to euthanasia which is an act which
purposely kills somebody. | am afratidat | simply believe that
you do not have the right to kill another human being.” (Fox,
29/5/2001)
Francois, Mark
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - X - - - - 1
Gay Rights: Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
Euthanasia: Signed EDM 1522 ‘Euthanasia’(No. 2) (27/6/2002)
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Fraser, Cristopher

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S¢
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill)
(22/6/1998)
Gale, Roger
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| sC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - X 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

Gay Rights:

Euthanasia:

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

“As a supporter of the Parkinson’s Disease Society | recognise
the importance of research into potential treatments for this and
other conditions. | have nevertess come to the conclusion
that to take a further step down the road towards what is,
effectively, genetic engineag, at a time when the likely
consequences for good or ill aaematter of speculation, would

be wrong. | shall therefore voteagst the proposals tonight”.
(Gale, 19/12/2000)

Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003

Voted against the Medical Treatment
Euthanasia) Bill 1999-2000

(Prevention of
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Garnier, Edward

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X - - - - -2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - X 3

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Fertilisation and Embryology (Research

Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 1099 ‘The European Parliament and Stem Cell
Research’ (28/4/2003)

Gay Rights: Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (1997)
Signed EDM 1333 ‘Patient (Assisted Dying) Bill and the
BMA’ (4/6/2003)
“I welcome the Government's firm stance against euthanasia.
Will the Minister examine witlthe greatest possible care any
proposals, from wherever they come, to legalise euthanasia,
however clinically describednd to introduce so-called living
wills? Disposing of the inconvenient, either by commission or
omission, may be the next step.” (Hansard, 10/12/1997)
Gibb, Nick
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| sC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - - - - - -1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill

2002-2003
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Gill, Christopher

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X - - - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology
(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 237 ‘Select Committee on Human and Other
Genetic Engineering’ (23/1/2001)

Gay Rights Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill)
(22/6/1998)
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctor Assisted Dying Bill (1997)

Signed EDM 315 ‘Euthanasia’ 29/7/1997

Gillan, Cheryl
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL| SC| SL| sC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - X 0
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Hunting X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology
(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Member All-Party Parliamentary Pro-Choice Group

Gay Rights: Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003

Goodlad, Alastair

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights - - - - - - - - 0
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Left Parliament 1999 to become High Corsgibner to Australia, used evidence from
Heppell 2002
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Goodman, Paul

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues - - X - - - - 1
Gay Rights X X - - - - - - 0
Euthanasia - - X - - - - 1

Reproductive RightsSigned EDM 395A1 ‘Human Feisation and Embryology

Authority’ Amdt. linel (18/12/2002)

Gay Rights: Voted for Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill 2002-
2003
Voted against the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)
Euthanasia: Signed EDM 1522 ‘Euthasa (No. 2) (27/6/2002)
Gorman, Teresa
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL| SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X - - - - -2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Fertiidion and Embryology (Research

Gay Rights

Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 118 ‘Emergendyontraception’ (30/11/1999)

Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill)
(22/6/1998)
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Gray, James

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X - - - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 237 ‘Select Committee on Human and Other
Genetic Engineering’ (23/1/2001)

Gay Rights: Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (1997)
Signed EDM 468 Euthanasia (8/1/2003)
Grayling, Chris
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - X - - - - 1
Gay Rights Voted against the Adoptiand Children Bill (2001-2002)
Euthanasia Signed EDM 359 ‘Right to lf& Human-Rights Care Card’

(6/11/2001)
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Green, Damien

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - X - - 2
Gay Rights - - - - - - - 0
Euthanasia X X X 3

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Member All-Party Parliamentary Pro-Life Group

Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)
Member All-Party Parliamentary Pro-Life Group
“They present a case giving no real choice and instead give the
impression that cancer sufferers die in agony or choose
euthanasia; or that motor neurodisease patients will die in
unrelieved pain by choking andffacating unless they choose
euthanasia.” (Anon., 12/12/2002)
Greenway, John
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues X X - - - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

Gay Rights

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 172 ‘Death of Caroline Bacon and the Provision
of Contraception to Minors’ (13/1/1999)

