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ABSTRACT

This thesis is about non-party and non-governmental organisations campaigning for
and against European integration in Britain between 1945 and 1986. These groups have so far
been largely overlooked by studies on Britain’s relationship with Europe. The thesis will
examine how these groups operated between the spheres of public activism and institutional
politics. They targeted the general public directly with the aim of becoming popular mass
movements, and focused on emotive and populist themes and adopted a moralistic tone as
part of a broad non-party or cross-party appeal. Old-fashioned methods of activism, including
pamphleteering and mass meetings, were used to cultivate a groundswell of support.
However, these groups were not able to wrest control of the EEC membership issue away
from Westminster. In the case of anti-EEC groups, attempts to acquire political influence and
attract more parliamentarians to the campaign were at odds with the “anti-establishment” or
“anti-political” tone adopted by sections of their support. Divisions over whether to adopt a
more “insider” strategy of lobbying and adopting the model of a research-based think-tank or
whether to continue seeking mass support stifled the campaign. Disagreement over strategy,
and the confused position between public protest and Westminster politics, caused the anti-
EEC campaign’s to fail.
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INTRODUCTION

At the time of writing, the question of Britain’s membership of the European Union is
once again at the heart of British political debate. The Conservative government’s proposal
for a referendum on British EU membership by 2017 has ensured that the issue will re-emerge
and continue to be a subject of dispute both inside and outside of Westminster.' It is a subject
that has consistently drifted in and out of the British political agenda ever since the first steps
towards European political and economic integration after the Second World War. British
governments on the whole have been half-hearted towards involvement in European
integration since declining to participate in the Schuman Plan in 1950, due to wariness of
supranational development, the perception of Britain as a global power and a strong
attachment to the Commonwealth. Successive governments were similarly negative towards
integration, and favoured a free trade area in spite of the European Economic Community’s
foundation in 1957. Declining economic performance and the psychological impact of the
Suez crisis led to a reversal of policy, and two British applications to join the EEC were
vetoed in the 1960s. After Britain became an EEC member in 1973, it was still seen as an
intransigent partner, holding a referendum on membership in 1975, and criticising numerous
aspects of EEC policy, particularly regarding Britain’s budgetary contribution. The
Conservative Party became increasingly sceptical of European integration in the late 1980s,
particularly after Margaret Thatcher’s critical Bruges Speech in 1988, and this strand of right-

wing Euroscepticism has remained strong ever since.

! Sparrow, A., “David Cameron’s Europe speech — the key points”, 23 January 2013,
http://www.guardian.co.uk/politics/2013/jan/23/david-camerons-europe-speech-points, retrieved 1 April 2013
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Euroscepticism has gradually emerged into the British political mainstream since the
early 1990s, and attitudes ranging from antipathy to hostility are prevalent in numerous MPs
from all major political parties. However, the most prominent advocates of British withdrawal
from the EU are currently the UK Independence Party (UKIP), whose rise in popularity
further reflects a resurgence in Euroscepticism amongst the British public. Yet despite the
recent emergence of UKIP as a political force, its current leader Nigel Farage has consistently
sought to distance it from the three major political parties. In response to David Cameron’s
claim that UKIP contained ‘some pretty odd people’, Farage declared that he was both ‘here
as a campaigner’ and was a ‘conviction politician’.? The recent departure of UKIP’s chief
executive, who described the party as ‘a bunch of enthusiastic amateurs’ after his efforts to
professionalise the party were resisted, raises further questions as to UKIP’s position on the
political landscape.’ This tension between public campaigning and gaining political support
and influence within Westminster has both placed the anti-EU movement in a unique position
between the realms of institutional politics and mass movements, and historically has stifled

the development of a successful anti-EU campaign.

This thesis will look at the development of non-party and non-governmental
organisations for and against European integration in post-war Britain which operated
between the spheres of public protest and Westminster politics. Its particular focus is on those
organisations which sought to engage with and influence the public directly. On the far-
reaching, complex, high political and elitist subject of British involvement in a supranational

European community, these were groups and campaigns which members of the public could

* “I am odd (for a politician), Nigel Farage says”, 7 January 2013, http://bbc.co.uk/news/uk-politics-20931123,
retrieved 6 March 2013

? “Nigel Farage wants Ukip to remain a ‘bunch of amateurs”, Daily Telegraph, 20 August 2013, retrieved 20
August 2013
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join, engage in campaigning for, and invest their support or trust to represent their views on
European integration and Britain’s international position and national identity. This thesis
therefore focuses on these groups who had public membership, sought to mobilise public
opinion and, in the words of Uwe Kitzinger, included a ‘straight undifferentiated appeal to the

public’ in their activities.*

In concentrating on groups with open membership and an active public campaigning
role, the emphasis of the thesis will therefore fall more heavily on the anti-Market side, and
focus predominantly on anti-Market groups formed from 1961 onwards. The difference
between pro- and anti-Market groups after this period is elucidated well in Lord
Windlesham’s study into political communication, where he contrasts the small pro-Market
campaign formed in 1961 targeting informed opinion with anti-Market movements
‘communicating with the public direct, and influencing the Government through the medium
of popular opinion’.” Groups who sought to mobilise public opinion in favour of European
integration in the immediate post-war period, however, will be analysed as they attempted to
bridge the gap between pressure group and emotive mass campaigns before declining in the
mid-1950s. These groups share similarities with the anti-Market organisations of 1961
onwards in operating on the political fringes, being comprised of an assortment of politicians,
dedicated campaigners and public members, targeting both public and parliament for support,
and using emotive, resonant and cross-party issues — often relating to issues of national or
European identity — to target a broad base of support. The pro-integration organisations that

usurped them by no means cease to be significant; on the contrary, their professional and

* Kitzinger, U., Diplomacy and Persuasion: How Britain Joined the Common Market (London: Thames and
Hudson, 1973), p.238
> Windlesham, Lord, Communication and Political Power (London: Cape, 1966), p.164
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efficient operations, their wealth of financial and political resources, and their continuing
campaigning efforts make them worthy of detailed investigation. However, the sheer breadth
of their archival material, in combination with this study’s concentration on campaigns
engaging in a direct dialogue with the public, means that only the populist pro-Market
campaigns of the late 1940s and 1950s will be assessed. After 1961, anti-Market
organisations seeking to mobilise, and speak for, the general public shared the same strategic

dilemmas and the same political space as their pro-integration predecessors.

By utilising the archival material of these groups, it will look at how they perceived
the issues, how they mobilised and what arguments they used in an attempt to acquire mass
support. On the one hand they would often appeal on emotive issues and adopt a moralistic
tone in order to gain popular momentum, yet they would also adapt their campaigning to
current issues, and appeal to the public on non-party or cross-party issues. In the case of the
anti-Market movement, different groups were brought together by this broad non-party
appeal. Disillusionment with government policy and party machinery, and an “anti-
establishment” or “anti-political” tone was a common factor amongst anti-EEC groups,
although this led them to be in the paradoxical position of criticising and campaigning outside
of Westminster politics while at the same time fighting to protect the loss of parliamentary

sovereignty resulting from EEC membership.

This clash between the popular and the political was a primary reason for the failure of
anti-EEC campaigns. Whilst campaigning along populist lines on the issues of national
identity, sovereignty and democracy, figures within the campaign were aware that the issue
remained rooted in the political sphere and thus sought the support of parliamentarians in

order to maximise political support and appear respectable and prestigious. This was
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particularly troublesome in the 1970s and 1980s where the ‘political’ members on the
committees of anti-EEC groups wanted to professionalise and focus on research that would
influence politicians, while other elements within the groups wished to re-launch mass
movement campaigning. This clash between idealists and realists meant that these
organisations often had a confused strategy and definition, and lacked the dynamic leadership
that could combine appeals to parliament and public or develop an organisation in a particular
direction. Campaigning on an issue so deeply rooted in institutional politics, they were unable
to transcend their campaigns into the national mass movements they wished for. Looking at
the internal development of these hitherto overlooked organisations, along with their rhetoric
and their activities, will determine why they struggled to make an impact, whilst also
demonstrating that campaigning on the issue of Britain and European integration was not

solely confined to Westminster.

This introduction will firstly consider the wider historiography on British involvement
with the European integration process, along with the emerging political and historical
analyses of British Euroscepticism. As will be shown, this thesis will signal a move away
from the Westminster-centric approach on the subject that, with some exceptions, has focused
predominantly on the formulation of government and party policies. In providing a detailed
analysis of the opinions and strategies of organisations on European integration, it will bridge
the divide between historical cultural and institutionalist approaches towards British
Euroscepticism. The introduction will then outline the longitudinal approach taken by this
thesis, and the source material used. Finally, it will give an outline of the thesis, and

summarise the arguments of each chapter.



Britain and European integration — a historiographical overview

This thesis seeks to broaden the study of British responses to European integration by
analysing the composition, ideology and actions of pressure groups and movements that
existed and operated outside of, or on the periphery of, government and political parties. In
this respect, this thesis exists alongside a historiography which has remained Westminster-
oriented over several decades. The use of government records stored at the National Archives
[formerly Public Record Office until 2003], combined with the continual lure of material
annually declassified under the “Thirty Year Rule” of the Public Records Act, have
maintained this government-centric approach, as political historians seek to explain British
policy within an ongoing narrative of reluctant engagement with the European community.
Whilst the recent trend toward “new political history” has seen an incorporation of a cultural
dimension within the study of institutional politics — or in the words of James Vernon, ‘we are
all cultural historians now... invoking the holy trinity of the categories of class, race and
gender’ — works on Britain and European integration have remained largely immune to these
methodological developments.® Yet the dearth of studies that seek to analyse opinions on
European integration from beyond the Cabinet or Foreign Office or party machinery is of
more concern, despite more recent moves in the right direction. This introduction will now
outline the development of the historiography of Britain and European integration, and in

doing so will justify the approach taken by the thesis itself.

The majority of works on Britain and European integration can be summed up by one
of two short phrases, “missed opportunities” or “awkward partner”. The former implies that

the decisions of British governments were to blame for its delayed and reluctant membership

% Vernon, J., “What is a cultural history of politics?”, History Workshop Journal, 52 (2001), p.261
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of the EEC, that they continually “miss the bus” with regard to European integration and their
obstinacy causes them to lag behind community developments. While this theory has been
questioned as the historiography has developed, the notion of Britain as an “awkward
partner”, out of step with the European community, has remained inherent. Stephen George’s
An Awkward Partner has arguably become the definitive work on British policy towards the
European community, outlining the clashes of successive British governments with the
community and their overall reluctance to engage wholeheartedly with European integration.’
Placing each government’s European policy within its domestic and international context,
George seeks to explicate ‘the basis for that [awkward partner] reputation’ that ‘has remained
through to the time of writing’.® The continuity of British “awkwardness” lies at the heart of
the narrative of this body of work, with parallels drawn between British policy before EEC
membership, first neglecting to join a supranational community and then launching half-

hearted applications, and as an obstinate EEC member after 1973.

One of the reasons for the perpetuation of the “missed opportunities”/“awkward
partner” school relates to the background and political stance of the authors of its most
prominent works. Three of these authors watched British-European developments from close
proximity in either an official or journalistic capacity. Miriam Camps, who worked in the U.S.
State Department on European co-operation and integration in close contact with British
government officials, produced a number of studies in the 1960s during the period of failed
British applications.” Her study of British relations with the nascent European community,

written shortly after French President Charles de Gaulle’s vetoing of the British application,

7 George, S., An Awkward Partner: Britain in the European Community (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998)
8 .

