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SUMMARY

This study is concerned with the effects of Opposition status upon
certain policy positions adopted by a major British political party.
Initially five interconnected hypotheses about party policy-making in
Opposition are extracted from the existing literature. These hypotheses
cover such matters as the role of party opinions in policy formation,
the maintenance of policy positions, the nature and presentation of policy
content, and the implementation of policy once the party returns to power.
In the remainder of the thesis the hypotheses are tested in relation to
the policy=making activities of the 1964 to 1970 Conservative Opposition
in four lipked policy areas: national economic planning, prices and incomes

policy, regional policy and policy for the structure of industry.

The subsequent analysis falls into four parts, In Parts One and
Two the context of Conservative Party action duving the 1964 to 1970
period is examined. 1In Part One five roles which have traditionally been
attributed to constitutional Oppositions in the United Kingdom are
identified, and their relevance to the policy-making activities of the
1964 to 1970 Counservative Opposition is assessed. In Part Two the policy-
making process of the 1964 to 1970 Conservative Opposition is analysed.
The various policy chamnels which had access to the Party's key policy-
malking centre are outlined and it is shown that, in contrast to periods
when the Party was in Government, in Opposition the opportunities available
to intra~party policy channels to influence the content of Conservative
policy were extended, and, conversely, those available to extra-party
channels declined. Tn addition, the nature of Conservative ideology and
the opinions of Conservative partisans are considered. Two ideological
tendencies are isolated (a dirigiste, liberal tendency and an etatiste,
tory tendency), and it is argued that during the 1964 to 1970 period the
balance of opinions amongst Conservativé\partisans was blased towards the

\\
liberal viewpoint. ’

Part Three contains a detailed analysis of the evolution of policy
in the four selected areas during (i) the Conservatives' initial period as
Government prior to 1964, (ii) their subsequent period as Opposition
(1964~1970), and (iii) their period in office once returned to power

(1970-1974), Particular attention is given to the influence of Conservative



Party opinion upon the formulation of policy, and the Conservative
Opposition's responses to the development of the 1964 to 1970 Labour
CGovernment's programme, In addition, the differences between policies
formulated by Conservatives as Opposition and those formulated by them

as Governwment are noted.

In Part Four the preceding sections are drawn together. The
original hypotheses are assessed and reformulated in the light of the
evidence presented in Part Three. Three sets of possible explanations
of the way policy stances aliered and developed during the Conservatives
1964 to 1970 period as Opposition are considered. Initially factors
relating to the personalities and beliefs of key policy—makers and the
overall pattern of events are evaluated, and, while not denying the
validity of these approaches, it is argued that Opposition status also
has explanatory force and deserves consideration. Finally, the policy
consaguences of three features of the party as Opposition (its policy=-
making structure, its policy-making responsibilities and its goals) are
analysed, and it is shown that taken together, these features are liable
to produce forms of policy-making and types of policy outcomes which are

gignificantly different from those pursued by the party as Government.

The study suggests, contrary to a widely held viewpoint, that
party policy statements publicised in Opposition do not offer a reliable
means of judging or predicting the policy behaviour of a political party
when, and if, it returns to power., In addition, the evidence produced in
the thesis implies that the apparent failure on the part of recent
governing partcies to fully implement their electoral programmes is to some
extent a product of the institutional and political conditions which
characterise British Opposition politics itself. Thus, the conclusion is
drawn that the remedy for any lack of continuity between policies public—
igsed in Opposition and policies implemented in Government lies, not only
in strengthening Opposition parties vis=d=vis Governments or Ministers
vig=a-vis civil sexvants, but also in the adoption by Opposition groups

of more modest policy—-making functions than has recently been the case.



CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

In recent years there has been a renewed interest in the notion of
political opposition. The first major work concerned specifically with
this concept was a cross national study published in 1966 under the editor-
ship of R. A. Dahll. At roughly the same time a quarterly journal of
comparative politics entitled Government and Opposition was founded and

this, in its early issues, served as a forum for studies based on the
notion of oppositionz. Two years later Ionescu and de Madariaga published
their study of opposition which, they claimed, "attempted a survey of the
development, the present role and the future possibilities" of the institu-—
ti0n3. More recently two selections of articles from the journal of

Government and Opposition have been issued under the editorships of

Rodney Barker and Leonard Schapiroa. Finally, in 1973 Punnett's major
study of the institutional aspects of Parliamentary Opposition in the
United Kingdom became availables. All these studies have been of two
kinds: either of a theoretical and evaluative nature, mainly concerned
with the definition, classification or general history of opposition in
its universal aspectsﬁ, or they have consisted of studies of the operation
of particular oppositions in given political systems7. Of a slightly

different nature, but nevertheless relevant, is Hoffman's analysis of the

1. R. A. Dahl, (ed.), Political Oppositions in Western Democracies,
New Haven 1966,
2. In the Foreword &6 the first issue of this journal the editor stressed

that "the extraordinary neglect of Opposition... both by historians
and political scientists justifies such a forum of study". Government
and Opposition, Vol.I, No.1l, October 1965, p.l.

3. Ghita Ionescu and Isabella de Madariaga, Opposition, London 1968, p.v.

4. Rodney Barker (ed.), Studies in Opposition, London 1971; Leonard
Schapiro (ed.), Political Opposition in One~Party States, London 1972.
German and French scholars have shown some interest in the theoretical
aspects of opposition. For a list of their work, see Ionescu and de
Madariaga 1968, op.cit., footnote, p.2

5. R. M. Punnett, Front—-Bench Opposition, London 1973.

6. For the definition and classification of oppositions see, R.A. Dahl
1966, op.cit., pp.xvi-xvii and pp.332-47; Rodney Barker 1971, op.cit.,
pp.5~9; and Giovanni Sartori, "Opposition and Control: Problems and
Prospects", Government and Opposition, Vol.I, No.2, January 1966,
pp . 149"154 .

7. Dahl 1966, op.cit., chapters 1-10; Government and Opposition, Vols 1,
2, 3, 4 and 5, selections; Punnett 1973, op.cit.




1945 to 1951 Conservative Oppusitiong. Unlike the other works mentioned
above, his study is mainly in the form of a straightforward historical

account and is not anchored to the concept of opposition as such.

In this study I consider what comnsequences factors peculiar to the
situation of being in Opposition may be said to have had upon the policy
praduced by a major British political party. Until recently little
attention has been given to the policy-making aspect of British Opposition
politics but the issue has been a matter of some debate in the press,
amongst politicians and within academic circles, and a number of specula-
tions have emerged. Within the space of the next few pages I attempt to
review this 'conventional wisdom' and to extract from it certain proposi-
tions which may serve as hypotheses capable of investigation within the
remainder of this study.