Voted against the Adoptiand Children Bill (2001-2002)
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Grieve, Dominic

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X - - - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology
(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 292 ‘Human Cloning and the Use of Embryonic
Stem Cells’ 5/2/ 2001

Gay Rights: Voted for Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill 2002-
2003

Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)
Signed EDM 693 ‘Prevention of Euthanasia by Omission’
(8/5/2000)

Gummer, John

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL| SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology
(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights Voted against the Adoptiand Children Bill (2001-2002)
Euthanasia Voted for the Medical Treatment (Prevention of Euthanasia
Bill 1999-2000

Signed EDM 468 ‘Euthanasia’ (8/1/2003)
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Hague, William

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X - - X 3
Gay Rights X - - - - X 2
Euthanasia X - - - - X 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Signed EDM 120 ‘Medicines (S.I., 2000, No. 3231)
(18/12/2000)

“As an MP | have always votefbr more restrictive abortion
law. | admire and respect the way in which organisations like
Life, SPUC and Care offer suppastwomen whare facing up

to the difficulties associatedvith unexpected pregnancy.”
(Montgomerie, 2001)

Gay Rights Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
“The truth is that sectior28 allows appropriate action by
schools and councils to edueathildren.” (Anon, 26/1/2000)
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)
“On the euthanasia issue | think we need to watch this one very
carefully over the next few years. There are many people who
are trying to introduce euthanasiathg back door. | am glad to
see my Conservative colleaguenn Winterton MP, trying to
stop that with a private membbill.” (Montgomerie, 2001)
Hamilton, Archie
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Hunting X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Fertiigion and Embryology (Research

Gay Rights

Purposes) Regulations 2000

Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill)
(22/6/1998)
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Hammond, Philip

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X - - - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology
(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 120 ‘Medicines (S.I., 2000, No. 3231)

(18/12/2000)
Gay Rights Voted against the Adoptiand Children Bill (2001-2002)
Euthanasia Voted for the Medical Treatment (Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000

Signed EDM 1522 ‘Euthanas(No. 2) (27/6/2002)

Haselhurst, Alan

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL| SC| SL| sC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues
Gay Rights
Euthanasia
Deputy speaker, used evidence from Heppell 2002
Hawkins, Nicholas
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| sC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Felisation and Embryology (Research
Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights: Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
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Hayes, John

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X - - - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 1247A2 ‘Access to Abortion Amdt. line 1’
(29/4/1998)

Gay Rights Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Euthanasia Voted for the Medical Treatment (Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000
Signed EDM 693 ‘Prevention of Euthanasia by Omission’
(8/5/2000)
Heald, Oliver
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

Gay Rights:

Euthanasia

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Voted for the Medical Treatment (Prevention of Euthanasia)

Bill 1999-2000
Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002)
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Heath, Edward

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC Sy SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - -1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Fertiigion and Embryology (Research

Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights Voted for the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) (22/6/1998)
Heathcoat-Amory, David
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC S SC
Rep Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights Voted against the Adoptiand Children Bill (2001-2002)
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)
Hendry, Charles
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X X - - X - X -2
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Gay Rights Voted against the Adopticaand Children Bill (2001-2002)
Voted for Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill 2002-2003
Vice PresidentConnect

“Whatever anyone’s view about Ggy (sic), every decent person
should agree that no young person should be bullied or tormented at

school because of their sexualentation.” (Hendry, 25/7/2003)
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Heseltine, Michael

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Fertiigion and Embryology (Research

Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill)
(22/6/1998)
Hoban, Mark
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - X - - - - 1
Gay Rights: Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
Euthanasia Signed EDM 1522 ‘Euthasi (No. 2) (27/6/2002)
Hogg, Douglas
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| sC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - X 2
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Felisation and Embryology (Research

Gay Rights:

Euthanasia

Purposes) Regulations 2000

Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000

“I am very reluctant to see this House to do anything which
might encourage to adopt a Gay way of life which they would
not otherwise have done.” (Anon., 1/3/1999)

Voted for the Medical Treatment (Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000
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Horam, John

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X - - - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 809 ‘Sex Education in the Netherlands’
(4/3/2003)

Gay Rights Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)
Signed EDM 468 Euthanasia (8/1/2003)
Howard, Michael
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Feligation and Embryology (Research