1bid., p.1
? For more details on Camps’s background and career, see Daddow, O., Britain and Europe since 1945:
Historiographical Perspectives on Integration (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2004), pp.91-94
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lamented Britain’s refusal to join the European Economic Community in the mid-1950s."
Camps revisited this subject several decades later with a chapter stating that ‘missing the
boat’ at the Messina Conference in 1955 was the first in a series of mistakes made by British
governments.'' Hugo Young’s This Blessed Plot, another landmark in the “awkward partner”
school, expands on George’s work through the use of governmental records at the National
Archives, along with the author’s personal connections with British parliamentarians and civil
servants through his position as political editor for the Sunday Times and a political columnist
for the Guardian."* A “notorious pro-European’, Young’s work portrays membership of the
European community as an inevitability, and therefore British reluctance is seen as ‘[h]igh
political misjudgement’ where ‘much opportunity was, by sheer lapse of time, wasted’, as
‘Britain struggled to reconcile the past she could not forget with the future she could not
avoid.’"® Roy Denman, a governmental official involved in the negotiation of Britain’s
accession to the EEC, adopts a similar approach to Hugo Young. His overview of British
relations with Europe, Missed Chances, incorporates pre-war British policy towards Europe
and similarly uses official documentation from the National Archives to analyse the perceived
mistakes and ‘the reasons for the consistent failure of the British political class to understand

. . . . 14 . .
continental Europe’ either side of accession.” However, his more personal views on

' Camps, M., Britain and the European Community 1955-63 (London: Oxford University Press, 1964)

1 Camps, M., “Missing the Boat at Messina and Other Times?” in Brivati, B. and Jones, H. (eds), From
Reconstruction to Integration: Britain and Europe since 1945 (Leicester: Leicester University Press, 1993)

"2 Young, H., This Blessed Plot: Britain and Europe from Churchill to Blair (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1998)
" Trauffler, C., “Book Review: This Blessed Plot: Britain and Europe from Churchill to Blair”, 12 April 2013
http://blogs.Ise.ac.uk/Isereviewofbooks/2013/04/12/book-review-this-blessed-plot-britain-and-europe-from-
churchill-to-blair, retrieved 12 April 2013

'* Denman, R., Missed Chances: Britain and Europe in the Twentieth Century (London: Cassell, 1996), p.4
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European integration, and confirmation of his pro-European stance, are confined to his

autobiography.

Devotion to the European cause, what Anthony Seldon described as history written by
‘self-styled Europeans’, has therefore been a key defining factor upon the lines along which
the “awkward partner” literature was shaped. '® Oliver Daddow has also noted this trend of
writing historical criticism of post-war foreign policy in the hope of influencing future policy.
Daddow divides this along the lines of orthodox and revisionist schools, where orthodox
writers, those ‘first to the field” writing shortly after events in question, ‘set the agenda’ for
future research.'” The ‘orthodox “missed opportunities” interpretation’ written by the likes of
Camps was therefore directed at those pro-Europeans aiming ‘to change the course of British
policy’.'® The use of archival material and governmental documentation, what Daddow calls
the “disciplinisation’ of the subject of Britain and European integration, has led to the creation
of a revisionist school based around the use of ‘newly released primary sources’.'” The release
of government records, along with new literature in the fields of international and diplomatic
history that reinforced the theme of Britain’s post-war decline, led the first revisionist studies
to interpret British policy from a different angle.*® One of the most prominent revisionist

analyses from a diplomatic approach, by John Young, uses Public Record Office material to

'S Denman, R., The Mandarin’s Tale (London: Politico’s, 2002)

' Seldon, A., “The Churchill Administration 1951-55" in Hennessy, P. and Seldon, A. (eds), Ruling
Performance: British Governments from Attlee to Thatcher (Oxford: Blackwells, 1987), pp.63-97

" Daddow, Britain and Europe since 1945, p.58

'8 Ibid., p.59

¥ Ibid., p.115

2 For examples of works of international and diplomatic history influential upon the study of Britain and
European integration, see David Reynolds and Paul Kennedy: Kennedy, P., The Rise and Fall of the Great
Powers: Economic Change and Military Conflict from 1500-2000 (London: Unwin, 1989); Kennedy, P., The
Realities Behind Diplomacy: Background Influences on British External Policy, 1865-1980 (London: Fontana,
1981); Reynolds, D., Britannia Overruled: British Policy and World Power in the Twentieth Century (London:
Longman, 1991). For an example of the new “revisionist” approach, see Melissen, J. and Zeeman, B., “Britain
and Western Europe, 1945-51: Opportunities Lost?”, International Affairs, 63:1 (1987), pp.81-95
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assess British governmental policy as ‘a reaction to decline’, and finds that ‘after 1945 Britain
had a more sophisticated European policy than is often realised’.”’ As had previously
occurred with the historiography of Britain’s appeasement policy leading up to the Second
World War, governmental policy was assessed more sympathetically with regards to political

and economic constraints and geopolitical strategy, and with reference to archival material.

This development, however, has led to a preoccupation with the use of material at the
National Archives for analysis of Britain and European integration. Historians on the subject
have attributed its academic interest to ‘the availability of documents’, ‘[t]he Thirty Year
Rule’, and the area ‘just opening up in the archives’.*> Daddow notes than in parallel with the
rise of revisionist historiography in the field and its ‘disciplinisation’, the Public Record
Office became both the ‘first port of call’ for contemporary historians, and home to the most
reliable and respectable source material.”> One of the consequences of the continual use of
governmental source material, however, has been a glut of works on the policies of British
governments towards the European community. What was once a ‘reinvigorated’ debate has
now been dominated by what one author has dubbed the Public Record Office ‘mafia’.** The
aforementioned references to studies of the ‘British political class’ by Denman and of ‘[h]igh
political misjudgement’ by Hugo Young — compounded by Young’s description of his work

as a ‘study of leadership’, separated into thematic chapters on key political leaders and

officials — demonstrate the elitist focus of the majority of the historiography on Britain and

' Young, J.W., Britain and European Unity, 1945-1999 (Macmillan: Basingstoke, 2000), p.185, p.189

*2 Anne Deighton and John Young in correspondence with Daddow: Daddow, Britain and Europe since 1945,
pp.144-45

* Daddow, Britain and Europe since 1945, p.145. For more on the Public Record Office’s hold over the subject,
see pp.144-154

** Bulpitt, J., “The European Questions: Rules, national modernisation and the ambiguities of primat der
innerpolitik” in Marquand, D. and Seldon, A. (eds), The Ideas that Shaped Post-War Britain (London: Fontana,
1996), p.229; Crowson, N.J., The Conservative Party and European Integration since 1945: At the heart of
Europe? (New York: Routledge, 2006), p.8
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European integration.”> Given the remoteness of the European Union felt by the majority of
the British population, and the high political manoeuvring of British politicians on the subject
of European integration, the self-imposed boundaries of the historiography reinforces the

Westminster-centric nature of the subject.

Furthermore, use of source material at the National Archives has made detailed
historical studies of British policy in more recent periods, for which government records are
yet to be declassified and released, tentative and brief. For example, Denman’s study of
Britain’s record as an EEC member up to the time of writing takes up a solitary chapter, with
scarce primary source material to supplement newspaper articles and personal recollections.*
However, the aforementioned high esteem that governmental records are held in has led to
scepticism of those parts of studies that fall within the Thirty Year Rule, such as Stephen
George’s review of John Young’s Britain and European Unity which claimed ‘Young’s foray
into more contemporary scholarship does not enhance his reputation as a scholar’.?” Anthony
Forster has noted this theoretical divide within political history formed by the Thirty Year
Rule, asking whether the period for which archival material is available should be ‘the
province of contemporary historians, and [the period] after the territory of political
scientists?’. However, the ‘pre-eminence of primary sources’ within contemporary political
history that Forster mentions can instead be read as a pre-occupation with The National
Archives, and no reference is made to archival material for recent decades deposited

elsewhere.”® The development of the historiography has thus continued to predominantly

* Denman, Missed Chances, p.4; Young, H., This Blessed Plot, p.3

% Denman, Missed Chances, ch.13

" George, S., “Britain and European Unity: 1945-1992 by John W. Young” review, Journal of Common Market
Studies, 33:2 (1995), p.307, cited in Daddow, Britain and Europe since 1945, p.149

* Forster, A., “No Entry: Britain and the EEC in the 1960s”, Contemporary British History, 12:2 (1998), p.139
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study the actions of political elites over different periods determined by the availability of
new material at the National Archives, from Britain’s non-participation in European
integration in the late 1940s and 1950s”, to the first application in 1961 (and its failure in

31" The continual

1963)*, to new works on Britain’s second application under Harold Wilson.
focus on governmental policy and the use of archival material dictated by the Public Records

Act thus appear to be mutually reinforcing.

There have been some steps outside these boundaries, eschewing the study of
governmental policy within the timeframe dictated by source material within the National
Archives and broadening the scope of the historiography. In the field of diplomatic history,
multilateral and transnational approaches utilising the records of foreign governments and the
EEC itself have portrayed a more complex dimension to the British-EEC relationship. Piers
Ludlow’s detailed analysis of the Brussels negotiations from 1961-63 looks at the
developments from the point of view of the EEC and its member states, with Public Record

Office documents used as ‘an important complement’.’> The edited collection by George

¥ Dell, E., The Schuman Plan and the British Abdication of Leadership in Europe (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1995); Ellison, J., Threatening Furope: Britain and the Creation of the European Community 1955-58
(Basingstoke: Macmillan, 2000); Kaiser, W., Using Europe, Abusing the Europeans. Britain and European
Integration 1945-63 (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1996); Tratt, J., The Macmillan Government and Europe: A Study
in the Process of Policy Development (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1996); Young, J.W., “Churchill's 'No' to Europe:
The 'Rejection’ of European Union by Churchill's Post-War Government, 1951-1952”, Historical Journal, 28:4
(1985), pp.923-937

%% Aldous, R. and Lee, S. (eds), Harold Macmillan and Britain’s World Role (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1996);
Kaiser, W., Using Europe, Abusing the Europeans; Bell, L., The Throw That Failed: Britain’s 1961 Application
to Join the Common Market (London: New European, 1995); Wilkes, G. (ed), Britain’s Failure to Enter the
European Community 1961-63: The Enlargement Negotiations and Crises in European, Atlantic and
Commonwealth Relations (London: Frank Cass, 1997)

3! Parr, H., Britain’s Policy Towards the European Community: Harold Wilson and Britain’s World Role, 1964-
1967 (London: Routledge, 2006); Toomey, J., Harold Wilson’s EEC Application: Inside the Foreign Office
1964-67 (Dublin: University College Dublin Press, 2007); Daddow, O. (ed), Harold Wilson and European
Integration: Britain’s Second Application to Join the EEC (London: Frank Cass, 2003); Parr, H., “A Question of
Leadership: July 1966 and Harold Wilson's European Decision”, Contemporary British History, 19:4 (2005),
pp-437-458

** Ludlow, N.P., Dealing with Britain: The Six and the First UK Application to the EEC (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1997), p.10
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Wilkes on the first British application similarly utilises multi-national archival material to add
a new perspective on events.>> Moving away from high politics and diplomacy, party political
studies by the likes of N.J. Crowson and Roger Broad have developed the scope of the field
by assessing the responses of the Labour and Conservative parties to the evolving issue of
European integration.”® Rather than analysing the importance of domestic constraints and
pressures on governmental policy, these works trace the development of party policy and the
relationship between party machinery and supporters in order to better the external factors on
policy formulation. Assessing the European issue through the framework of political parties
makes the role of public opinion and electoral advantage more prominent factors in these
studies, with the views of party committees to constituency associations evaluated as
constraints on party (or, when in power, government) policy. Anthony Forster describes this
development as a shift from a ‘behaviouralist’ school focused on ‘the importance of
leadership behaviour’ to a ‘party’ school which focuses on the intra-party responses to
European integration and an ‘institutionalist’ school which accounts for the adversarial two-

party system in the formulation of European policy.”