Some observers have suggested that a party as Opposition is, both in
terms of its orgamisation and policy output, liable to be different from
the same party as Covernment. This point was outlined by Saul Rose in
19569, and has since been elaborated into the broader proposition that in
Opposition political pressures from within the party are likely to predomi-
nate and policy content is, therefore, liable to conform to partisan norms
and attitutdes to a greater extent than in Govarnmentlo. Others, such as
Ionescu and Menzies, have suggested that Opposition parties will develop
policies which are distinct from those being puxsued by the governing

partyll, and the latter has argued that this cultivation of difference

8. J. D, Hoffman, The Conservative Party in Opposition: 1945-1951,
London 1964,

9. Saul Rose, '"Policy Decision in Opposition”, Political Studies, Vol.4,
No.2, 1956, p.128, See also, R. T. McKenzie, British Political
Parties, Second Edition, London 1963, p.642,

10. See, Punnett 1973, op.cit., pp.380-1 and p.389; Nigel Harris,
Competition and the Coxrporate Society, London 1972, p.l4l; Max Beloff,
"The Leader of the Opposition", Parliamentary Affairs, Vol.ll, 1958,
p.158; Richard Rose, ‘'Parties, Factions and Tendencies in Britain",
in Roy C. Macridis (ed.), Political Parties, New York 1967, pp. 103-4;
R. K. Alderman, "Parliamentary Discipline in Opposition: the Parlia-
mentary Labour Party, 1951-1964", Parliamentary Affairs, Vol.2l1, No.2,
1968, p.124-36.

11. Ionescu and de Madariaga 1968, op.cit., p.87; Sir Robert Menzies,

The Measure of the Years, London 1970, pp.13-20. See also, Editorial,
The Times, /¢ October 1965; and for a theoretical examination of the
same point, see Anthony Downs, An Economic Theory of Democracy,

New York 1957, pp.55 and 98,




should be the chief objective of the party as Gppositionlz.

An additional factor has been noted by Punmett who has suggested that,
in Opposition, party leaders often avoid dealing with awkward or unpleasant
issuesla. So that there may be a tendency on the part of Opposition policy
makers to shelve oxr gloss over matters considered to be controversial or
divisive. Moreover, both Richard Rose and Hoffman have alluded to the
apparent tendency of Opposition parties to produce policies of a non~-

14

explicit nature™ , while Punnett has speculated that detailed policies

formulated in Opposition may serve to limit the flexibility of party

policy-makers once returned to officels.

Finally, it has been suggested that policies formulated in Opposition
may prove impracticable or unpalatable once the party returns to powerlﬁ.
For example, a number of observers have claimed that the activities of
both the 1964 to 1970 Labour and the 1970 to 1974 Conservative Governments
reveal a wide disparity between intentions outlined in Opposition and
actions carried out in power., Some of these observers have suggested that,
in Powell's phrase, this "divorce of party from policy" has contributed to
a widescale public disenchantment with the existing "two party" system a8
axhibited in voting patterns in recent by-elections and the 1970 and 1974
General Electionsl7. Others, most notably Richard Rose, have been led to
question the party government model of British politics whereby parties,
once elected to office, are assumed to contzol the apparatus of government

12. Mengies 1970, op.cit., p.20

13. Punnett 1973, op.cit., pp.228 and 291. See also, Hoffman 1964,
op.cit., p.179.

14. Richard Rose, "The Variability of Party Govermment", Political
Studies, Vol. XVII, No.4, 1969, p.427; Hoffman 1964, op.cit., p.l79.

15.  Punnett 1973, op.cit., p,.210

16. Samuel Brittan, ''Some Thoughts on the Conservative Opposition",
Political Quarterly, Vol.39, No.2, 1968, p.151; Punnett 1973,
op.cit., p.210; Editorial, The Times, 7 October 1965.

17. Enoch Powell, "Reducing Parliament to a Charade", The Times,
11 March 1974; see also, Powell's speech at Chester as reported
in The Sunday Times, 7 April 1974; Peter Jenkins, "Who Gan Fail the
Least", The Guardian, 27 February 1974.




and to be capable of caryyiug through their electoral programmesla. These

speculations have raised the issue of whether a party as Opposition can,

or even should, formulate policies in preparation for future officelg.

In the light of the preceding discussion it is possible to suggest
five interconmected hypotheses relating to the policy-making activities of
a British political party as Opposition. These will be investigated in
the remainder of this study.

1. Policy-making in a party as Opposition will be different
from policy-making in the same party as Government. In
particular, policy-makers (party leaders) will be more
attentive to party opinions and policy content will
conform more closely both to these opinions and to the
party's ideology.

2, As Opposition a party will attempt to make its policies
appear distinctly different from those being pursued by
the governing party.

3. As Opposition a party will forego or retreat from policy
positions previously maintained by it as Government which
(a) have been , or are liable to be, controversial in terms
of party ideology, and which (b) are adopted and maintained
by its successors in office.

4, After returning to Government policy positions previously
adopted in Opposition will, in certain instances, prove
either (a) impracticable or unpalatable or (b) limit the
freedom of manoeuvre and flexibility of policy~makers,

5. Policy made in Opposition will generally be non-explicit
in nature and party policy-makers will avoid, whenever
possible, making precise commitments to future action.

- 18. R, Rose, "The Variability of Party Government" 1969, op.cit.;
Richard Rose and Harve Mossawir, "Voting and Elections: A
Functional Analysis", Political Studies, Vol.XV, No.2, 1967,
PP.198=199,

19. The question as to whether a party should formulate policy in
Opposition has been a matter of debate for a number of years,
see Richard Crossman, Labour in the Affluent Society, Fabian
Iract No.325, 1960; Bernard Crick, "Iwo Theories of Opposition",
New Statesman, 18 June 1960,




(8]

In attempting to investigate these hypotheses the following steps
appear to be indicated: first, I must choose as a primary focus of study
the policy-making activities of a British party during a period as
Opposition. Secondly, I must identify certain policy areas in which,
when in Government, the party's policy-makers adopted and pursued policies
which were (a) innovative in terms of policy development and controversial
in terms of certain strands of party ideology, which (b) remained matters
of political debate during their party's subsequent period as Opposition,
and which were (¢c) adopted and maintained by policy=-makers in the party
which succeeded them in office. Finally, I must trace the evolution of
policy in these areas during (i) the party's initial period as Government,
(ii) its period as Opposition and (iii) its period in office once returned

to power.,

As far as the first step is concerned I have chosen to concentrate
analysis upon the Conservative Party as Opposition during the 1964 to
1970 period, This has the advantage of not having previously been studied
in detail, while the experience of these years directly contributed to
some of the speculations contained in the 'conventional wisdom'® outlined

above.