Gay Rights

Euthanasia

Purposes) Regulations 2000
Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000

Voted for the Medical Treatment (Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000
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Howarth, Gerald

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - X - - - - 2
Gay Rights X X - - X 3
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 49 ‘Human Cloning’ (6/12/2000)

Gay Rights Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
Signed EDM 1176 ‘Age of Consent’ (23/11/2000)
“The purpose was that Gayity (sicould not be promoted as a
pretended family relationship and that is a very precise
definition and if you believe ithe pre-eminence of marriage
then the two follow hand irhand. The pre-eminence of
marriage, Section 28.” (Howarth, 3/2/2002)
Euthanasia Voted for the Medical Treatment (Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000
Signed EDM 315 ‘Euthanasia’ 29/7/1997
Hunter, Andrew
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL| SC| SL| SC SL SC S SC
Rep. Issues X X - - - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

Gay Rights:

Euthanasia

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 692 ‘Abortion’ (26/01/1998)

Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003

Voted for the Medical Treatment (Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000

Signed EDM 359 ‘Right to Lifé(duman-Rights Care Card’
(6/11/2001)
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Jack, Michael

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Felisation and Embryology (Research

Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights: Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)
Jackson, Robert
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep Issues X X - - - - 0
Gay Rights X X X - - - - - -1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Feligation and Embryology (Research

Gay Rights:

Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 1247a ‘Access to Abortion Amdt. line 1’
(29/4/1998)

Voted for Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill 2002-
2003

Voted against the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)
Signed EDM 301 ‘Eviction oGay Tenants’ (24/7/1997)
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Jenkin, Bernard

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Felisation and Embryology (Research
Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights: Voted against the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)

Johnson, Boris

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - - - - - -1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Gay Rights Voted for Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill 2002-2003

Johnson-Smith, Geoffrey

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Fertiidion and Embryology (Research
Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill)
(22/6/1998)

Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/12/1997)
Signed EDM 693 ‘Prevention of Euthanasia by Omission’
(8/5/2000)
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Key, Robert

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X X -3
Gay Rights X - - - - X -2
Euthanasia X - X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Felisation and Embryology (Research

Purposes) Regulations 2000

Signed EDM 378 ‘UNFPA’s Statof the World Population

Report 2002’ (16/12/2002)

“l believe the benefits that may be achieved in healing the sick
in this case outweigh the downsidf using cells which might
have the potential for alfthuman life.” (Key, 7/11/2000)

Gay Rights: Voted for Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill 2002-
2003
“One of the first things that we had to learn was that it is no
good being judgmental about AlD&hd adopting a high moral
tone. It is no good blaming ewghing on lifestyle choices, as
some hon. Members did in the 1980s. One hon. Member said to
me: "A plague on them; they madechoice; let them die.” That
was in line with wide public perceptions at the time, and it is
fortunate that things hawvaoved on.” (Key, 5/3/2003)
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)
Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002)
King, Tom
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL| SC| SL| sC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Fertiidion and Embryology (Research

Gay Rights

Purposes) Regulations 2000

Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill)
(22/6/1998)
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Kirkbride, Julie

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X X - - - - - - 0
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Felisation and Embryology (Research
Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights Voted for the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)
Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Knight, Greg
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL | SC| SL| sC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Gay Rights: Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill 2002-2003

Laing, Eleanor

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X X - - - - - - 0
Euthanasia - - - X - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology
(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights: Voted against the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)
Voted for the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000

Euthanasia: Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002)
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Lait, Jaqui

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - X - - -2
Gay Rights X X - - - - - - 0
Euthanasia X - X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Member:All Party Pro-Choice Group

Gay Rights Voted against the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)
Voted for the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)
Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002)
Lansley, Andrew
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X X - - - - X -1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Feligation and Embryology (Research

Gay Rights

Euthanasia

Purposes) Regulations 2000

Voted for the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)

Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
“Respect means not being coléalind, but aware and active in
designing services and policies in response to -cultural
differences, faith communitiesnd lifestyle choices. It means
stopping the gratuitous offence tkating gay couples as if
theirs is a ‘pretended’ family relationship.” (Lansley,
9/10/2001)