However, while the step beyond the National Archives has been a welcome
development, there remains an absence of studies taking into account the mobilisation of
public opinion outside of a party political support base. The difficulty in finding reliable
source material to support the study of public responses to European integration has been a

primary reason for this. Recent works by Mathias Haeussler and Robert Dewey have assessed

3 Wilkes, G. (ed), Britain’s Failure to Enter the European Community 1961-63: The Enlargement Negotiations
and Crises in European, Atlantic and Commonwealth Relations (London: Frank Cass, 1997)

** Crowson, N.J., The Conservative Party and European Integration since 1945; Broad, R., Labour’s European
Dilemmas: From Bevin to Blair (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2001)

* Forster, A., Euroscepticism in Contemporary British Politics: Opposition to Europe in the Conservative and
Labour Parties since 1945 (Routledge: London, 2002), pp.3-5
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the formulation of public opinion and the role of the British media in shaping the debate on
Europe, studying what Dewey has labelled the ‘low politics’ of media opinion, pressure
groups and activists.*® However, both of these works are restricted to the first application for
EEC membership in 1961-63. Contemporary studies from the 1960s and 1970s also shed light
on public opinion towards European integration, but the overall picture remains incomplete,
and weighted towards the period incorporating unsuccessful applications and accession.’’
Studies of pressure groups on the European issue, both contemporary and academic, have so
far also been limited. For the early pro-Market organisations, the failed efforts of the United
Europe Movement appear to have been forgotten in the historiography, while the work of
Richard Mayne and John Pinder on Federal Union has a somewhat hagiographical feel to it.*®
Lord Windlesham’s short analysis of the relationship between the influence of pressure
groups and public opinion on the EEC issue serves as a useful starting point into research into
the early years of the Anti-Common Market League.” Crowson’s article on the League’s
influence on the 1962 South Dorset by-election also sheds light on the group’s activities, but
its emphasis is predominantly on the by-election’s impact on the Conservative Party.* Both

Robert Lieber and Jeremy Moon have attempted more broad analyses of the EEC issue

%% Haeussler, M., “The Popular Press and Ideas of Europe: The Daily Mirror, the Daily Express, and Britain’s
First Application to Join the EEC, 1961-63”, Twentieth Century British History [forthcoming]; Dewey, R.F.J.,
British National Identity and Opposition to Membership of Europe, 1961-63: The Anti-Marketeers (Manchester:
Manchester University Press, 2009), p.3. For a more contemporary study in the field of political science, see
Carey, S. and Burton, J., “Research Note: The Influence of the Press in Shaping Public Opinion towards the
European Union in Britain”, Political Studies, 52 (2004), pp.623-640

37 Lieber, R.J., British Politics and European Unity: Parties, Elites and Pressure Groups (Berkeley: University
of California Press, 1970); Lieber, R.J., “Interest Groups and Political Integration: British Entry into Europe”,
The American Political Science Review, 66:1 (1972); Jowell, R. and Hoinville, G., Britain into Europe: Public
Opinion and the EEC, 1961-75 (London: SCPR, 1976)

¥ Mayne, R. and Pinder, J., Federal Union: The Pioneers: A History of Federal Union (Basingstoke: Macmillan,
1990)

3% Windlesham, Communication and Political Power)

* Crowson, N.J., “Lord Hinchingbrooke, Europe and the November 1962 South Dorset By-election”,
Contemporary British History, 17:4 (2003), pp.43-64. However, Crowson does include more detailed analysis of
the Anti-Common Market League within The Conservative Party and European Integration since 1945.
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encompassing the responses of governments, parties and pressure groups and tracing the
trends of public opinion.*’ However, their studies of promotional pressure groups
campaigning for or against membership are brief, and outweighed by their attention to
sectional pressure groups and trade unions. Similarly, Uwe Kitzinger’s study of pro- and anti-
Market campaigns is useful but also brief and dated, with access to only promotional material
and financial records.”” While the influence of sectional pressure groups continues to be
examined, studies of groups and movements directing their efforts towards the public,
particularly those using the internal records of the groups in question, remains limited.* This
thesis assesses the aims, opinions, composition and strategies of these organisations that

operated between spheres — on the fringes of politics and seeking to mobilise public opinion.

In terms of analysing the anti-Market organisation, this thesis also heeds Dewey’s call
to trace ‘[t]he lines of descent from the anti-Marketeers to the Eurosceptics’.** The growth in
the study of Euroscepticism, both within British politics and as a more widespread
phenomenon, is another way in which the academic debate on Britain and European
integration has moved beyond the analysis of governmental policy. Two different approaches
to the subject of Euroscepticism can be observed, a historical cultural approach and a

structural institutionalist approach, which would appear to fall along the aforementioned

blurred lines of contemporary history and political science respectively. * The former, in line

! Lieber, British Politics and European Unity; Moon, J., European Integration in British Politics 1950-63: A
Study of Issue Change (Aldershot: Gower, 1985)

* Kitzinger, Diplomacy and Persuasion

3 Bromund, T., “Whitehall, the National Farmers’ Union, and Plan G, 1956-57", Contemporary British History,
15:2 (2001), pp.76-97; Rollings, N., “British Industry and European Integration 1961-73: From first application
to final membership”, Business and Economic History, 27:2 (1998), pp.444-454

* Dewey, British National Identity and Opposition to Membership of Europe, 1961-63, p.221

# Simon Usherwood noted these two trends, and attested that the institutionalist approach had been overlooked —
Usherwood, S., “Opposition to the European Union in the UK: The dilemma of public opinion and party
management”, Government and Opposition, 37:2 (2002), pp.211-230, p.212
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with many of the governmental analyses, attributes British reluctance towards European
integration to historical notions of exceptionalism, while the institutionalist approach studies
the production of Eurosceptic groupings as a result of the British electoral system and
political party management. Chris Gifford, from the cultural perspective, has argued that
rather than being ‘the politics of opposition’ found on the extremities of the political
spectrum, ‘Euroscepticism is intermeshed with the politics of the mainstream’.*® The populist
themes of exceptional national identity and political culture, Gifford claims, transcended the
party system in a context of post-imperial decline and uncertainty, and Eurosceptic discourse
has thus capitalised on these emotive cultural myths of ‘British “otherness” from Europe’.*’ In
addition, Menno Spiering, using the example of opposition to metrication in the late twentieth
century, has demonstrated how perceptions of national history and culture, and Eric
Hobsbawm’s notion of the ‘invention of tradition’, have underlined British opposition to
European integration.*® Richard Weight, in his analysis of British post-war national identity,
has similarly attributed British reluctance to engage with European integration to enduring
historical and cultural attributes within a paradoxically fading notion of “Britishness”.*
However, in spite of the centrality of emotiveness and populism to this approach, popular

campaigns and non-party organisations that appealed broadly but directly to the public have

been overlooked in favour of a more generalised study of the Eurosceptic mentalité.

% Gifford, C., “The rise of post-imperial populism in the UK: The case of right-wing Euroscepticism in Britain”,
European Journal of Political Research, 45 (2006), pp.851-869, p854

7 Gifford, C., The Making of Eurosceptic Britain: Identity and economy in a post-imperial state (Aldershot:
Ashgate, 2008), p.132

* Spiering, M., “The Imperial System of Weights and Measures: Traditional, superior and banned by Europe?”,
Contemporary British History, 15:4 (2001), pp.111-128; Hobsbawm, E. and Ranger, T. (eds), The Invention of
Tradition (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983)

* Weight, R., Patriots: National identity in Britain, 1940-2000 (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 2002)
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The institutionalist approach deals more directly with the organisational forms which
such Eurosceptic opinion has assumed. Simon Usherwood has argued that this approach has
been overlooked and that ‘there has been comparatively little research into the mechanisms
and processes behind the mobilisation of [the] movement’ of Eurosceptic forces.® The
institutionalist school has developed from Paul Taggart’s comparative analysis of
Euroscepticism in Western Europe, which claimed that single-issue political parties
strategically used Euroscepticism as a ‘touchstone of dissent’ to distance themselves from
established centrist parties. Although the Conservative Party’s subsequent drift towards a
more Eurosceptic position has demonstrated that such opinion within established parties can
become more than merely factional, the article’s assertion that ‘the institutional context is
vital for understanding Euroscepticism’ has remained influential.’’ Mark Aspinwall has
developed this approach by demonstrating how Britain’s first-past-the-post electoral system
and the necessity of party management leads to governing parties being forced to
accommodate Eurosceptic backbenchers, rather than the more centrist powersharing produced
under systems of proportional representation. In British politics, therefore, parties and
governments adopt more cautious and reluctant policies as Euroscepticism is channelled in a
more ‘anti-centrist’ way.”> Usherwood’s approach differs from Aspinwall’s model in that
while Aspinwall focuses on the accommodation of Eurosceptic MPs through the formulation
of European policies intended to preserve party unity, Usherwood looks at the externalisation

of Eurosceptic opinion. Usherwood argues that as British political parties produce

30 Usherwood, S., “Proximate Factors in the Mobilization of Anti-EU Groups in France and the UK: The
European Union as first-order politics”, European Integration, 29:1 (2007), pp.3-21, p.4

>! Taggart, P., “A Touchstone of Dissent: Euroscepticism in contemporary Western European party systems”,
European Journal of Political Research, 33 (1998), pp.363-388, p.388

>* Aspinwall, M., “Structuring Europe: Powersharing institutions and British preferences on European
integration”, Political Studies, 48 (2000), pp.415-442
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compromise policies so as to maintain party unity and avoid alienating an indifferent public,
Eurosceptic (and, arguably, pro-European) elements work with non-party groups and
organisations more in line with their opinions.” Usherwood claims that it is often a
constitutional or policy event within the European community, to which the established
parties cannot respond effectively, that acts as the catalyst for the formation of such

. . 4
organlsatlons.5

While it is true that the 1961 announcement of application for British EEC
membership was the catalyst for the foundation of a number of anti-Market organisations,
they were formed by concerned people on the political fringes and from middle class
professions rather than by MPs. This represents a problem with analyses of externalisation, in
that they remain Westminster-centric in focusing on party management rather than the
analysing the non-party organisations themselves, or attributing them with a proportional
amount of agency. These organisations often approached MPs and politicians, in the hope of
attaining political influence or ensuring political balance at their helm. This thesis will
therefore seek a middle ground between historical cultural and institutional approaches, in
both assessing the use of emotive and populist issues within the anti-Market argument, and

their fluctuating position toward and away from institutional politics.

Despite being an issue which has polarised public opinion over the past few decades,
popular movements campaigning for or against membership of the EEC and EU — along with

their aims, activities, rhetoric and their engagement with the public — have not been subject to

>3 Usherwood, “Opposition to the European Union in the UK: The dilemma of public opinion and party
management”

>* Usherwood, “Proximate Factors in the Mobilization of Anti-EU Groups in France and the UK: The European
Union as first-order politics”
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in-depth historical analysis. Top-down approaches to the subject of Britain and European
integration, and to Euroscepticism, have led to what Dewey calls ‘an incomplete appraisal of
attitudes and indirect influences’.”> Usherwood’s analysis of these organisations works as a
useful starting point. In looking at the process leading to the formation of groups ‘outside the
set of formal institutions’ at Westminster, Usherwood stakes a claim for the importance of
these non-party groups by highlighting their ideological freedom and their public-oriented
strategies.”® Far from being an issue interpreted and discussed in elitist circles, much of the
debating and manoeuvring on the European issue has taken place on the fringes of the
Westminster machinery, from political party factions to public campaigns and membership
organisations to think-tanks and research bodies. The composition of these non-party or cross-
party organisations that ‘bring together elements of political parties and the general public’
corresponds with their position in the middle-ground between parliamentary politics and
public activism.”” The increasing influence of non-party anti-EU organisations after the
Maastricht Treaty in 1992 led Usherwood to conclude that ‘we must look beyond pure party
politics, to the wider field of civil society and the role of non-party groups’ for a complete
picture of the EU membership debate.”® However, while concentrating on the conditions
which engender the creation of such organisations, Usherwood’s analysis of the organisations
themselves is necessarily a ‘brief overview’.” The aforementioned divide between

contemporary history and political science is again a factor in this, as the focus on structural

and institutional factors prevails over archival evidence.