In relation to the second step I propose to examine the management
of the economy area with special reference to the emergence of what may
be termed Tory Planning in the early 1960s, This I have broken down into
a number of linked but separate policy areas: namely, national economic
plamning and the National Plans, prices and incomes policy, regional
policy, and policy in relation to the structure of industry. I have
chosen these areas, first, because they appear to be ones in which the
1959 to 1964 Conservative Government embarked upon long—-term, discrimina-
tory and interventionist programmes of action which might be regarded as
having been at odds with some strands at least of Conservative thinking

and beliefszo. Secondly, all the policy areas relate to issues which

20, Consexrvative beliefs are discussed in Chapter 5, below.



appear to have remained matters of political debate during the 1964 to
1970 period of Conservative Opposition. Thirdly, in sach of these policy
areas there appears to have besn some degree of continuity between the
policies pursued by the Conservative Government and those supported by
their Labour successors. For these reasons the four policy areas selected
would appear to offer interesting and promising test cases for the
hypotheses previously outlined.

Finally, although I am mainly concerned with the Conservatives'
period as Opposition, I propose to consider policy development in each
particular policy area during the years from around 1960 to 1974. This
will enable me to examine the activities of the Conservative Party as
Opposition and to compare and contrast them with its activities during
its preceding and subsequent periods in office.

Before considering the development of policy in each of the four
policy areas, however, I intend to examine the wider constitutional and
political context of the Conservative Opposition's policy-making activities.
As my main concern is with the effects of Opposition stag%%r%¥g%efuitial
consideration should be given to this matter and I shall, /tentatively
assess what is implied in this term and what consequences the situation
of being in Opposition may be said to have for party action. In addition,
I propose to outline and examine factors peculbar to the particular
Opposition party, such as its organisation and the shared attitudes and
beliefs of its mewbers. Both these matters would appemr to be relevant to
a discussion of policy-making in Opposition and may usefully be mapped

out before more detailed aspects of policy formulation are considered.

There are obviously conceptual and practical problems involved in
a study of this nature. In particular, isolating the influence of
'Opposition status' from that of other variables, such as the personalities
and beliefs of policy-makers and the overall pattern of events, is liable
to prove difficult. Clearly, for the purposes of both analysis and
explanation, some consideration must be given to these other factors.
The adoption of a case study approach may to some extent help to overcome
this problem, since as Heclo has noted, such an approach is capable of
taking into account changes over time and can bring to bear a "remarkable

variety of factors".21

21, H. Heclo, "Policy Analysis', British Journal of Political Science,
Vol.2, No.l, January 1972, pp.93-4.




The contents of this study are divided into four parts. Part One
considers the history and functions of constitutional Opposition in the
United Kingdom and analyses the roles adopted and the goals pursued by
the 1964 to 1970 Conservative Opposition: In Patt Two the policy~making
process of the Conservative Opposition is cutlined and analysed, and this’
is followed in Part Three by a detailed investigation of policy develop-
wents within each of the four selected policy areas during the period from
1960 to February 1974: Finally, in Part Fou¥, the points which have
arisen in the course of the discussion are summarised and evaluated,
their relevance to the hypotheses is examined atid some explanations are
provided.

The research has been based mainly on published sources, since the
period studied is recent and hence few unpublished documents are available:
Major sources which have been used include Conservative Party publications
and press releases, national newspapers and petiodicals. government publica~
tions, Parliamentary papers, Hansard and biographies and memoirSZZ.

Most of the research, with the exception of Chapter Eleven, was carried

out between March 1870 and March 1972. This ar¢hival research was
supplemented by a series of nineteen open-ended, unatributable interviews
with Conservative officials and Members of Parliament. These were
conducted during the two months prior to June 1972 and were intended as

a means of clarifying points of fact and interpfetation which had previously
arisen during the period of my earlier researches, I had originally
contacted thirty-five persons for the purpose of interview. Of these,

five did not reply, eight were unavailable, and in three cases it proved
impossible to arrange a mutually convenient time. Most of those inter-
viewed requested that their remarks should not be quoted directly and I
have, therefore, found it necessary to adopt a ¢oding system whereby
interview sources are identified by a numwber in the footnote. The names

of the persons thus noted will be made available to my examiners only.

0f the nineteen who were interviewed, not all have been referred to

in the thesis. In some cases their remarks were capable of being documented
from other published sources, in others the interviews, although interest-

ing, revealed nothing new or relevant,

22. See the bibliography at the end of the thesis.



In adopting & case study approach I am aware that any generalisations
which may be dréwn from them may only have relevance to the particular
issues, particular period and particular Opposition studied. However, each
policy area has been chosen because it appears to offer a promising test
case for the hypotheses previously outlined and these, it may be suggested,
have a wider relevance., Thus, although the limitations of the approach
should be borne in mind, some generalisations, if only tentative, may be
justified. Moreover, it is not my purpose in this study to provide a
detailed analysis of the history and institution of Opposition in the
United Kingdom. Nor do I set out to provide a definitive outline of
the policy-making process of the Conservative Party as Opposition. The
material presented in Parts One and Two is intended as a background to
and framework for the analysis of the case studies presented in Part
Three. These form the focus of this study and the preceding discussion
and the subsequent conclusions are centred upon them.



PART ONE

THE ROLES AND GOALS OF OPPOSITION

In this section I consider factors relevant to the political
context within which Conservative Party action took place during the
1964 to 1970 period. The analysis is divided into two chapters.

In Chapter Two I examine the history of the Opposition in the United
Kingdom and draw some conclusions about the roles which have been
ascribed to the Opposition during the course of its development.

In Chapter Three I assess which of these roles were adopted and
pursued with the most persistence by the Conservative Opposition
during the period under study, and I conclude by considering the
relationship of the roles thus adopted to the Party's aims and
objectives.
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CHAPTER TWO

THE ROLES OF QPPOSITION: THE DEVELOPMENT OF CONSTITUTIONAL OPPOSITION
IN THE UNITED KINGDOM

A 'role' may be defined as a "pattern of expected behaviour"lﬂ
In its sociological context the term has usudlly been applied to individual
actors so that each may be regarded as playing a variety of roles such as
taxpayer, father, voter, worker and so forthz. In this study, however,
the term is applied at the institutiomal level so that, seen as a collec-
tive entity, an opposition may be regarded as fulfilling a number of roles
or of acting in accordance with certain patterns of prescribed behaviours.
These roles may be regarded as the product of historical factors peculiar
to the particular political system under studyA. '

In Britain the term Opposition with a capital '0' is generally
understood to mean "constitutional" or "loyal" oppositionS. It is so
- called because it does not contest the legitimacy or question the basis
of the conatitution of the state. In Britain what the Opposition opposes
is the Government and not the political system as such6.