Voted for the Medical Treatment (Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000
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Leigh, Edward
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X X X 4
Gay Rights X X - - - - 2
Euthanasia X X X - - 3

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Humarkertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Signed EDM 92 ‘Moral Ethosf the Nation’ (12/12/2000)
Member:All-Party Pro-Life Group

“l, and many others, believeahthe use of early embryonic
tissue--or unborn children, for thistwhat they are--purely for
their cells is morally and kically repugnant.” (Hansard,
31/10/2000)

Gay Rights: Voted against Amendment 8 die Local Government Bill
2002-2003
Signed EDM 92 ‘Moral Ethoef the Nation’ (12/12/00)
“The reason | have put down @amendment to retain Section
28 is that | believe it is rightra it represents the views of a
majority of the Briti& people” (Anon., 11/3/2003)
Euthanasia Voted for the Medical Treatment (Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000
Signed EDM 1333 ‘Patient (Assisted Dying) Bill and the
BMA’ (4/6/2003)
Member:All-Party Pro-Life Group
Letwin, Oliver
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Felisation and Embryology (Research

Gay Rights

Euthanasia

Purposes) Regulations 2000
Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000

Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)
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Lewis, Julian

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC Sy SC
Reproductive X X - - - - 2
Issues
Gay Rights X X - - X 3
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 237 ‘Select committee on Human and Other
Genetic Engineering’ (23/1/2001)

Gay Rights: Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Signed EDM 1176 ‘Age of Consent’ (23/11/2000)
“As | said in the debate oneSond Reading, it is a mark of a
civilised society that it raises ages of consent as it gets more
civilised. The fact that the agd consent for heterosexual sex
is lower than the age of consent for Gay sex is not a sign that
the higher age should be adjusted to the lower age” (Lewis,
10/2/1999)
Euthanasia Voted for the Medical Treatment (Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000
Signed EDM 832 ‘Statements from the Chief Rabbi and
Cardinal Winning on Euthanasia’ (14/7/1999)
Liddell-Grainger, lan
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights: Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill

2002-2003
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Liddington, David

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - X - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - X - - 3

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Director:Conservative Christian Fellowship

Gay Rights Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)
Signed EDM 359 ‘Right to LifeHuman-Rights Care Card’
(6/11/2001)
Director: Conservative Christian Fellowship
Lilley, Peter
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL| SC| SL| sC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X - - X 3
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

Gay Rights

Euthanasia

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Signed EDM 237 ‘Select committee on Human and Other
Genetic Engineering’ (23/1/01)

“It is horrifying that children o are viable in the womb are
now being murdered.” (Senior, 1997)

Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003

Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)
Signed EDM 468 ‘Euthanasia’ (8/1/2003)
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Lloyd, Peter

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S¢
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - - - X -2
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights Voted for the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) (22/6/1998)
“The age of consent properlyedes to protect children before
they reach an age where they themselves can choose to be
sexually active. Both sexes are now reaching that point earlier,
largely because of earlier phgal maturation. It makes no
sense at all to extend thateagf consent far beyond the point
where many have, rightly or wrongly, started to engage in
sexual relationships of their own volition--the majority
heterosexual, the minority homosexual.” (Hansard, 22/6/1998)
Michael Lord
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - -
Gay Rights - - - - - - - -
Euthanasia - - - - - - - -

Appointed Deputy Speaker 1997, usaddence from Heppell, 2002

Loughton, Timothy

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| sC SL SC SL S¢
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - X 2
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

Gay Rights

Euthanasia

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
“Too many people interested inighpart of the Bill are in
danger of putting the interest aflults ahead of the children.”
(Anon 17/5/2003)

Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)
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Luff, Peter

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X - - - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 1247A2 ‘Access to Abortion Amdt. line 1’
(29/4/1998)

Gay Rights Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)
Signed EDM 468 ‘Euthanasia’ (8/1/2003)
Lyell, Nicholas
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC Sy  SC¢
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights - - - - - - - - 0
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia Voted for the Medical Treatment (Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000 (28/1/2000)
Mackay, Andrew
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| sC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X - - - - -2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - -1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Felisation and Embryology (Research