% Dewey, British National Identity and Opposition to Membership of Europe, 1961-63, p.5

36 Usherwood, “Opposition to the European Union in the UK: The dilemma of public opinion and party
management”, p.222

7 Ibid., p.222

% Ibid., p.230

> Usherwood, “Opposition to the European Union in the UK: The dilemma of public opinion and party
management”, p.226
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A lengthier analysis of Eurosceptic mobilisation by Anthony Forster seeks to bridge
this divide by looking more closely at the history of these fringe organisations through the
framework of political science, by looking at their activities during ‘the key events in British
policy towards the European integration project’, which acted as structural-institutional ‘set-
piece opportunities’ to mobilise.®® Similarly to Usherwood, Forster bemoans the lack of study
of British Eurosceptic groups within the historiography of Britain and European integration,
although he criticises the ‘institutionalist’ approach along with governmental and party
analyses as being insufficient. Eurosceptic groups are ‘often treated as of tangential interest’,
he argues, and the evolving nature of Euroscepticism and the activities and impact of the
organisations have been neglected.’ However, Forster’s work is of a similarly introductory
nature, and its main purpose appears to be as a corrective to works within the field of political
science which perceive Euroscepticism to be a modern phenomenon predominantly affecting
the Conservative Party from the ratification of the Maastricht Treaty onwards. Furthermore,
despite detailing the development of non-party groupings within which politicians
campaigned against EEC membership, the emphasis as suggested by the book’s title is on the
mobilisation of sceptics from the perspective of Westminster and political parties. In this
assessment, parliamentary activity provided the opportunity for mobilisation and in some
cases the only effective arena for action, meaning that the campaigning activities of non-party

organisations, who sought public support as well as political influence, are often ignored.

The lack of archival source material in both of these works therefore leads to an
incomplete picture of these organisations. While it is true that organisations seeking popular

support for or against European integration were necessarily reactive to events in Westminster

% Forster, Euroscepticism in Contemporary British Politics, p.1, p.7
! Ibid., p.5
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and within the EEC institutions, it is important to assess how they sought to shape the issue,
how they attempted to maintain campaigning when the EEC issue was off the political
agenda, and how their development and their actions were connected with their failure to
attain political or popular support. Given the recent growth in the study of non-governmental
organisations [NGOs], it is surprising that these campaigns on the boundary between politics
and protest have not been looked into. Given that McKay and Hilton state that for ‘any
significant issue of the last sixty years, NGOs will have been involved’, these organisations
campaigning on an often extremely salient political issue have so far largely eluded empirical
study.® It has also often been an emotionally resonant issue with the public. Changing notions
of national identity in post-war Britain were amplified by the prospect of British membership
of the Community, and becoming a part of Europe was perceived by a large proportion of the
public to be an alteration of Britain’s historic course. British membership was therefore
perceived by anti-Marketeers and Eurosceptics to be a threat to British sovereignty and a
historic, fixed notion of national identity and “Britishness”. However, there has been a public
disinterest or lack of knowledge of much of the inner workings of the EEC and EU, and the
constitutional details and intricate consequences of membership. Anti-EEC groups therefore
not only reinforced the image of the EEC as a product of complex bureaucratic artifice
compared with the historic and trusted political systems of Westminster and the
Commonwealth, but they were also some of the primary conveyors of information about EEC
policies and workings. In doing this they filled the aforementioned void left by political

parties who played down the EEC issue to avoid internal rifts and the loss of votes.*® In acting

62 McKay, J. and Hilton, M., “Introduction” in Crowson, N., Hilton, M. and McKay, J. (eds), NGOs in
Contemporary Britain: Non-State Actors in Society and Politics since 1945 (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 2009), p.1
%3 Usherwood, “Opposition to the European Union in the UK: The dilemma of public opinion and party
management”
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as mediators between the EEC and the public, and adopting the role of ‘watchdogs’, these
organisations thus occupy a fascinating position in the wider spectrum of NGO activity.
Usherwood believes the current think-tanks and organisations concerned with European
integration are now ‘much more alert’ than the public and politicians and possess ‘an

. . . . . 64
autonomous capacity to accumulate, evaluate and disseminate information’.

Organisations from the late 1940s to the mid-1980s attempted to fulfil this role, but by
seeking the support of the public as much as the support of opinion-formers, their directions
and tactics were confused. In their failure to attain political influence they were ‘outsider’
groups, despite often holding the same opinion as substantial numbers of MPs. By pursuing
political and mass movement strategies, they utilised both ‘insider’ and ‘outsider’ tactics.®
However, in spite of the steps towards professionalization made by anti-EEC groups in the
1980s, they never truly sought ‘insider’ status. The boundaries of parliamentary and protest
activity are therefore blurred. While some NGOs, such as the Child Poverty Action Group,
were able to balance parliamentary lobbying with high-profile media campaigns and a strong
public presence, organisations on European integration often lacked the dynamic leadership
and the financial backing to successfully campaign in both spheres. The impact of the
Referendum Party in the 1990s, led by the highly visible and extremely wealthy Sir James

Goldsmith, reinforces this point.

% Usherwood, S., “The Shifting Focus of Opposition to the European Union”, Journal of Contemporary
European Research, 9:2 (2013), p.289, pp.290-291
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Sources

This thesis is an organisational study of the initial pro-Market and anti-Market
movements, treating these organisations as valuable and worthwhile areas of historical inquiry
in their own right rather than as the product of externalisation or other political forces. Its
approach therefore moves away from institutional analyses based around political opportunity
structures, which assess the ‘set of constraints and opportunities that encourage or discourage’
mobilisation.®® In assessing the agency and actions of these organisations, within the context
of political developments, it tends towards more of a resource mobilisation approach,
exploring how they mobilised support and their forms of organisation, their aims and their
internal unity. Such an approach therefore looks at more than just a political position but also
assesses in detail the strategic tasks of ‘mobilising supporters, neutralising and/or
transforming mass and elite publics into sympathisers, and achieving change in targets’, and
the potential clashes between these tactics.®” In terms of anti-Market organisations, it seeks to
both elaborate on the study by Dewey and broaden the timeframe of analysis significantly. It
also adopts the same form of detailed organisational analysis adopted by studies of other
NGOs, such as the work by Christopher Moores on the National Council for Civil Liberties,

by Paul Byrne and Jodi Burkett on the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, and by Tom

% Tarrow, S., “National Politics and Collective Action: Recent theory and research in Western Europe and the
United States”, Annual Review of Sociology, 14 (1988), p.429. See also Tarrow, S., Power in Movement
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998); Kitschelt, H.P., “Political Opportunity Structures and Political
Protest: Anti-Nuclear Movements in Four Democracies”, British Journal of Political Science, 16:1 (1986),
pp-57-85;

o7 McCarthy, J. D. and Zald, M. N., “Resource Mobilisation and Social Movements: A partial theory” in Zald,
M. N. and McCarthy, J. D. (eds), Social Movements in an Organisational Society: Collected essays (New Jersey,
USA: New Brunswick, 1987), p.19. See also Jenkins, C., “Resource Mobilisation Theory and the Study of Social
Movements”, Annual Review of Sociology, 9 (1983), pp.527-553
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Buchanan on Amnesty International and other human rights organisations.®® Analysis of the
internal machinations of these organisations reveals divisions between political and public
approaches, which shaped their aims, strategies and composition. These developments framed
the public message presented by the pro- and anti-Market campaigns, as well as the manner in
which they were presented. The thesis therefore seeks to examine the developments
internally, with regards to the often turbulent relationship between committee and rank-and-
file and between politicians and activists, and externally in terms of the shifts between insider
and outsider strategy and the fluctuating distance between these organisations and institutional

politics.

This thesis therefore seeks to be a more empirical and detailed analysis than Forster’s
introductory assessment of mobilisation in key events.”” The organisations in this study are
assessed in the context of changing external circumstances, and how they reacted to the
political context that is thoroughly covered in the historiography by governmental and party
analyses. It is concerned with how they reacted to changes in access to institutional politics,
and how they sought to create and harness public opposition when access to the political
sphere was denied to them. Their reactions to when European integration was a recessed issue

in Britain — in the 1950s for public pro-Market campaigns, and after the failed applications in

% Moores, C., “The Progressive Professionals: The National Council for Civil Liberties and the politics of
activism in the 1960s”, Twentieth Century British History, 20:4 (2009), pp.538-560; Moores, C.M., “From Civil
Liberties to Human Rights?: British Civil Liberties Activism, 1934-1989”, unpublished PhD, University of
Birmingham, 2010; Byrne, P., The Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (London: Croom Helm, 1988); Burkett,
J., “Direct action and the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, 1958-62” in Crowson et al, NGOs in
Contemporary Britain; Burkett, J., “Re-defining British morality: ‘Britishness’ and the Campaign for Nuclear
Disarmament 1958-68", Twentieth Century British History, 21:2 (2010), pp.184-205; Buchanan, T., “‘The Truth
Will Set You Free’: The Making of Amnesty International”, Journal of Contemporary History, 37:4 (2002),
pp-575-597; Buchanan, T., “Amnesty International in crisis, 1966-67", Twentieth Century British History, 15:3
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the 1960s and after the 1975 referendum for anti-Marketeers — revealed fundamental

differences in aims and strategy.

As well as undertaking a more detailed study, this thesis is a more long-term analysis
than those that take a similar approach, such as Dewey and Haeussler.”” By employing this
longitudinal approach that assesses the shifting positions, aims and dynamics of the public
campaigning organisations, recurrent trends become apparent. When faced with unfavourable
circumstances and diminishing resources, organisations were divided as to whether to revive
mass campaigning or seek more direct political influence, revealing a consistent divergence
between committees and grassroots activists. This tension between politicians and
campaigners pulled the organisations in different directions and kept them in a state of flux.
Furthermore, this long-term focus on shifting strategies and issues within the development of
the anti-Market campaign reveals how a number of organisations converged around a
common position and consensus. The desire to appeal to a broad base of support and the
promotion of cross-party issues meant that initial party political concerns converged on
liberalist themes — of the defence of individual democratic rights and promotion of direct
democracy, of free trade and consumerism, and of liberal democratic development and
institutions intrinsic to British national identity. Convergence on these liberal themes led to
portrayal of the issue of EEC membership as an oppositional clash between liberalism and
individualism against state and supranational control and centralisation of power, meaning
that liberalism and anti-establishment rhetoric ran through the heart of the anti-Market

campaign. The long-term approach, attempted briefly by Dewey in his concluding remarks,

" Dewey, British National Identity and Opposition to Membership of Europe, 1961-63; Haeussler, M., “The
Popular Press and Ideas of Europe: The Daily Mirror, the Daily Express, and Britain’s First Application to Join
the EEC, 1961-63”
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combined with an organisational analysis reveals these common themes and difficulties

within popular campaigns on the EEC.

Before discussing the source material used for this thesis, it would be useful to give a
brief overview of the organisations that were active on the subject of European integration in
post-war Britain. The two predominant organisations in support of British involvement in
European integration before the EEC’s creation were Federal Union and the United Europe
Movement. Both were founded in the spectre of conflict, the former in 1938 and the latter in
1947, with aims of uniting Europe along peaceful and political lines. European organisations
with British sections, such as the European League for Economic Cooperation, also formed in
the late 1940s. From these European organisations, the umbrella European Movement formed
with its own United Kingdom Council (UKCEM), including the European League for
Economic Cooperation and the United European Movement. While the United Europe
Movement faded in the 1950s, the UKCEM, along with the Britain in Europe organisation
founded by Federal Union in 1959, became the two most prominent advocates of British

membership of the EEC.