1e Michael Banton, Roles, London 1965, p.19.

24 See, S. F. Nadel, The Theory of Social Structure, London 1957, p.12;
Hans Gerth, and C. Wright Mills, Character and Social Structure,
London 1954, pp.22-3,

3. See, Thomas A. Hockin, "The Roles of the Loyal Opposition in Britain's
House of Commons: three historical paradigms", Parliamentary Affairs,
Vol.25, No.l, 1971-72, pp.50-68, see especially footnote 4.

be The notion of convention as used in writings on the British comstitu-
tion may appear to be close to the concept of role. It should be
understood, however, that in this study the concept of role includes
not only conventioms but also statutory provisions, less formal rules
of behaviour, and the attitudas and preconceptions of the actors
involved. For a discussion of the nature of conventions see, Geoffrey
Marshall and Graeme C, Moodie, Some Problems of the Constitution,
London 1959, Part II; E.C.S. Wade and G. Godfrey Phillips, Constitu-
tional Law, Sixth Edition, London 1960, pp.74~91.

5% For a clarification of this distinction see, Allen Potter, "Great
Britain: Opposition with a Capital '0'", in R.A. Dahl (ed), Political
Oppoaitions in Western Democracies, New Haven 1966, p.23.

6. See Giovanni Sartori, "Opposition and Control: Problems and Prospects",
Governmeant and Opposition, Vol.l, No,2, January 1966, pp.l1l49-154.
For an application of this general point in relation to Italian
politics see: Silvano Tosi, "Italy: Anti-system Opposition Within
the System", Government and Opposition, Vol.2, No.l, October 1966 -
January 1967, pp.49-62.
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To date, as Professor Crick has noted, no comprehensive account of
the development of constitutional Opposition in Great Britain has been
undertaken7. It should be pointed out that it is not the intention to
provide such an analysis in the couree of this study. A histoxry of the
British Opposition would require a separate thesis in its own right and
this task must, therefore, be left to othevs. Instead what is preseanted
in the following pages is mn outline of some of the major landmarks in
the evolution of the institution. The objective will be to use this
material so as to yield some conclusions about the various roles ascribed

to Opposition during the couree of its development.

TFor analytical and organisational reasons the following account of
the development of 'constitutional' Opposition in the United Kingdom is
divided into four chronological sections. I begin with the hundred years
from 1730 to 1830. It was during this period that the main foundations of
modern Opposition were laid and it is hexe that the oxigins of the institu~
tion ave to be located. Next, in the period beiween the two great Reform
Acts, from 1832 to 1867, the idea of Opposition as a principle of political
action was consolidated, although its desirability and validity remained
open to question. In the third phase, between 1867 and 1914, the dewelop—
ment of political parties, and the idea of the Opposition as a single,
organised politiéai group was increasingly accepted. In the final period,
from 1914 to the present day, the idea of the Opposition as a legitimate
and important part of the conmstitution and British system of government
was acknowledged and the word and the concept of Opposition became a part
of the vocabulary of everyday political life. The analysis concludes with
an outline and clarificexion of the roles which have been accredited to

the Opposition during the course of its development.

1730~1832: The Emergence of Opposition

As Barker notes, the existence and survival of comstitutional
Opposition depend upon at least two conditions. In the first place

there must be a clear distinction between the person or persons symbolizing

7 Bernard Crick, "On the Loyal Opposition", Government and Opposition,
Vol.l, No.1l, October 1965, pp.ll6-121.
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authority and those exercising government. Secondly, political actors

must be agreed upon the. fundamentals of the political system, so that

the political arrangements of the state and the constitutional rules

within it are not a matter of political controversys. In Britain prior

to the Eighteenth century neither of these necessary conditions existed:

the distinction between opposition and treason was tenuous and the monarch

remained the centre of governmentS.

Throughout the century these obstacles

were progressively eroded and the preconditions assuring the development

of Opposition emerged.

The decline in monarchical power really began after the Constitutional

Settlement of 16891Obut, according to Professor Foord, only after the

Hanoverian succession of 1714 did the conditions which made possible the

emergence of constitutional Opposition come into existence. The period

from then until 1830, he claims, "constitutes the germinating period of

. 11 .
the modern institution' . BDBoth Beattie and Fooxrd are agreed that the

first stage in this process was achieved by 1730, for by this date the

recognition of the existence of Opposition was firmly establishedlg

In part this reflected the decline of Jacobitism which meant that the

question of the regime's legitimacy had ceased to be a matter of political .

controversy. Thus, according to Foord, from 1731 onwards, those who

opposed the court party were referred to as the "Opposition" and took

. 13
their seats opposite the Treasury benches .

Although the existence of Opposition was recognised by 1730 it

was not generally deemed to be either a desirable or permanent feature

of the political system. In the first place political activity still

centred upon the crown and the couri; Opposition was thus concerned

with the actions of the Crown and the Ministers of the Crown, and it was,

8.
9.
10,

11.

12,
13,

Barker (ed), "Studies in Opposition" 1971, op.cit., pp.8~9
See Ionescu and Madariaga 1968, op.cit., p.69.
Sir David Lindsay Keir, The Constitutional History of Modern Britain:

1485~1951, London. 1953, pp.268-273.

Archibald S. Foord, His Majesty's Opposition: 1714~1830, Oxford.
1964, p.l1l.

Alan Beattie (ed.) English Party Politics, Vol.I, London 1970, p.7.
Foord -1964 , op.cit., pp.135-159
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for this reason, generally considered unconstitutional’® In the second
place the function of opposing the administration was not regarded as
the perogative of ovganised and persistent parliamentary factions but

as the responsibility of the Commons as a wholels; Thus the idea of a
permanent, oxganised Opposition was attacked both by the 'King's Friends'
and the body of independent Parliamentarians as a limitation upon the
vights of the momarch in the one case and upon the rights of Pariiament

in the other.

Even those, such as Bolingbroke and Burke, who attempted to justify
Opposition did not advocate a form of politics which entailed the regular
alternation in power of Parliamentary groups. Both conceived of Opposition
only as an efficient ingtrument for curing temporary ills in the natiom
and not as a permanent element in the political processl6. For example,
although Burke perceived of the Rockingham Opposition as having a clear
political role to pursue by using "every just method" by which to place
"the men who hold their opinions into such a condition as may enable
them to carry their plans into execution, with all the power and authority
of the atate"ly, he did not accept that thie should be an ongoing and
persistent process. For him once the temporary ills had been removed,
by the admission to office of the Rockingham group, the justification for
Opposition ceased to extst!d,

Towards the end of the Eighteenth Century the further development
of Opposition as an acceptable and permanent pavt of the political system

was closely related to the continued decline im momarchical influemnce.