Gay Rights

Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 378 ‘UNFPA’s Statof the World Population
Report 2002’ (16/12/2002)

Voted for the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)
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MacGregor, John

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC Sy SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Fertiigion and Embryology (Research

Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill)
(22/6/1998)
MacLean, David
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights: Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)
Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002)
Madel, David
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL| SC| SL| sC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Fertiidion and Embryology (Research

Gay Rights

Euthanasia

Purposes) Regulations 2000

Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill)
(22/6/1998)

Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/12/97)
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Major, John

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Fertiigion and Embryology (Research
Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000

Malins, Humfrey

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X - - - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology
(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 809 ‘Sex Education in the Netherlands’

(4/3/2003)
Gay Rights: Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)
Signed EDM 693 ‘Prevention of Euthanasia by Omission’
(8/5/2000)
Maples, John
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| sC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology
(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights Voted against the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)
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Mates, Michael

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S¢
Rep. Issues X X - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 83A1 A Woman’sght to Choose Amdt. linel
(11/6/1997)

Gay Rights: Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
Maude, Francis
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL| SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X X - - X X -2
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

Gay Rights

Euthanasia

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Voted for the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)

Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Chairman:Cchange

“It always seemed to me a bitiptiess to disapprove of Gayity
(sic). It's like disapprowig of rain.” (Anon, 15/11/1998)

Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)
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Mawhinney, Brian

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X - - - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 292 ‘Human Cloning and the Use of Embryonic
Stem Cells’ (5/2/2001)

Gay Rights: Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)
May, Theresa
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - X - - 0
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

Gay Rights:

Euthanasia

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Voted against the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)

Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)
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Mclntosh, Anne

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Felisation and Embryology (Research

Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)
Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002)
McLoughlin, Patrick
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights: Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)
Mercer, Patrick
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - X - - - - 1
Gay Rights: Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill

2002-2003

Euthanasia Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002)
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Merchant, Piers

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S¢
Rep. Issues
Gay Rights
Euthanasia

Resigned shortly after997 election, used evidence from Heppell, 2002

Mitchell, Andrew

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X X - - - - - - 0
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - -
Gay Rights: Voted for Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill 2002-
2003
Voted against the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)
Moss, Malcolm
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - X - - - - 1
Gay Rights Voted against the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)
Euthanasia Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002)
Murrison, Andrew
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC Sy  SC¢
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights - - - - - - - - 0
Euthanasia - - X - - - - 1
Euthanasia Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002)
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Nicholls, Patrick

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology
(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/12/97)

Norman, Archie

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - X - - -2
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights: Voted for Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill 2002-

2003

Board memberCchange

O’Brien, Stephan

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL| SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - X - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology
(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights: Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
Euthanasia Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002)
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Osbourne, George

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - - - - - -1
Euthanasia - - X - - - - 1
Gay Rights: Voted for Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill 2002-
2003
Euthanasia Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002)
Ottaway, Richard
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X - - - - - -2
Gay Rights X X - - - - - - 0
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Felisation and Embryology (Research

Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 1531 ‘World Population Day’ (7/7/2003)

Gay Rights Voted for Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill 2002-
2003
Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Page, Richard
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Felisation and Embryology (Research

Gay Rights:

Euthanasia

Purposes) Regulations 2000
Voted against the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)

Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)
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Paice, James

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Felisation and Embryology (Research
Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)

Paterson, Owen

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL| SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Gay Rights Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000

Pickles, Eric
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology
(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights: Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)
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Portillo, Michael

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S¢
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - - - X -2
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights Voted for the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
We are for people whatever their sexual orientation. The
Conservative Party isn't merelyparty of tolerance: it's a party
willing to accord every one afur citizens respect. Why should
people respect us if we withliblespect from them? (Portillo,
2000)
Prior, David
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| sC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - - - - - -1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Fertiigion and Embryology (Research

Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 172 ‘The Death &@aroline Bacon and the
Provision of Contraceptives to Minors’ (13/1/1999)

Gay Rights Voted for the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/12/97)
Signed EDM 832 ‘Statement from the Chief Rabbi and
Cardinal Winning on Euthanasia’ (14/7/1999)
Prisk, Mark
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC S S@
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - -
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - -
Gay Rights: Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill

2002-2003
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Randall, John

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology
(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)

Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002

Redwood, John

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - X 2
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology
(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights: Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
“...a commonsense approach which prevents the abuse of
taxpayers' money and providesrgras with guarantees they
want on what is and is neaught in the classroom.” (Anon.,
25/1/2000)

Euthanasia Voted for the Medical Treatment (Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000
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Robathan, Andrew

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights: Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)
Robertson, Hugh
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep Issues - - - - - - - - -
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - X - - - - 1
Gay Rights: Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
Euthanasia Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002)
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Robertson, Laurence

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S¢
Rep. Issues X X - - - - 0
Gay Rights X X - - X 3
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Felisation and Embryology (Research

Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 172 ‘Death of Caroline Bacon and the Provision
of Contraception to Minors’ (13/1/1999)

Gay Rights: Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
Signed EDM 1196 ‘Age of Consent’ 23/11/2000
“l don't think Gays are ever going to be accepted as completely
the same. | don't necessarily think they should be. It isn't a
normal situation. It's not a normal act.” (Anon. 4/7/2003)
Euthanasia Voted for the Medical Treatment (Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000
Signed EDM 468 ‘Euthanasia’ (8/1/2003)
Roe, Marion
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues X X - - - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

Gay Rights:

Euthanasia

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 395A1 ‘Human Felisation and Embryology
Authority’ Amdt. line 1

Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003

Voted for the Medical Treatment (Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000

Signed EDM 1333 ‘Patient (Assest Dying) Bill and the

BMA'’ (4/6/2003)
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Rosindell, Andrew

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues - - X - X - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - X - - 2
Euthanasia - - X X - - 2

Reproductive IssuesSigned EDM 395A1 ‘Human Felisation and Embryology
Authority’ Amdt. line 1
Member:Conservative Christian Fellowship

Gay Rights: Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
Member:Conservative Christian Fellowship

Euthanasia: Signed EDM 1273 ‘Euthanasand the BBC’ (21/5/2003)
Member:Conservative Christian Fellowship

Ruffley, David
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL| SC| SL| sC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - -
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - -
Gay Rights: Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Rowe, Andrew
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| sC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights - - - - - - - - 0
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Fertiidion and Embryology (Research
Purposes) Regulations 2000
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St. Aubyn, Nick

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X - - - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology
(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 83A1 ‘A Woman'’s Rht to Choose’ Amdt. Line
1 (11/07/1997)

Gay Rights Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/12/1997)

Sayeed, Jonathan

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology
(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights: Voted against the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)
Euthanasia Voted for the Medical Treatment (Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000

Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002)
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Selous, Andrew

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues - - X X - - 2
Gay Rights X - - X - - 2
Euthanasia - - X X - - 2

Reproductive IssuesSigned EDM 809 ‘Sex educatiamthe Netherlands’ (4/3/2003)
Director:Conservative Christian Fellowship

Gay Rights: Teller for those who voted agat Amendment 8 of the Local
Government Bill 2002-2003
Director: Conservative Christian Fellowship

Euthanasia Signed EDM 1333 ‘Patient (Assed Dying) Bill and the

BMA’ (4/6/2003)
Director: Conservative Christian Fellowship

Shephard, Gillian

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology
(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights: Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/1997)
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Shepherd, Richard

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues - - X - - - - 1
Gay Rights - - - - - - - - 0
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesSigned EDM 237 ‘Select committee on Human and Other

Genetic Engineering’ (23/1/2001)

Euthanasia Voted for the Medical Treatment (Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000
Signed EDM 693 ‘Prevention of Euthanasia by Omission’
(8/5/2000)
Simmonds, Mark
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights Voted against the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)
Simpson, Keith
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues - - X - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesSigned EDM 809 ‘Sex educatiamthe Netherlands’ (4/3/2003)

Gay Rights:

Euthanasia

Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000

Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/1997)
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Soames, Nicholas

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights - - - - - - - - 0
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Felisation and Embryology (Research
Purposes) Regulations 2000

Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/1997)

Spelman, Caroline

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X X - - 3
Gay Rights X - - X - - 2
Euthanasia X - - X - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology
(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 120 ‘Medicines (S.I., 2000, No. 3231)
(18/12/2000)
Member:Conservative Christian Fellowship