As political opinion gravitated towards EEC entry, pressure groups began to form
against membership in the early 1960s. The three most prominent in this period were the
Anti-Common Market League, the Keep Britain Out campaign, and the Forward Britain
Movement.”" While the latter was no longer active by the mid-1960s, the Anti-Common
Market League and Keep Britain Out remained vocal campaigners against EEC membership

throughout the decade. The umbrella Common Market Safeguards Committee was formed in

! These are the three major pressure groups mentioned in Dewey, British National Identity and Opposition to
Membership of Europe, 1961-63, pp.117-137
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1969, which had close connections with the Anti-Common Market League in terms of both
personnel and, after 1973, its premises.”” Other smaller organisations, including Women
Against the Common Market, the National Common Market Petition Committee and the
Referendum Before Common Market Committee, argued their own particular case against
membership in this period. The National Referendum Campaign was launched in early 1975
to co-ordinate the activities of existing groups within the “No” campaign, including the Anti-
Common Market League, Get Britain Out and the Common Market Safeguards Committee.”
After the referendum defeat, the National Referendum Campaign disbanded and Get Britain
Out ceased activity. However, personnel within the National Referendum Campaign and
Common Market Safeguards Campaign wished to continue campaigning under an umbrella
movement opposing EEC policies and the federalist progression of European integration. The
Safeguard Britain Campaign was therefore formed in early 1976, and remained one of the
most prominent anti-Market pressure groups along with the continuing Anti-Common Market
League. The Safeguard Britain Campaign, in attempts to better define its aims and attract
more supporters, changed its name twice, to the British Anti-Common Market Campaign in

1982 and then to the Campaign for an Independent Britain in 1989.

The organisational approach of this thesis is reflected by the predominance of sources
from the official archival material of these organisations. The majority of the anti-Market
organisations’ sources are held in the Campaign for an Independent Britain collection at the

British Library of Political and Economic Science. This houses the records of the Anti-

72 Both organisations shared an office at 55 Park Lane, London: Minutes of an Executive Committee meeting of
Common Market Safeguards Campaign, 21 February 1973, CIB/1/3, British Library of Political and Economic
Science

7 Keep Britain Out had changed its name to Get Britain Out in 1973 with the commencement of British EEC
membership.
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Common Market League, the Common Market Safeguards Campaign, and the Safeguard
Britain Campaign and British Anti-Common Market Campaign. It also holds records for a
number of smaller organisations such as the National Common Market Petition Council, the
Referendum Before Common Market Committee, the Anti-Dear Food Campaign and various
Labour and Conservative groupings. As the more prominent organisations have only been
analysed briefly, this extensive collection has so far not been investigated, and its importance
in analysing the development of the anti-Market campaign from the 1960s to 1980s is vital.
The British Library of Political and Economic Science also holds the private papers of Lady
Juliet Rhys Williams and Frances Josephy, which together contain records of the wider pro-
Market campaign for the immediate post-war period, including the United Europe Movement
and Federal Union, along with the European League for Economic Co-operation, the

European Movement and the Christian Movement for European Unity.

Of the various minutes of committee meetings, newsletters, correspondence,
pamphlets and propaganda comprised in the Campaign for an Independent Britain collection,
some sources have proved more useful than others. Predominantly, correspondence both
within and between anti-Market organisations has been pivotal to highlighting where on the
political map these organisations were located and where its members and the committees
wanted them to be. Internal correspondence between committee members outlines the
divisions within the organisations over the direction its personnel felt it should be taking.
Most of the internal frustrations are detailed within this correspondence where members were
likely to be more candid about their disillusionment or exasperation about the campaign’s
development than in the minutes of committee meetings. Correspondence from local groups,

as well as collections of records of some local Anti-Common Market League groups, has
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therefore been utilised. However, of equal importance of correspondence amongst committee
members, with more active campaigners advocating a bolder public-oriented strategy and
more political figures fearing the organisations becoming disreputable, or even being
infiltrated by extremists. This correspondence reveals a continual rift between those members

who wanted to mobilise the campaign and those members who wanted to consolidate it.

Publications of these organisations have also been useful in a number of ways. By
adopting a longitudinal approach, the production of either simple leaflets and pamphlets or
more detailed reports and analyses reflected the wider strategy of the campaigns on
integration, and whether populist or political support was sought. Furthermore, analysis of
propaganda has shed light on how the organisations framed the issues of EEC membership,
focusing on cross-party issues to appeal to as broad a support base as possible. However,
while pamphleteering with large print runs was designed to reach a mass audience, there was
a sense that some circulars were preaching to the converted and not disseminating the
message far enough. Nevertheless, circulars and newsletters have been useful beyond their
prioritisation and presentation of certain issues. In maintaining a connection and a dialogue
with members and local groups, these missives were pivotal both in the sense of keeping the
issue prominent and the campaign alive, but also in informing and mobilising grassroots
support. Complaints from local groups about a lack of public campaigning or guidance from
the centre meant that committees needed to keep members interested, occupied and placated.

This material therefore would direct them towards political and public forms of activism.

The lack of local groups’ material for some organisations has been a problem. The
difficulty of locating records for the Keep Britain Out campaign has been problematic in

attempting to investigate their working relationship with the Anti-Common Market League
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and within the Common Market Safeguards Campaign. However, some records have been
located both in the Campaign for an Independent Britain collection and in the private papers
of Hugh Gaitskell at the Special Collections of University College London. The reason for the
lack of comprehensive records for both Keep Britain Out — and for another network of local
groups, the National Council of Anti-Common Market Organisations — may be down to the
lack of professional administration of these organisations. Uwe Kitzinger claimed that Keep
Britain Out ‘did not believe in getting bogged down with card indices of membership and
correspondence’, was organised in a loosely co-ordinated network of ‘autonomous local
action groups’, and had no paid employees until late 1971.”* Therefore, it is unlikely that

detailed records would have been kept, maintained or deposited as archival material.

An ad hoc method of operation may also be the reason for the absence of committee
minutes or formal records for the Anti-Common Market League’s initial few years in the
Campaign for an Independent Britain Collection. However, this gap has been partly filled by
the private papers of Lord Hinchingbrooke, the League’s first and longstanding president,
which contain correspondence with a number of politicians and campaigners, including the
League’s first chairman John Paul. The private papers of Neil Marten — Conservative MP, co-
founder and Vice-Chairman of the Common Market Safeguards Committee and Chairman of
the National Referendum Campaign — also contains a wealth of correspondence and records
of the organisations he was involved in, including some Conservative party groups. This is
complemented by records of the Conservative European Reform Group, a Eurosceptic group
of Conservative MPs founded in 1980, held within the private papers of Margaret Thatcher at

Churchill College, Cambridge. In studying the pro-Market campaigns, the private papers of

™ Kitzinger, Diplomacy and Persuasion, p.246
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Victor Gollancz at Warwick Special Collections contain a number of files of correspondence
and records relating to the United Europe Movement, of which Gollancz was a joint vice-
chairman. Furthermore, gaps within the material on both pro- and anti-Market organisations
are filled by the Britain in Europe since 1945 microfiche collection, which comprises all the
available published material, including pamphlets, reports, and newsletters, of almost all the
organisations in this thesis and numerous other pressure groups concerned with Britain and

European integration.

Thesis outline

This thesis will plug a gap in the historiography on Britain’s relationship with the
European Economic Community by assessing the failed campaigns to inspire passionate
support for, and then popular support against, British membership of a European community.
Its first chapter looks at the often-overlooked United Europe Movement and the more
prominent Federal Union in the late 1940s and early 1950s. While the initial steps towards
European integration, and the opposition of British governments under Clement Attlee and
Winston Churchill, has been the subject of considerable historical analysis, popular opinion
on the issue has been overlooked. Both the United Europe Movement and Federal Union
utilised the rhetoric of pacifism and humanitarianism, and the post-war fervour in some
circles for reconciliation, to present the case for European integration to the public. Large-
scale events and meetings, such as the packed Albert Hall meeting at which the United

Europe Movement was officially founded, showed the resonance that this message carried.

However, both organisations began to fade into obscurity in the 1950s, unable to

influence the decision-making either in Westminster and the Foreign Office, or in the
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meetings at Strasbourg at which the supranational development of the European Economic
Community began to take shape. The United Europe Movement’s preoccupation with a
European community based on cultural bonds and a common European identity — defined in
contrast to the totalitarianism and atheism on the other side of the Iron Curtain — and its
opposition to rigid constitutional integration put it at odds with developments on the
continent. Furthermore, it reflected the British preference for ‘loose association’ and
intergovernmental basis for integration which came to dominate the attitude of British
politicians to European integration for decades, and which is still prevalent today.75 The
chapter demonstrates how both the United Europe Movement and Federal Union attempted to
inspire a groundswell of popular support for European integration, and how ‘federalism’ took
on the characteristics of a ‘movement’ distanced from the more formal lobbying of
government and civil service. Ultimately, however, this distance may have contributed to the
decline of both organisations, and caused them to be usurped by more professional and
technocratic pressure groups concerned with gaining support from government and industry
rather than the public. The economic case carried more weight than the emotional case, and
the subsequent technocratic and elitist nature of pro-EEC groups has failed to truly inspire

popular support for British membership ever since.

Chapter two looks at the formation and activity of groups opposed to British entry into
the EEC between Harold Macmillan’s announcement to the House of Commons in 1961 of

the intention to apply for EEC membership, and the eventual commencement of Britain’s

7 For example, David Cameron’s recent speech on the future of the European Union described it as ‘a family of
democratic nations’ where ‘flexible, willing cooperation of is a much stronger glue than compulsion from the
centre’, and called for ‘a bigger and more significant role for national parliaments’: Speech by David Cameron at
Bloomberg, 23 January 2013, http://www.number10.gov.uk/news/eu-speech-at-bloomberg/, accessed 5 March
2013
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membership in 1973. The organisations which formed in 1961-62 following Macmillan’s
speech — the Anti-Common Market League, the Forward Britain Movement, and the Keep
Britain Out campaign — each had a separate ideological stance. However, despite targeting
different bases of support, these groups were united by disillusionment with party policy and
the failure to take into account the views of grassroots party membership or the general public
on the issue of EEC membership. Frustration with party machinery, party whips and a lack of
intra-party democracy went hand-in-hand with the lack of consultation on British involvement
in European integration. This, combined with the Anti-Common Market League’s jettisoning
of the explicit approach to Conservative Party membership, formed the grounds for a large
non-party campaign against EEC membership. The campaign’s ‘anti-party’ or ‘anti-politics’
character thus formed a substantial part of the movement’s rhetoric and appeal, and remains a
key component of the current anti-EU campaign.’® Whilst party politics and ideology
prevented anti-Market MPs from collaborating effectively, key figures in anti-Market
organisations outside of Westminster began to collaborate more closely, forming more united
umbrella organisations at the end of the turn of the decade such as the Common Market
Safeguards Committee, the National Anti-Common Market Demonstration Committee, and

the National Common Market Petition Committee.

At the heart of these developments in the anti-Market campaign was the desire to
appeal directly to the general public and mobilise a large-scale campaign against entry.
Although often their figures did not reflect it, these organisations were formed with mass

membership in mind, seeking to take the issue to the public through propaganda and

76 Nigel Farage, leader of the United Kingdom Independence Party, recently stated that “a really good non-EU
reason why people are voting for us... [is] because we’re not like the other three [major political parties]... I tell
you, I think the anti-politics thing is quite an important factor’: “This Eurosceptic Isle”, broadcast on BBC Radio
4, 25 February 2013
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pamphleteering, mass petitions and demonstrations. The evocative, non-party issues on which
the campaign focused ran parallel with its populist character, and were utilised to appeal to as
broad a base of support as possible. The issue of sovereignty was portrayed as both a
diminution of the democratic rights of the individual voter as well as a weakening of the
powers of Westminster, and allowed anti-Market organisations to present themselves as
defenders of the public from the developing trend of ‘big government’. Concentration on the
economic aspects of membership were concerned as much with the price and quality of basic
foodstuffs and the introduction of Value Added Tax as it was with more weighty issues such
as balance of payments. Championing the consumer, therefore, allowed the campaign to
appeal across both class and gender lines. That these issues began to take prominence over
other more emotionally resonant issues, regarding patriotism, national identity and the
Commonwealth, shows an increasing complexity within the anti-Market case. In combining
the aim of mass mobilisation with the desire for political legitimacy, the chapter argues that
the anti-Market organisations occupied a unique position between protest and politics, a

middle ground which hampered their ability to work effectively across both spheres of action.