14 On the relationship between the Crown and politics in the latter
half of the Eighteenth century see. R. Pares, George III and the
Politicians, Oxford 1953; and Herbert Butterfield, George III and
the Historians, London 1957.

15, See Samuel H. Beer, Modern British Politics, London 1965, pp.22-25;
and Beattie 1970,Vol.I, op.cit., p.7.

16. See. Henry St. John (Viscount Bolingbroke), The Idea of a Patriot
King, London 1742, pp.168~169; Edmund Burke, Thoughts on_ the Causes
of the Present Discontents, I'.G. Selby (ed.), Glasgow 1912, For an
analysis of Bolingbroke and Burke the reader may be referred to
H.C. Mansfield, Statesmanship and Party Govermment, Chicago 1965.

17. FEdmund Burke, "Thoughts on", Selby (ed.), 1912, op.cit., p.8l.

18. Frank 0'Gorman, "Party and Burke: the Rockingham Whigs'", Government
and Opposition, Vol.3, No.l, Winter, 1968; pp.92~110.
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It is difficult, if not impossible, to pinpoint the exact date when the
Crown and the Court ceased to be the primary element in British political
19. Whatever the
precise date, however, wost students of the period agree that by the

life, although Wiseman suggests Pitt's Ministry of 1784

beginning of the Nineteenth Century the monarchy had given up the atteuwpt
to rulezo. Once the sovereign power and the function of government had
been separated, the acceptance of Opposition as a permanent part of the
political system was assured. So that, as Foord notes, by the mid 1820s
the institution had become “an essential part of the state's political

. n2l
machinery .

In conclusion: by 1832 the existence of the institution of Opposition
had been recognised and accepted as permanent, although not necessarily
desirablezz, feature of the British system of government. DMoreover, as
Mansfield claims, once Opposition had been accepted as a permanent element
in Parliamentary life the idea that the alternation of governments was
both desirable and constitutional becawme firmly'establishedZB. This did
not mean, however, that the diffuse and continually changing alliance that
was the Opposition attempted to present itself as a real alternative to-
the existing administration. Nor did it mean that a regulated system of
alternating party governuwents was thé norm. In the first place the absence
of a simple two party system meant that when a Government fell the Opposi~
tion might not be able to take its plac924. Secondly, the idea of the
Opposition as an alternative administration with an alternative programme
was totally unknown at this time.

What was increasingly accepted was the idea that it was legitimate

. H.V. Wiseman, Parliament and the Executive, London 1966, p.l.

20, See Sir Ivor Jennings, Party Politics, Vol.3, the Stuff of Polities,
Cambridge 1962, p.177; H.J, Hanham, The Nineteenth Century Constitu-
tion: Documents and Commentary, Cambridge 1969, pp.24~30;

A.J. Anthony Morris, Parliamentary Democracy in the Nineteenth
Century, London 1967, pp.7/5~6; E. Neville Williaws, The Eighteenth
Century Constitution: 1688-1815, Cambridge 1960, pp.70-2.

21,  Foord 1964, op.cit., p.470

22. See Barker (ed.) 1971, op.cit., p.12; L. Neville Williams 1960,
op.cit., p.7l.

23..  H. C. Mansfield 1965, op.cit., p.16

24+ See Allen Potter, "Great Britain: Opposition with a Capital 'O'",
in Dahl 1966’ QE.Cito, po?.




for the Opposition to attempt to overthrow the Government by undermining
its support on the floor of the House through the adoption of what might
be termed a eritical or negative role of Opposition. This was most
clearly stated by Ceorge Tierney, a leading Whig of the period, who
maintained that "the duty of an Opposition was very simple - it was to
oppose everyﬁhing and propose nothing".25 In addition, in the process
of its emergence the Opposition acquired some of the roles that had
previously been the prerogative of the House as a whole, Most notably
it increasingly became the responsibility of the Opposition to act both
as a check upon the power of the administration and as a ventilator for
the escape of irrepressible discontent26. These I shall term the

constitutional and representative rolee of Opposition.

1832~1867: _The Comsolidation of Opposition

After 1832 the continued development of constitutional Opposition
in the United Kingdom was closely related to the gradual emergence of
the political party system. Tentative indications of a nascent party
system had already emerged during the early decades of the Nineteenth
Century, Mitchell notes that in the 1820s an inéreasing proportion of
divisions in the House of Commons conformed to what he has described
as "'party questions";27 while according to Beattie, from 1800 onwards
the Opposition was often collectively described by the use of one of the
two party 1abelsza. These developments were extended and consolidated
over the next thirty-five years.

Throughout the period, however, the process whereby party emerged
and became more closely associated with Opposgition followed an intermittent
rather than a persistent and cumulative pattern of development. On the
one hand, the limited party cohesion of the 1820s intermittently declined
during the 1830s and the 1840s and the period has been described by some,

25, Quoted in H.J. Hanham, "Opposition Techniques in British Politigs:
1867-1914", Government and Opposition, Vol.Z2, No.l, October 1966~
January 1967, p.35.

26, Yoord 1964, op.cit., pp.448-451

27. A. Mitchell, The Whigs in Opposition: 1815-1830, Oxford 1967, pp.5-8.

28, Beattie 1970, Vol.l, op.cit., p.37
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as the "golden age'" of Parliamentzg.

On the other hand, both Front~Benches
continuously attempted to counteract this tendency by making spirited
efforts to reassert party unity. By 1841, for example, Peel had managed
to build up a majority which was shattered some five years later following
the Repeal of the Corn Laws. In turn the remnants of this majority were
carefully pieced together in the 18508 by Derby and Disraeli®C. Much
the same situation faced the 'Liberal' groupings who, after leaving office
in 1841, underwent a period of internal disaepsion and intra-party
cohesion was not reasserted until the 1850531.~

Despite these setbacks and false starts, however, I would agree
with Beattie when he states that by 1867 party wés "widely accepted as
an established framework of action.” 32 Moreover, with the establishment
of a party system it began to be increasingly recognised that the
phenomena of Opposition and party were closely related eiemantsBB.