Gay Rights: Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Member:Conservative Christian Fellowship

Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/1997)
Member:Conservative Christian Fellowship
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Spicer, Michael

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights: Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Euthanasia Voted for the Medical Treatment (Prevention of Euthanasia)
Bill 1999-2000
Spink, Robert
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL| SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues - - X - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - X - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesSigned EDM 809 ‘Sex educatiamthe Netherlands’ (4/3/2003)

Gay Rights: Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
Euthanasia: Signed EDM 468 ‘Euthanasia’ (8/1/2003)
Richard Spring
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL| SC| SL| sC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - -1
Euthanasia X - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

Gay Rights

Euthanasia

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Voted for Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill 2002-

2003

Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/1997)

372




Stanley, John

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S¢
Rep. Issues X X - - - - 0
Gay Rights - - - - - - - - 0
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Felisation and Embryology (Research
Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 120 ‘Medicines (S.I., 2000, No. 3231)

(18/12/2000)
Steen, Anthony
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| sC SL SC SL SC

Rep. Issues X X - - - - 2
Gay Rights - - - - - - X -1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology
(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 292 ‘Human Cloning and the Use of Embryonic
Stem Cells’ (5/2/2001)

Gay Rights “Whilst | have reservations on Gay couples adopting children, |
am advised on overwhelming evidence that children are better
off adopted by loving couples, whether married or unmarried,
than they would be living alonie a public institution.” (Watt,
5/11/2002)
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Streeter, Gary

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - X - - 2
Gay Rights X - - X - - 2
Euthanasia X X X - - 3

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology
(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Director: Conservative Christian Fellowship

Gay Rights: Voted against the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)
Director: Conservative Christian Fellowship

Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/1997)

Signed EDM 468 ‘Euthanasia’ (8/1/2003)
Director: Conservative Christian Fellowship
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Swayne, Desmond
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S¢
Rep. Issues X X X - - 3
Gay Rights X - - X X 3
Euthanasia X X X X 4

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

Gay Rights:

Euthanasia

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Signed EDM 395A1 ‘Human Felisation and Embryology
Authority’ Amdt. line 1

Member:Conservative Christian Fellowship

Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Member:Conservative Christian Fellowship

“...the bill...will serve to entrap a small number of young men
in a lifestyle that is gres and unnatural, and who might
otherwise have led a life that was not blighted in that way”
(Anon, 1/3/1999)

Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/1997)

Signed EDM 832 ‘Statements from the Chief Rabbi and

Cardinal Winning on Euthanasia’

Member:Conservative Christian Fellowship

One of the tragedies in the present fight is caused by some of
those supporting euthanasia wieed on fear. They claim that

all they want is the ‘choice’ to enable people to die how and
when they please. Yet they present a case giving no real choice
— and, instead, give the impressitat either cancer sufferers

die in agony ... or choose euthanasia.” (Swayne, 2003)

Swire, Hugo

Division
List

EDM Group Public Score

membership | statement

SL

SC| SL| SC SL SC S| SC

Rep. Issues

N - i - : 0

Gay Rights

X| - - - - - - 1

Euthanasia

- i - i i 0

Gay Rights:

Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
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Syms, Robert

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/1997)
Tapsell, Peter
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights Voted against the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/97)
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Taylor, lan

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - X -2
Gay Rights X X - - - - - - 0
Euthanasia X - - - - - - 1

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Felisation and Embryology (Research

Purposes) Regulations 2000

“The House of Lords Select Committee on Stem Cell Research,
after thoroughly examining théssues in more detail, has
reached a positive conclusion. These advances have been
widely welcomed by those of us who champion the proper use
of science for medical advancent. Stem cell and cell nuclear
replacement (CNR) research aduesult in new treatments for
degenerative diseases such as Parkinson's disease, as well as
Aids and diabetes.” (Taylor 25/3/2002)

Gay Rights Voted against the Adoption and Children Bill (2001-2002)
Voted for Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill 2002-
2003
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/1997)
Taylor, John
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X - - - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

Gay Rights:

Euthanasia

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 120 ‘Medicines (S.I., 2000, No. 3231)
(18/12/2000)

Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/1997)

Signed EDM 693 ‘Prevention of Euthanasia by Omission’
(8/5/2000)
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Taylor, Teddy

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X - - - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 292 ‘Human Cloning and the Use of Embryonic
Stem Cells’ (5/2/2001)

Gay Rights: Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/1997)
Signed EDM 468 Euthanasia (8/1/2003)
Temple-Morris, Peter
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement

SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues
Gay Rights
Euthanasia

Resigned from the Conservative Partyl#98, used evidence from Heppell, 2002

Townend, John

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| sC SL SC SL S¢
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X - - - - - - -1

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Fertiigion and Embryology (Research

Gay Rights

Euthanasia

Purposes) Regulations 2000
Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000

Voted for the Doctor Assisted Dying Bill (10/12/1997)
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Treddinick, David

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Felisation and Embryology (Research
Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights: Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000

Trend, Michael

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X X - - - - 2
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology
(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 49 ‘Human Cloning’ (6/12/2000)

Gay Rights: Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000

Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/1997)
Signed EDM 693 ‘Prevention of Euthanasia by Omission’
(8/5/2000)

Turner, Andrew

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues - - - - - - - - 0
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0

Gay Rights: Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill 2002-2003
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Tyrie, Andrew

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S¢
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia - - - - - - - - 0
Reproductive Issues: Voted for the Human Falisation and Embryology
(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Gay Rights: Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill)
2000
Viggers, Peter
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - -1
Gay Rights X - - - - X 2
Hunting X - - - - - - 1
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted for the Human Felisation and Embryology (Research

Gay Rights:

Euthanasia

Purposes) Regulations 2000

Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
“The Bill is always described dseducing the age of consent”,
which sounds perfectly acceptablajt has it occurred to my
hon. Friend that, if the descriptiavere to go on tdist the acts
in question, that would put different complexion on the
matter?” (Hansard, 25/1/1999)

Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/1997)
Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002)

380



Walter, Robert

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - X 2
Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights: Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
“I regard this as a simple mattef child protection. There is no
concept of equality with natural sexual practices. This law will
be a charter for child molesteand | totally opposé.” (Walter,
29/2/2000)

Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/1997)
Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002)

Wardle, Charles
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SY S@

Rep. Issues X X - - - - 2

Gay Rights X - - - - - - 1

Euthanasia X X - - - - 2

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

Gay Rights

Euthanasia

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000
Signed EDM 120 ‘Medicines’ (S.I., 2000, No. 3231)
(18/12/2000)

Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/12/1997)

Signed EDM 693 ‘Prevention of Euthanasia by Omission’
(8/5/2000)
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Waterson, Nigel

Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| SC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues X - - - - - - 1
Gay Rights X - - - - X 2
Euthanasia X X - - X 3

Reproductive IssuesVoted against the Human Fertilisation and Embryology

(Research Purposes) Regulations 2000

Gay Rights Voted against the Sexual Offences (Amendment Bill) 2000
“The government’s obsession withection 28 liustrates how
Labour's liberal elite are out of touch with the mainstream
views of everyday people a@®Britain.” (Anon. 25/9/2000)
Euthanasia Voted against the Doctéssisted Dying Bill (10/10/1997)
Signed EDM 3 ‘Hospices’ (13/11/2002)
“Surely the answer to euthasia for a compassionate and
civilised society rests with € development of our hospice
movement, which is the fines the world and which gives
patients a real dignity vém dying.” (Anon. 2/1/2003)
Watkinson, Angela
Division EDM Group Public Score
List membership | statement
SL | SC| SL| sC SL SC SL SC
Rep. Issues - - X X - - 2
Gay Rights X - - X - - 2
Euthanasia - - X X - - 2

Reproductive IssuesSigned EDM 900 ‘Regulain of Fertility Clinics’

Gay Rights:

Euthanasia

Member:Conservative Christian Federation

Voted against Amendment 8 of the Local Government Bill
2002-2003
Member:Conservative Christian Federation

Signed EDM 1333 ‘Patient (Asted Dying) Bill and the
BMA’ (4/6/2003)
Member:Conservative Christian Federati