The 1975 referendum on Britain’s EEC membership saw both pro- and anti-EEC
groups refine their arguments put forward to the public in an attempt to mobilise support.
Chapter three assesses the anti-Market movement between the start of Britain’s EEC
membership in 1973 and its campaign in 1975 under the umbrella movement of the National
Referendum Campaign. In its attempt to turn the public against membership, the Campaign
continued to focus on the populist issues of rising prices, decline in choice and quality of
foodstuffs, protection of the poorest sections of society, and other ways in which the average

voter, consumer or family would be affected by continued membership. In both rhetoric and
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organisation, the National Referendum Campaign appeared to be the end product of the anti-
Market movement’s continual progress throughout the 1960s and early 1970s towards a
unified body, representing the popular case against EEC membership across the political
spectrum. However, this narrative passes over the internal divisions within the National
Referendum Campaign, notwithstanding the very public discord between anti-Market MPs
such as Tony Benn and Enoch Powell which has already been covered at length. The
composition of the National Referendum Campaign was in fact a fragmented unity between
the more professionalised and politicised Common Market Safeguards Campaign at the helm

of the organisation, and the more militant, anti-establishment organisations on the periphery.

Once again, the anti-Market movement was unable to bridge the political and public
spheres and found itself operation within a thankless middle ground. The National
Referendum Campaign committee was preoccupied with seeking the support of
parliamentarians and exhibiting political legitimacy, in order to obtain positive media
coverage and to win the support of moderate or undecided voters. The Common Market
Safeguards Campaign, utilising the political influence and accommodating personalities of
Douglas Jay and Neil Marten, therefore emerged as the most influential of the constituent
organisations. By contrast, groups such as Get Britain Out and the National Council of Anti-
Common Market Organisations were viewed as more politically extremist with eccentric,
demagogue leadership. The “anti-political” character of these groups, who tended to
concentrate more on local grassroots mobilisation, was seen as being potentially alienating to
moderate support and embarrassing to the wider campaign. The clash between political and

public, national and local, and respectability and populism, demonstrates once more the
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uneasy position which the anti-Market campaign occupied, and the divisions over direction

which have plagued the campaign throughout its history.

Chapter four continues to assess the actions of the anti-Market campaign between the
referendum defeat and the 1986 Single European Act, a period in which for the majority of
the population the question of EEC membership was something of a lapsed issue. As such, the
study of anti-EEC organisations beyond the Westminster sphere in this period has thus far
been largely neglected. Yet the ongoing development of the campaign, largely outside of the
public eye, reveals the same clashes over the campaign’s aims, composition and rhetoric that
would trouble it during its more prominent periods. The campaign would again fail to either
inspire mass mobilisation against EEC membership or to become an influential body in the
political debate on the issue, predominantly because its personnel could never agree along
which of these routes it wanted the campaign to proceed. The formation of the Safeguard
Britain Campaign from the ashes of the National Referendum Campaign represented
something of a victory for the “political” side of the fractured anti-Market movement, while
also continuing the aim of a popular movement seeking to influence public opinion over EEC
membership and attempting to keep the issue alive. However, as the debate over Britain’s
EEC membership developed in the late 1970s and 1980s, the campaign’s character fluctuated
in its attempts to adapt and maintain relevance. Whereas the “Safeguard” title had initially
proven to be a safe, moderate label to attract varying levels of scepticism in the post-
referendum period, hardliners within the organisation campaigned for a title that reflected the
ultimate goal of EEC withdrawal. The name change to the British Anti-Common Market
Campaign in 1982, however, alienated the political support which had been central to its

“Safeguard” predecessor, and appears particularly misguided when party political groups such
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as the Conservative European Reform Group aimed to work within the framework of
scepticism at this time. The tensions between the “political” and “mass movement”
approaches are also evident in the attempts of the campaign’s committee to professionalise
and develop into a think-tank. The committee sought to gain “insider” status for the campaign
through focusing on research dissemination and the expertise of a small number of highly
knowledgeable individuals. This shift away from a mass movement strategy ostracised local
groups and grassroots supporters, and disappointed figures within the campaign who sought a
renewed propaganda drive to capitalise upon widespread scepticism and hostility towards the
EEC. As with the referendum campaign, divisions over the nature of the campaign stifled its
development and prevented it from gaining mass support. In this case, the political approach
failed to connect with the general public, and the hardline message of withdrawal alienated
moderate support, ensuring that the anti-Market movement would remain on the fringes of

political debate.

The thesis ends with the signing of the Single European Act in 1986 for a number of
reasons. Primarily, this event represents a clear demarcation between two distinct periods of
the anti-Market movement. The Single European Act put the issue of the EEC firmly back on
the British political agenda, and dissatisfaction with aspects of the treaty and with the
direction of the EEC’s development culminated in Margaret Thatcher’s “Bruges Speech” of
1988. This speech represented the adoption of Euroscepticism into the British political
mainstream, and resulted in the creation of an ‘alphabet soup’ of Eurosceptic and anti-Market
organisations in the late 1980s and early 1990s, formed both within and on the periphery of

British politics.”” While anti-Market organisations from the timeframe of this thesis — such as

77 “This Eurosceptic Isle”, broadcast on BBC Radio 4, 25 February 2013
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the anti-Common Market League and the Campaign for Independent Britain (previously the
British Anti-Common Market Campaign and Safeguard Britain Campaign) — continued to
exist, their memberships and operations were increasingly diminished. Just as the public
campaigns in favour of European integration were outmuscled by more closed-off,
technocratic organisations in the 1950s, Eurosceptic think-tanks and organisations staffed by
political figures dominated the anti-Market campaign after the Bruges Speech. This political
“second wave” of Eurosceptic mobilisation has already been assessed in the work of Simon
Usherwood, and the decreasing presence of archival material for the late 1980s and 1990s
justifies a political scientific approach.”® As a result, this thesis is intended to fill the historical

gap and operate alongside these works on post-Bruges organisations.

The anti-Market movement had political aspirations but lacked the support of political
heavyweights or MPs with the influence or credibility to transform anti-Market organisations
from fringe groups into established political movements. Furthermore, attempts to appeal to a
broader political support base by diluting the anti-Market message and embracing a more
moderate stance of scepticism were thwarted by the continual presence of hardline anti-
Marketeers who failed to hide their ultimate aim of EEC withdrawal. While rhetoric in
Westminster seemed to shift from outright hostility to more qualified Euroscepticism, these
hardliners were not satisfied with piecemeal gains or safeguards, and alienated potential
political support, particularly from the Conservative Party. They belonged more to the
‘populist’ camp within the anti-Market movement, believing that the anti-Market message, if

presented with enough force, would inspire a nationwide revolt against EEC membership.

78 Usherwood, S., “Beyond Party Politics: Opposition to the European Union in France and the UK, 1985-1999”,
unpublished PhD, London School of Economics, 2004; Usherwood, “Opposition to the European Union in the
UK: The dilemma of public opinion and party management”
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However, just as the ‘political’ camp lacked the support of a political heavyweight to
spearhead a prominent campaign, the ‘populist’ camp lacked a charismatic figure, either
drawn from within or outside of the Westminster sphere, to lead the popular national
groundswell of support it sought. While political realists sought ways to keep the campaign
alive whilst the issue of EEC membership disappeared and re-appeared from the political
agenda, mobilisers and figures more closely connected with local grassroots groups felt
increasingly betrayed by Westminster politicians and sought to maintain a public campaign on
their own terms — campaigning against British membership, and then towards British
withdrawal at the earliest possible opportunity. Its inability to effectively unite these two
different approaches, or to establish an effective organisational framework that connected
grassroots campaigners with political figures on committees, lay at the heart of the anti-

Market movement’s failure.
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CHAPTER ONE: ‘KEEPERS OF THE GRAIL’? PRO-EUROPEAN INTEGRATION
PRESSURE GROUPS IN BRITAIN, 1945-1961'

Britain’s post-war policy towards European integration and the European community
is often seen as a high political and elitist concern. This is particularly applicable for the years
preceding Britain’s first application to join the EEC in 1961. That the Community’s gradual
formation and its inception in 1957 were serious foreign policy issues for governments,
statesmen and cabinets to discuss and decide cannot be refuted. As such, the decision of the
Labour government of Clement Attlee not to join the European Coal and Steel Community in
1950, and the decisions of the Conservative governments of Winston Churchill and Anthony
Eden to remain outside of the European integration process, have attracted the interest of high
political and international relations historians for decades. Interpretation of the issue has thus
undergone the familiar processes of revisionism and counter-revisionism — from the initial
political and journalistic rhetoric of ‘missed opportunities’ to more detailed and sympathetic
assessments of foreign policy decision-making — without ever setting its sights beyond the

confines of the closed world of Westminster and the Foreign Office.’

Attempts to analyse the impact of British pressure groups and movements on
European integration have therefore been limited, with historians preferring to analyse the ins

and outs of the intergovernmental conferences and governmental policy-making that led to the

" On the functional dilemma of ‘mass membership versus pressure group’, a Federal Union committee reiterated
that Federal Union ‘does not exist to carry on purely educational activities, to act as a “Keeper of the Grail” or
guardian of a kind of Toc-H lamp.’: Report of the Committee on Organisation Set-Up by the 1956 Annual
General Meeting of Federal Union [n.d., 1956], JOSEPHY J/2/7, British Library of Political and Economic
Science (BLPES)

? For a historiographical overview of the ‘orthodox’, ‘revisionist’ and ‘counter-revisionist’ schools on Britain
and European integration, see Daddow, Britain and Europe since 1945. For examples of the orthodox approach,
see Camps, Britain and the European Community, 1955-1963 and Camps, “Missing the Boat at Messina and
Other Times?” in Brivati and Jones (eds.), From Reconstruction to Integration. For an example of the revisionist
school, see Melissen and Zeeman “Britain and Western Europe, 1945-51: Opportunities Lost?”
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European Community forming without Britain. As an example of the latter, Peter Hennessy’s
analysis of British attempts to ‘shift minds and inspire hearts’ toward the idea of a united
Europe talks down the early efforts of the European Movement and instead centres on
Attlee’s Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin, ‘the man who counted’, and a Foreign Office
diplomat, Sir Edmund Hall-Patch.’ In his quest for inspirational visionaries, Hennessy looks
for the ‘true direction of British foreign and economic policy... [in] the real world of secret
meetings and diplomatic exchanges’, yet describes the world of Whitehall as ‘passion-free
zones’. Anthony Forster’s essentially party-based analysis of the ‘ebb and flow’ of
Euroscepticism in British politics does account for non-governmental pressure groups, but his
central focus in this period is the mindset of the ‘political establishment’, unwilling to embark
on the European project. Furthermore, Forster fails to acknowledge that several prominent
figures of the political elite were either actively involved in or supporters of those movements

that he is quick to dismiss. He even goes as far as to say that, in this period,

...what little discussion that took place was confined to the political elite, and
internalised within the major political parties at Westminster and key Whitehall
departments, sometimes reaching the floor of the House of Commons, but rarely
aired in the public domain.’