As a consequence of the growing linkage between party and Opposition
important alterations took place in both the structure and the scope of
the Opposition. Structurally the most important change was the gradual
energence of a clear and distinct Opposition leadership in the form of a
"Shadow Cabinet" or "late Cabinet". According to Keith the earliest
example of this new form of Opposition leadership was Peel's attempt, in
1836, to call his ex-Calinet together; although Turner suggests 1860 as
a more reliable date for the emergence of the "Shadow Cabinet".34
Whatever the precise date, however, we may agree with Turner's statement

that by 1867 "a modified form of 'Shadow Cabinet' was in existence".35

29, Ronald Butt, The Power of Parliament, 2nd edn., London 1969, p.69.

30, See Norman Gash, Reaction and Reconstructlon in British Politics:
1832-1852, Oxford 1964, pp.184—6, '

31, See John Vincent, The Formation of the British Liberal Party:
1857-1868, Middlesex 1972.

32, Beattie 1970, Vol. 1, op.cit., p.87

33. For Sir Robert Peel's progressive views on this issue see ibid., p.8l.

34s On the question of the "Shadow Cabinet", see: A.B. Keith, The 2 British
Cabinet System, London 1952, p.1457; D.R. Turner, The Shadow Cabinet
in British Politics, London 1969, p.2; J.P. Mackintosh, The British
Cabinet, London 1962, p.447; and R.M. Punnett, Front-Bench Opposition,
Tondon m 1973, pp.74—109.

35.  Turmer 1969, op.cit., p.10.
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To the extent that party and Opposition were increasingly related,
the developument of extra-parliamentary party organisations served to
extend the scope of the Opposition beyond the bounds of the Parliamentary
arena. This process began soon after the 1832 Reform Act when registration
socleties were estabiished. Initially these tended to be on a local basis,
bugt were later co-ordinated through informal contacts with the party
'headquarters® which operated from two political clubs: the Carlton for

the Conszervatives and the Reform for the 11bera1336

The next significant
development in extra—parliamentary party organisation took place in 1861
when the Riberals established a national L@beral'Registration Association
in London and some two years later the Conservatives creatéd a counterpart

entitled the Conservative Registration Association37.

In conclusion: the most important development during the period
spanning the first two Reform Acts was the gradual and tentative arrival
of a coherent party system. This development efféctively meant that
the two concepts of party and Opposition bécame'more and nore closely
associated. As a further consequence of the growth of party the nature,
structure and scope of the Opposition were altered. It should be noted,
however, that the emergence of party and the correlation between it and
Opposition were developments which were latent rather than manifest and
the full extent of their implications was not fully realised until the
later years of the Nineteenth Century. For example, throughout the
1832 to 1867 period, the desirability and validity of Opposition, still
remained open to question in some quarters at 1east38; while the link
between Opposition and party, although increasingly close, was never
absolute. Moreover, there were no significant additions to the roles of

Opposition. The critical, consttutional and representative roles previously

Acckedited were maintained but no new ones reached fruition. The period
was thus mainly a transitional one in which certain trends, already
developed during the previous century, were extended and consolidated

while, at the same time, other newer trends ecmerged and crystallised,

36. See Ivor Bulmer-Thomas, The Party System in Great Britain, London
1952, pp.12-17 and 213-4; Sir Ivor Jemnings, Party Politics: Vol.2
The Growth of Parties, Cambridge 1961, p.9%4 and p.98 £f.

37.  Bulmer~Thomas, ibid., p.18; R.T. McKenzie, British Political Parties
2nd (revised) edn., London 1964, p.262; and John Vincent 1972, op.cit.
PP.120-125.

38. Barker (ed-) 1971, OE-Cito, ppv13—16.
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1867-1914: Party and Opposition

The period from 1867 to 1214 has been covered by Hanham in an
excellent article on Opposition techniquessg. In his exposition Hanhanm
adopts a framework focussing upon three aspects of the growth of party:
the emergence of the party leader, the increase in party cohesion, and
the development of party organisation. These, he claims, had a significant
influence upon the development of Opposition. His schema is adopted in

the following brief account.

According to Hanham the emergence of a single party leader and the
consequent personalisation of politics during the Gladstone/Disraeli
period gave a new impetus to the idea of a straight confrontation between
Opposition and Government. The more significant contribution was made by
Disraeli who was, says Hanham, "the first man to perfeet the role of
Opposition Leader."éo His contribution lay in organising the Conservative
Party into an effective Opposition capable of maintaining a persistent
criticism of the Governmentél. Disraeli subscribed to the dictum that
it was the first duty of an Opposition to oppose and he was, according to
Blake, "perhaps the first statesman to systematically uphold the doctrine,"*?
Disraeli's viewpoint brought a new degree of vigour and comwbat to the
opaeration of the Opposition and heightened party feelings in the House and

the country.

The development of a more vigorous siyle of Opposition politics
was also assisted by the series of reforms in House of Commons'® procedure
which took place from 1882 onwards. These reforms effectively allocated
the great majority of parliamentary time to government business., As
Hanham notes, the effect was a general increase in the number of party
divisions since, once a clear choice was given, these were intensified43.
This added momentum to the already developing process of party cohesion

so that by 1914, on this dimension at least, the parties closely resembled

39. H. J. Hanham 1966/67, op.cit., pp.35~48

400 Ibld., P 37

41, See. Robert Blake, The Conselvatlve Party from Peel to Churchill,
London 1970, p.l18.

42 Robert Blake, Dlsraell, London 1969, p.355.

43, Hanham 1966/67, op.cit op.cit., pp.41-2.
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44

their wodern counterparts . The inerease in party cohesion inevitably

meant a tightening of the link between party and Opposition.

In addition to changes in party leadership and party cohesion, the

extra-parliamentary party organisations wewve vefined and extended during

this period. Soon after the Reform Act of 1867 both Liberals and Conscrva~

tives set out to establish a network of local party organisations. To

co-ordinate and control these efforts national wmass party organisations

were founded: the Conservative National Unjon in 1867 and the National

Liberal Federation in 1874

5 . .
4 « At about the same time the parties' central

bureaucracies were reorganised. In 1870 the Conservative Registration

Association became Conservative Central Ofifice and by 1874 the Liberal

46

Registration Association had been renamed the Lzberal Central Association .

Developments in party organisation continued throughout the period and,

taken together, they provided Party Leaders with wachinery through which

appeals could be made directly to the electorate and through which support

and assistance could be recruited. The effect was to further extend the

scope of the national political debate beyond Parliament and to produce

a permanent Covernment versus Opposition situation in the localities.

In conclusion: the changes in the leadership, cohesion and extra-

parliamentary organisation of the parties during,the period 1867-1914,

represented a consolidation of the trends which had emerged during the

18508 and early 1860s. The effect of these developments upon the nature

of Opposition politics was twofold. TFirst, the concepts of party and

Opposition became inextricably bound together. DMoreover, the right to

oppose a governmeni was, by 1914, overwhelmingly accepted and was regarded

47

as mainly the responsibility of party rather than Parliament as a whole ’.

Secondly, the scope of Opposition was further extended beyond Parliament

and the dichotomy between Opposition party and Government party was brought

ha.

45.

46.
47.

For the analysis and tabulation of the increasing party cohesion during
the period see Beer 1965, op.cit., p.257. See also Hugh Berrington,
"Partisanship and Dissidence in the Nineteenth Century House of
Commons™, Parliamentary Affairs, Vol.XXI,No.4,1968,pp.338-74

For details on the growth of the mass parties see H.J. Hanham, Elec~
tions and Party Management: Polftics in the Time of Disraeli and

Gladstone, London 1959,

Jennings 1961, op.cit., pp.131-32 and p.136.

See, for example, Sidney Low, The Governance of England, London 1904,
P.123.



into existence at the grass roots as well as at the centre. Both these
developments brought about a significant alteration in the Opposition's
field of action. In particular the increasing cohesion of party voting
limited an Opposition's chance of defeating a government in Parliament.
Thus an Opposition's prospects of returning to power became more dependent
upon gaining support amongst the electorate at periodic General Elections.
The consequences of this for the roles of Opposition, however, were not
drawn out during this period. Despite the fact that some advances were

. . hg.
made in party policy-making and propaganda*g

» the idea of Opposition as
an alternative government, offering the electorate a choice of men and
measures, was not widely popularised. Instead the Disraelean conception

that ap Opposition's role was to oppose remained the orthodox view.

1914-1970: Opposition and the Coustitution

The inter-relationship between Opposition and party and the extension
in the scope of Opposition beyond the Parlismentary arena formed the twin
bases for the further development of the institution in the Twentieth
Century. Most significantly two further concepts of the role of Opposition
were formulated and popularised. These I will label the legislative and

alternative government roles of Opposition. In addition the constitutional

role was reassessed and extended.

In order to understand the nature and development of the legislative
role of Opposition it will be neccessary to outline the Parliamentary
conventions and rules governing the operation of the Opposition in Britain,
TFollowing the procedural reforms of the 1880s, Parliamentary time was
allocated between the two major parties, and gradually the practice grew
whereby the Opposition was consulted as to the length of time required for
the discussion of the various stages of govermment measures. By the
beginning of the Twentieth Century it was generally accepted that the
Opposition had the right to choose the subjects being debated on the days
allotted to the cousideration of the Estimates and the Bills by which

49

they were finally authorised This has meant that the Opposition was,

48, See’ Geoffrey D. M. Block, '"Party Manifestoes", in the same author's,
A Source Book of Conservatism, CPC.305, London 1964, p.70.

49, Lord Campion (ed.), British Government Since 1918, London 1950,
pp. 20"21 .
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and still is, allotted a generous share of Parliamentary time; somewhere
between 25 and 30 per cent of the total or about thirty-two days in each
sessionﬂo. In addition the Government is morally bound to grant a day

for the discussion of any vote of censure which the Opposition may wish

to move. Opposition leaders also have the right to choose the subjects

to be debated on certain items of business such as the address in reply

to the Queen's speech, motions for the adjournment of the House, and certain

51
stages of the Budget .

As a consequence of the allocation of Parliamentary time and duties
to the Opposition the non~governing party was afforded an opportunity to
fulfill a more positive function than that outlined by Tierney and Disraeli.
Specifically the Opposition could, through a judicious use of its timeqahd

Parliamentary rights, effect the nature and content of public legislation.

One of the earliest exponents of the legislative role of Opposition
was Ramsay Macdonald. In an article published during Labour's first term
as the second largest party in the House of Commons, the Party Leader
argued that the Opposition had a legislative role and a duty to "examine
and criticise" and not simply to oppose for the sake of itsz. Moxe recently
the theory of the legislative role of Opposition has been sgupported by
Ronald Butt, and he has expanded Macdonald'’s analysis by arguing that the
modern Opposition's influence on public policy is not limited solely to
the Parliamentary context. In particular, he has noted that the Opposition,
in addition to amending legislation, can influence govermment policy in
three ways: £first, it can help to condition the contemporary climate of
opinion through which the Govermment itself is influenced; secondly, in
formulating policy the Government will take into accountsgheir opponents'

5

case if only to limit the Opposition's freedom of attack and finally,

50. Ronald Butt 1969, op.cit., p.324, :

51.  Campion 1930, op.cit., p.2l; see also Lord Campion (ed.), Parliament:
A Survey, London 1952, pp.29-31.

52, J. Rawmsay MacDonald, "The Purpose of an Opposition" reproduced in,
Beattie 1970, Vol.2,0p.cit., p.345. MacDonald later comdemned the
view that it was an Opposition's duty to oppose as "a crime against
the state’. Minutes of Evidence, Select Committee on Procedure,

HC 161: 1931, extracts from evidence of J. Rawsay Macdonald, MP, the
Prime Minister, Para,29.
53.  Butt 1969, op.cit., pp.316-17.
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Opposition policy can reveal areas in which Government policy is 1acking54.

The generous allocation of Parliamentary time and duties to the
Opposition indicates that by the early decades of the Twentieth Century
the imstitution was accepted as an integral part of the British Constitu-
tion. In the Ministers of the Crown Act 1937, it was accorded statutory
recognition for the first timess. The legislation provided for the payment
of a salary from public funds to the Leader of the Opposition who, in
the provisions of the Act, was defined as:

that member of the House of Commons who is
for the time being the Leader in that House
of the party in opposition to his Majesty's
Government having the greatest numerical
strength in that House.56

The statutory recognition of the Opposition was complemented by the
further development of the constitutional role of Opposition. Like earlier

congstitutional theories it was mainly concerned with the Opposition's role

as a check upon the Executive and was, in part, a restatement of ideas

which had been prevalent since the Eighteenth Century. For example, in
works published in the late 19408 and early 19508, Campion, Jennings and
Amery maintained that the Opposition had become the major constraint on

the power of the executive57.

In addition to the legislative and constitutional roles, an

alternative government role of Opposition also came into prominence during

the Twentieth Century. Advocates of this view have held that it is the
primary duty of an Opposition to prepare itself for future office. This
may best be achieved, it has been argued, by rhe Opposition party present—
ing itself as a real, responsible and viable alternative to the existing
adninistration, offering an alternative programme and an alternative team

to the electorate.

54,  Ibid., p.318

55, 1 Edw. 8 and L Geo. 6, C.38, Part I, Seection 5.

56,  Ibid., Part 3, 10(1).