In other cases, European integration movements receive only a passing mention.
Richard Weight, in his study of changing British and Home Nations’ identities, makes
reference to both ‘a small European Movement’ and to Federal Union, initially successful but

dismissed by the Foreign Office as possessing ‘an inebriated optimism’, attempting to instil a

* Hennessy, P., Never Again: Britain 1945-1951 (London: Vintage, 1993), p.363, p.359, pp.362-3
* Ibid., pp.359-60, p.363
> Forster, Euroscepticism in Contemporary British Politics, p.10
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sense of Europeanism into the hearts of the British populace.® Other studies have attributed
more importance to British pressure groups, protest movements and social movements, but
have been more selective in doing so. Adam Lent’s study of post-war social movements in
Britain tends to focus on leftist grassroots movements, and gives a particular emphasis to
those more radical social and political movements of the 1960s and 1970s that ‘effectively
sidelined’ the more ‘hierarchical, elitist pressure groups’ of the 1940s and 1950s that used
conventional tactics to facilitate ‘piecemeal legislative change’.” While it must be
acknowledged that the pro-European campaign was prone to a stuffy elitism, the aspiration of
some of the European pressure groups to engage with the public and aim for mass

mobilisation shows a certain distance from the realm of high politics, or what Lent calls

‘dining with MPs’.®

This chapter will therefore look at two movements which, by seeking to engage with
the public in campaigning for European integration, linked the spheres of politics and socio-
political activism in the late 1940s and 1950s — the United Europe Movement (UEM) and
Federal Union (FU). By combining mass mobilisation, education and opinion-forming, these
movements retained a social dimension, and endeavoured to bring the issue of European unity
into the public sphere. As such, they attempted to act more like political or social movements
than pressure groups, and therefore can no longer be overlooked or dismissed as mere elitists
by political historians. Rather, their attempts to inspire the public through a positive message

of pacifism and religious and cultural unity utilised a humanistic rhetoric, which grassroots

S Weight, Patriots, p.177, pp.102-3. It should also be mentioned that Weight also makes light of the impact of
one of Britain’s more prominent post-war pressure groups, the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, highlighting
its modest membership figures and claiming ‘there is no evidence that it had any effect on... British public
opinion’: p.289.

" Lent, A., British Social Movements since 1945: Sex, Colour, Peace and Power (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2001),

p.4
® Ibid., p.9
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supporters could crusade for and build a basis of mass public support. FU’s persistent focus
on grassroots campaigning, public membership and social dimension, even after much
internal soul-searching and institutional professionalization, demonstrates that it does not

easily fit Lent’s pre-1960s model of conservative, institutionally-based organisations.

This chapter will first analyse the origins, aims and politics of both FU and the UEM.
FU’s pacifist rhetoric, proposing political federation as the means to prevent war, placed it
within a network of movements for moral causes and humanitarian issues. However, its
idealism and its radical agenda led to limited, left-liberal support, and made it too much of an
“outsider” organisation lacking in political weight. If FU was too distant from the political
sphere, however, UEM was arguably too close to it. It aimed to promote a sense of cultural
Europeanism and a common European identity and shared European history, yet defining this
along religious lines led to accusations of UEM being anti-Soviet, and its image as a

Conservative organisation prevented it from amassing widespread support.

The chapter will then analyse the tactics and organisational structures of both
organisations. Both organisations targeted the general public directly and sought to be mass
movements rather than closed pressure groups. FU’s focus on grassroots activity and its
structure of local branches gave the organisation a strong social dimension, and it perceived
increasing membership to be crucial to its development. However, the radical aims and active
branch work of FU reinforced its image as a small group of idealistic devotees, rather than the
“cheap participation” or “mail order” membership of other campaigning organisations.’

UEM’s propaganda also directly targeted the general public, but it failed to develop its

? Jordan, G. and Maloney, W., The Protest Business: Mobilizing campaign groups (Manchester: Manchester
University Press, 1997)

43



membership due to both a lack of a proper constitution or organisational structure, and a sense

of elitism or snobbery from its more prominent members.

The final section will show how both campaigns struggled to adapt to the new political
climate of the 1950s, with FU stagnating and UEM declining into insignificance. A
combination of dwindling funds, a reinforcement of internationalist tendencies, and public
suspicion or lack of knowledge of federalism hindered the development of popular support for
European unity. FU was subject to internal debate over the nature of the organisation and its
future development, but proposals to transform FU into a study group were dismissed in
favour of balancing a renewed membership drive with targeting opinion formers. UEM,
however, disintegrated as its leading members joined the Conservative government or were

absorbed into other pressure groups.

These more influential groups of the mid-to-late 1950s — including the European
League for Economic Co-operation (ELEC), Britain in Europe (BiE), Political and Economic
Planning (PEP), and the United Kingdom Council of the European Movement (UKCEM) —
belonged to a very different sphere, however. Concerned more with economics and industry,
they prided themselves on expertise rather than public support, and concentrated more on
influencing government and business than launching a popular crusade. The failure of the
forgotten public campaigns of FU and UEM was thus a turning point in the issue of European
integration in Britain, as the discourse became technocratic and the public became more
detached from the issue. While Eurosceptics would later bemoan the lack of a public mandate
for Britain’s entry into the European Community, the moment in the late 1940s when FU and

UEM sought to popularise European integration on a simple, cross-party basis represents the
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nearest to popular enthusiasm from the bottom up for integration that Britain saw in the post-

war period.

The origins, aims and politics of Federal Union

Federal Union was founded in September 1938 during the crises that led to the
Munich agreement, as the League of Nations and traditional political diplomacy were both
failing to prevent the escalation of conflict in Europe. Seeking ‘to promote supranational
government as the only method of abolishing war’, it had a particularly strong pacifist
dimension.'® While its ultimate aim was world government, FU saw supranational integration
of Europe as essential to preventing the sort of discord on the continent that had twice led to
global conflict in the first half of the twentieth century. Its pacifist ideals and focus on peace
aims thus made it an attractive organisation to those of a liberal, pacifist disposition.
However, as this section will demonstrate, FU’s more radical and idealistic aspects and its
own perception as a moral protest movement, both limited its left-liberal support base and left
it as too much of an “outsider” organisation, caught between mass support and political
influence and bereft of both. This section will first analyse its pacifist and religious,
Nonconformist rhetoric and support that placed FU within a wider network of humanitarian
and moralistic campaigning organisations, before demonstrating how its development as a
protest movement with a radical yet lofty agenda limited its support to middle class left-

liberals and left it on the fringes of politics.

FU’s pacifist nature meant it found its support increased during times of conflict or

heightened international tension, and that a political atmosphere of ‘peace kites being flown in

' Draft resolution no. 1, enclosed with letter from J. Keith Killby to Frances L. Josephy, 30 November 1950,
JOSEPHY J/1/14, BLPES; “Federal Union: 217, 1959, 1 MX 190-204, Federal Union in Britain and Europe
since 1945 microfiche collection, Harvester Primary Social Sources
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all directions’ was ‘unfavourable’ to the organisation.'' Its membership rose from two
thousand in July 1939 and peaked after the outbreak of the Second World War, having risen
‘at the rate of 200 members a week’ in the early stages to a membership of ten thousand in
over 200 branches by 1940.'> Membership fell back to its pre-war figure of less than two
thousand in 1946, but began to rise again slightly in the late 1940s, as the issue of integration
resurfaced and as the Cold War began to descend on Europe.” With FU reporting in
November 1947 that the number of new members was five times the monthly average intake
for the past year, and with new branches being established, the combination of peace and an
uncertain international future clearly presented FU with an opportunity to press for

integration.

Attlee’s call for Europe to ‘federate or perish’ took on greater significance after the
war with the threat of atomic warfare. FU used the development of nuclear weapons to
increase its call for a stronger political and diplomatic system across Europe. FU claimed that
while the continent had ‘entered the age of the aircraft, rocket, and atom’ in terms of arms, it
was, politically, still in ‘the steam age’, while some areas had ‘sunk back into the mail-coach
age’.'* Thus, European federation was proposed as the solution to international anarchy, and
to ensure the prevention of diplomatic disputes and nuclear conflict. However, just as FU
benefited from international tension in proposing a system for lasting peace, it similarly had
to find the right balance between presenting federalism as ‘an immediate palliative and an

ultimate remedy’ for the nuclear threat, and portraying a bleak international outlook in which

" Memorandum from B.D. Barton to Executive Committee members [n.d., 1954], JOSEPHY J/2/6, BLPES

'2 Mayne and Pinder, Federal Union: The Pioneers, p.15; “Background Information 1938-1947" [n.d.],
JOSEPHY J/1/4, BLPES; Young, H., This Blessed Plot, p.15

"> Mayne and Pinder, p.50. Despite the increase in membership, Federal Union still lamented the low figure of ‘a
mere 3,000 people’: “Federal Union and the Future — An Opinion”, R. Stevens, 7 October 1948, JOSEPHY
J/2/5, BLPES

' “Union: Now or Never” by “A Student of Europe”, 18 January 1948, The Observer
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the need for this federalist solution appeared urgent.'”> The nuclear issue thus formed a central
part of FU’s message to the public, as the urgency of the issue and the ‘effect of shock tactics’

(113

allowed them to argue for international co-operation on a ‘“clean slate” basis’, allowing for
the ‘easier mobilisation of the forces of idealism in favour of a completely fresh approach.”*

FU proposed in the initial post-war period that it

...does not fail to maximise atomic bomb potentialities, so ideal for its
propaganda purposes, and that it does its utmost to draw public attention to itself
by justifiably posing as the only organisation with an effective answer to this
latest weapon..."’

Much of FU’s support consequently came from pacifists such as disillusioned former
members of the League of Nations Union (LNU). The failure of the League of Nations, an
international system in the inter-war period based on ‘national self-determination’, led to FU
attracting support from the LNU’s rank-and-file who became more receptive to the federalist
argument in the late 1930s and early 1940s.'® One of the leading figures in FU described her
conversion from being a passionate LNU supporter as occurring when the League ‘began to
look somewhat like an Anglo-French alliance, and we all had to start thinking again.”'’ FU
also sought in the months following the end of the Second World War to co-operate with
pacifist organisations such as the National Peace Council and the International Friendship
League in order to organise mass meetings and potentially attract support. It also shared

prominent members and supporters with the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (CND),
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such as MP Victor Gollancz, Canon John Collins and Bertrand Russell. In 1960, FU members
who were taking part in the Aldermaston March organised by CND distributed FU leaflets to
fellow ‘Aldermarchers’ who may have been attracted to their pacifist federal message.”’ The
following year, FU member John Bowyer distributed the pamphlet Love Not War to the
marchers, keen to demonstrate the institutional solution to the threat of nuclear war.?! While
in the past LNU supporters had been unsure over questions of disarmament and political,
economic or military sanctions, FU advocated a purer form of pacifism based on federal
rather than intergovernmental institutional solutions. It therefore sought to portray a situation
where ‘[t]hose who want peace no longer prepare for war — they prepare for federal

government’.”

Many of FU’s more prominent supporters and members also came from a religious
background, as it drew support from the Anglican and Free Churches in the same way that the
LNU had done before the Second World War.> In 1939, William Temple, the Archbishop of
York, joined FU, and lauded its ‘staggeringly effective appeal to the British mind’.** Tt
appealed to the minds of Christian leaders because, according to Temple, its rhetoric of
‘mutual interdependence’ and ‘brotherhood’ was in line with the Christian spirit.>> The
religious influence behind FU’s pacifistic, humanistic and humanitarian rhetoric can be seen

3

from the motion tabled in the House of Commons by Labour MP Gordon Lang, ‘a
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Nonconformist minister with a reputation as a speaker for being able to move audiences’.?

The motion’s long-term policy ‘to create a democratic federation of Europe’ called for the
inclusion of a constitution ‘based on the principles of common citizenship, political freedom,
and representative government’, with an additional charter for human rights.”’ It was in this
manner that Christian principles and liberal democratic, humanitarian politics combined
within FU’s rhetoric. FU therefore placed Christianity at the centre of the campaign to unite

Europe along democratic lines, declaring that

Religion certainly has a vital part to play in bringing peace to the world. It is true

that no amount of political machinery alone will solve the problem of war. [...]