57.. Campion (ed.) 1952, op.cit., pp.29-31; L.S. Amery, Thoughts on the
Congtitution, Oxford 1947, pp.l0-1l and p.31. 8ir Ivor Jennings,
Cabinet Government, Cambridge, 2nd edn., 1951, p.439.
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The alternative govetrnment role of Opposition is of comparatively

recent origin. Although indicated in the 1937 payment of the Leader of
the Opposition, it did not become prominent until after the Second World
War. One of its earliesi exponents was R, A. Builer. Soon after his
Party's defeat in the 1945 Election he outlined the major task facing

the Conservative Opposition as the need to offer "a positive alternative
to Socialism."58 The series of "Charters" and policy statements which
were produced under his guidance in the immediate post-war years provide
convincing and pragtical evidence of his commitment to the alternative
government thesissg. In the 1950s and early 1960s, with the Labour Party
in Opposition, the alternative government concept was endorsed by all

three Labour Leaderxs: Attlee, Gaitskell and Wilsonﬁo; while Anthony

Crosland, and others, argued in its favour®l, The growing acceptance

of the alternative government role has led Professor Crick to argue that

it has in recent years come to replace the view that it is the Opposition's
role to oppose as the orthodox view of the cousﬁitutionbz. '

The increasing acceptance of the alternative government role of

Opposition in the post-war period may be regarded as a consaquence’of

at least four developments in the nature of contemporary British politics.

8. See R. A. Butler, The Art of the Possible, London 1971, p.133.

See also Rt. Hon. Earl Winterton, Orders of the Day, London 1952,
PP, 210-11.

39. J.D. Hoffman, The Conservative Party in Opposition, 1945-1951,
London 1964, pp.207-220,

60. See D. E. Butler, The British General Election of 1955, London 1955,
pp. 23-29; D.LE. Butler and Richard Rose, The British CGeneral Election
of 1959, London 1960, pp.17-34; D.E. Butler and Anthony King,

The British General Election of 1964, London 1965, pp.57~76;
Signposts for the Sixties, Labour Party statement of Policy accepted
by the Annual Conference, London October 1961; Harold Wilson,
Purpose in Politics: Selected Speeches, London 1964. For a clear
and interesting outline of the tasks facing an Opposition leader and
the application of an alternative government role see: Sir Robert
Menzies, The Measure of the Years, London 1970, pp.l6-17.

6l. See: C.A.R, Crosland, Can Labour Win?, Fabian Iract No.324, 1960;
the same author's The Future of Socialism, London 1964; and M. Abrans,
Richard Rose and R. Hinden, Must Labour Lose?, London 1960. For a
contrary point of view see: R.,H.S. Crossman, Labour in the Affluent
Soclety, Fabian Tract No.325, 1960,

62. Bernard Crick, "Iwo Theories of Opposition", New Statesman,

18 June 1960.-
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First, as mentioned in the previous section, the gradual development of

a coherent two party system effectively limited an Opposition's chances
of defeating a govermment in Parliament., This, coupled with the grwwth
of the franchise, vesulted in the replacement of Parliament by the
electorate as the major forum for the determination of the complexion

of governments., Thus incereasingly, as Jennings has noted, the real appeal
of Opposition personnel was not to the members on the benches opposite
but o public opinion outside®3

As well as alterations in the party systenm, changes in the nature
of the parties themselves influenced the growing acceptance of an
alternative goverpment role. In particular the emergence of the Labour
Party which, after 191864,

offered to the electorate a distinctive
alternative programme tended to persuade the other political parties of

the need to distinguish not only baetween men but also measures. Thus the
Labour Party's example may have encouraged the practice by which parties

in Opposition issued a set of alternative policies to the electorate in

the form of a centrally printed manifesto:' a practice taken up by the ’
Liberals in 192365 and by the Comservatives in 1935%6,  ac much the same
time machinery for the presentation and formulation of policy was estab-
lished by the Conservatives who, in 1929, founded the Conservative Rescarch

67

Department Internal dissension and lack of f£inance precluded the

Liberals from undertaking a similar venture until after 194668

Thirdly, the development of an alternative govermment role and its

increasing acceptance in recent years may be regarded as a consequence of
the modern Opposition's inability to fulfill effectively either a

legislative or a constitutional role. This is a charge generally made by

63, Sir Ivor Jennings, "The Technique of Opposition', Political Quarterly,
Vol.VI, No.2, April 1935, pp.211-212,

64« At the Labour Party Conference in 1918 a mildly socialist constitu-
tion was adopted. For the background to this see Beer 1965, op.cit.,
pp.126-152, See also F.W.S. Craig, British General Election Manifes—
toes: 1918-1966, Chichester 1970, Pexi and pp.5-6.

65. Craig 1970, Q.c1L., Pp.24~27, in which the full text is reproduced.

06 . Block 19064, Qp-clt., P72

67. MecKenzie 1964, Op.eit., pp.284-286,

68, Joxgen Scott Rasmussen, The Liberal Party: a Study in Retrenchment
and Revival, London 1965, PP H5-58,
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those who believe that in recent decades the power of the executive has
increased at the expense of other elements in the constitutional pattern,
most notably Parliament. Crossman, for example, has argued that as long
as a government maintains its majority in the House of Commons an Opposi-
tion cannot check the executive or influence the nature of public policy
againait the Govermment's wishessg. Others have suggested a decline in
the status of Parliament as a major forum for policy-making and its
subordination im the legislative process to other, extra-parliamentary,
channels, such as the interplay hetween the administration and oxganised
interests70. 1f the main points of this avgument are accepted then one
may conclude that, as Parliament provides the Opposition with its main
opportunity to affect the nature of public policy, the decline in Parlia-
ment's legislative status has led to a dilution in the Opposition's
opportunities to participate in the legislative process. Thus, to the
extent that the Opposition's ability to fulfill both legislative and

constitutional roles has declined, the alternative govermment role has

emerged to replace them.

Finally, the wide~scale development of mass communications media
has had the effect of undermining the Opposition's role as a primary
source of criticism and has decreased its importance as a major channel
for the expression of opinions and the ventilation of discontent. The
competition of other arenas has thus tended to undermine the importance
of the Oppositon's critical role’l. Conversely, the development of
popular newspapers, mass literacy. and, later, radio and television has

tended to highlight the alternative govermment rele of Opposition. For

at least since the Second World War, the resources have been available

69. R. H. S. Crossman, "Introduction", to Walter Bagehot, The English
Congtitucion, Fontana edn., London 1963, pp.42~3. See also,

Lord Morrison of Lambeth, CGoverament and Parliament, Oxford 1954,
PpR.26-8,

70. See Andrew Hill and Anthony Wichelow, What's Wrong with Parliament?,
Middlesex 1964. The