Religion and politics must combine if the great evils in the world are to be

eradicated. Federal Union is one of the ways of putting Christ’s second
commandment in practice.*®

FU in fact formed part of a network of moral movements and pressure groups in the

immediate post-war period, that sought to gain enough popular momentum and public support

to achieve their humanitarian goals without primarily campaigning through the parliamentary

political system. FU members and sympathisers such as Gollancz, Sir William Beveridge and

Conservative MP Robert Boothby also became involved in the humanitarian campaign for

aid, reconstruction and help with the refugee problem in Europe after World War Two. Of the

Save Europe Now (SEN) campaign, Matthew Frank writes that ‘[m]oral-idealistic arguments

for taking action [were] informed by Christian, liberal humanist or socialist notions of a

brotherhood of man...”** Much the same, but with more long-term aims, can be said of the
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federalist campaign, aiming for supranational European unity to lead to a ‘good and just
society based on co-operative ideals’ and a ‘peaceful and democratic world’.*® By defining
Europe along general principles of liberty and federalism, FU therefore presented European
integration as the solution which would give man ‘the chance to develop his personality and

fulfil his high destiny’, and inspire the ‘highest and most creative energies in man’.’'

It was due to these far-reaching humanistic aims that FU was criticised as being highly
idealistic by other pressure groups. By 1957, Lady Juliet Rhys-Williams, a founding member
of the UEM who had by this point become sceptical about the form the European Community
had taken, was accusing FU of ‘wishful thinking’, and that their moral crusade had ‘taken on
the character of a religion’ by ‘earnest people, who... have discarded their old faith in favour
of a humanistic atheism...”.*> While FU’s religious influences above challenge the accusations
of atheism, its focus on pacifism and humanitarianism would prove problematic. Coupland
claims that FU’s first official statement of policy, calling for a ‘federation of free peoples’ to
secure ‘peace, based on economic security and civil rights for all’, was open enough for FU to
be ‘ideologically heterogeneous’.*®> But politically, its concentration on humanitarian and
human rights issues, combined with its commitment to a pooling of some national
sovereignty, meant that FU attracted most of its support from a progressive left-liberal strand

of politics, despite its cross-party or non-party aspirations. This is evident in the account of
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one Mass-Observation diarist who noted at a meeting that FU did not favour capitalism or

socialism, but was more concerned with human rights and “liberty for the individual.”**

FU found support in the political sphere from Gollancz, activist Labour MP and
founder of the Left Book Club, Ronald Mackay, a Labour MP devoted to federalism, Lord
Beveridge, creator of the welfare state in Britain, and other MPs from the Labour and Liberal
parties.”” These political figures, along with liberal supporters outside of Westminster such as
Russell, H.G. Wells and Barbara Wootton, reinforced the perception that FU’s strands of
humanitarianism, internationalism and progressive politics attracted those of a left-liberal
disposition. Wootton may have claimed that federation was a non-political concept, and a
‘neutral instrument’, but her own style of internationalist, democratic socialist, welfarist
politics both won FU many of its early adherents, and typified the politics of FU members.*°
Yet despite the presence of political figures, many of FU’s members were described as highly
idealistic ‘disciples’ of Wells and Russell, and ‘woolly-minded’, ‘crankish’ and ‘politically
vague’ by Mayne and Pinder. The combination of political figures and idealistic “crusading”
membership demonstrates that FU should be seen more as a protest movement than a
movement with serious aims in institutional politics.’’ In many ways, FU sought to portray
itself as different to the more traditional pressure groups that operated in the ‘conservative’
political atmosphere that Lent claims was symbolic of the early post-war era.”® Rather than

lobbying government with research data like other pressure groups, FU sought to build
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momentum and influence public opinion in order to precipitate action. In the words of one

report,

An organisation devoted primarily to publications and research has a proportion
of pressure work to do but by its very nature is already more akin to a pressure or
‘respectable’ group than is a membership body of the Federal Union type. *°

FU therefore attempted to remain detached from traditional politics, by promoting the
progressive concept of federalism and challenging those politicians who had ‘lost their faith’
and were ‘chained by precedent to the past, tied hand and foot to the old systems...”.*" It was
thus ‘willing to openly accuse Government and Opposition of endangering this country’
through their isolationist stance and their refusal to join the integration process.*' In addition,
however, it targeted political parties for support of its agenda, claiming it would be ‘foolish,
because of an obsession to keep clear of party politics, to ignore the Parties.”** FU’s
ostensible non-party character ensured its distance from the traditional political system and
allowed it to challenge the agendas and actions of all political parties. It did this most
staunchly during General Elections, recognised ‘as the time when Federal Union should be
working at its greatest intensity’.* Guidelines on approaching and questioning candidates

were consistently produced, including a 1950s publication entitled ‘Election Topics’ with
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instructions on sending deputations to candidates and organising meetings with candidates as

44 . . .
speakers.” The aim, according to the document, was to raise awareness that

that there are people actively concerned with more than domestic issues; do this
much and you are helping to create that mystical thing called Public Opinion — a
force never more powerful than at the time of a General Election.*’

Criticism of the political elite was often more direct as well, reflected in their criticism
of British delegates at the Rome Congress of the European Movement in June 1957. An
observer noted how many delegates were absent from sessions ‘either because they seemed
bored (the majority) or because they seemed embarrassed’, and how their complaints ranged
from the Congress being ‘enough hot air for a lifetime’ to the hotel being ‘like a bordello
without the compensating attractions’. One MP ‘clearly hadn’t a clue about what was going
on in Europe’; another appeared ‘the type to support whatever the government says about
foreign policy and seems to have considered the expedition something of a lark...’. By
contrast, however, UEM stalwart Lady Rhys-Williams was described as ‘an astonishing
person... angrily trying to stir MPs to action, bitterly critical of the Government and the

Foreign Office...”.*®

On the whole, however, FU would pride itself on being different to “respectable”
organisations such as the UEM and the Movement for World Government, claiming that their

competitors’ combination of ‘big names’ and ‘policies far less radical than our own’ made
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them a different type of membership organisation.*” FU was in many ways similar to the
protest movements that it shared principles and personnel with, such as CND and SEN. The
latter, for example, had the same pacifistic and humanitarian principles, and, like FU, sought
to draw support from left-liberal and progressive thought, such as Liberal and Labour MPs,
religious leaders, trade unionists and influential thinkers.*® Lady Violet Bonham Carter’s
claim that the SEN was ‘Liberalism as I understand it” as well as ‘Christianity’ can also be

applied to FU.*

However, while FU perceived itself as more radical than its contemporaries, the
popular perception of FU as a protest movement with a radical agenda may have limited its
support. Such perceptions were not helped by bold claims about the political impact that
federalism would have, with Alexandre Marc, Secretary General of the European Union of
Federalists (EUF), claiming that ‘federalism stands for an actual revolution, individual and
collective, which demands the revision of all existing values.””® With the term ‘federalism’
carrying such connotations, FU advised members on some occasions to not emphasise the
word ‘federal’ in their correspondence to MPs and the press.”’ The wartime account of one
Mass-Observation diarist, however, shows that outsiders coming into contact with FU
principles were ‘defeatist and suspicious of anything so radical’.”® Other diarists’ accounts
show that FU membership was not widespread, and confined predominantly to ‘the artisan

type and... middle-class intelligentsia’, and written off by some as a ‘liberal intellectual idea’
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that would “fizzle out... if it’s not got over to the people.”>® The Mass-Observation diaries also
too often show a brief dabbling in the federalist movement, with only brief mentions of the
occasional meeting attended or set up by the diarist. Some were interested in the idea but did
not want to be actively involved in FU, or were put off by ‘interminable’ discussions, while
some only understood the federalist principle vaguely, one diarist stating his intention to ‘get
the Penguin book on it’.”* But while seventy per cent were aware of the term ‘Federal Union’,
only thirty-eight per cent knew its meaning even vaguely, one of the many incorrect

definitions being ‘[i]t’s some peace racket’.”

By perceiving itself as a radical protest movement, FU was unable to generate the
same sort of mass support enjoyed previously by the likes of the LNU and after the war by the
United Nations Association (UNA), consisting of a couple of thousand members compared to
UNA’s 85,000 members in 1949.°° UNA was able to attract internationalists and
humanitarians through its work on human rights and post-war recovery, while its lack of
supranational authority ensured moderate support was not alienated, and led to backing from
the political elite.”” By contrast, support from politicians of FU along the lines of Attlee’s
‘federate or perish’ statement was, according to Hugo Young, ‘pious, trenchant — and only of
passing seriousness.””® FU sought to be detached from institutional politics, but it lacked the

endorsement and authority of senior political figures to counterbalance, or add credence to,
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the more outlandish and radical aspects of its federalist agenda. As such, it lacked the political
prestige or recognition of a pressure group and the widespread support of a successful

political movement.

The origins, aims and politics of the United Europe Movement

The United Europe Committee was formed in January 1947 from the basis of the
‘electric’ response to Churchill’s ‘United States of Europe’ speech in 1946 where, according
to Richard Mayne and John Pinder, ‘[a] united Europe began to seem possible’.” With aims
of forming a larger, popular campaign, the Committee officially launched itself as the United
Europe Movement at their large Albert Hall meeting of May 1947.°° The UEM’s rhetoric was
less explicitly pacifist than FU, but placed the aim of peace alongside an emotive and positive
appeal for strength and security through common European culture, heritage and identity.
After its inception in 1947, Commander Stephen King-Hall set out the Movement in a BBC
European Service broadcast as a positive, pro-active campaign for peace and unity, in defence
of ‘a constructive cause not against anybody or anything, but for the people, the life, the

culture and prosperity of Europe’ as well as ‘the cause of World peace’.®!

UEM sought to work for the peace and prosperity of Europe through a less radical
promotion of Europeanism than FU, advocating integration on both cultural and governmental
levels, and reinforcing a sense of shared European identity, principles and objectives. The

Movement thus set out an aim of getting national governments to perceive themselves as
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European, so that ‘they will begin to shape their practical policies always with the object of
fitting them fruitfully into the general pattern of a United Europe.’®® However, from the outset
the UEM attempted to popularise European integration from the bottom up, by changing
public attitudes and making British people ‘conscious of their European status and
responsibilities’.*® Churchill sought to direct the Movement’s campaign primarily toward the
general public, believing that ‘[o]nce the sense of being Europeans permeates the minds of

64 . .
’®* While its aims were

ordinary people... practical action by governments will swiftly follow.
not as radical or as federalist as FU’s, the UEM therefore shared some similarities in both the

breadth of its scope and its ambitions to become a mass movement.

The UEM judged that its positive and sentimental campaign would resonate with the
public, appealing to the ‘most imaginative and generous’ aspects of the British population and
translating into a popular campaign for integration.”” As an example, the Movement asked
Bertrand Russell for his personal reasons for supporting European unity, particularly if this
related to European civilisation, heritage and identity, as this would be ‘the most interesting
line from the point of view of the reading public...”.°® The UEM reinforced this romanticised
notion of European identity by recalling the historical notion of a united Europe and attempts
throughout history to achieve continental integration. Speeches by UEM figures made
reference to ‘[i]ntelligent men’ who had been discussing united Europe ‘for centuries’,

portraying the Movement’s goal as a ‘dream’ and ‘vision’ that everyone from ‘kings and
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princes’ to ‘humble men’ had sought to implement.®” The UEM ensured that such an aim was
presented as achievable, however. The publication ‘United Europe: A Short History of the
Idea’ chronicled the philosophical aspects of the issue from ancient Greece to the twentieth
century, but also called for ‘men of action’, and implied that readers could make history by
ensuring ‘that the dream of the philosophers can become a reality.’®® It was in this manner that
the UEM consistently sought to present European integration as an achievable goal, provided
it dealt with those issues and tenets, encompassed by a shared identity, that naturally brought
continental people together. Much of the UEM’s construction of this ‘European identity’
centred around this notion of a shared European history, described to Russell as making the
public ‘think of themselves as having a great European heritage, as well as a national
heritage’.*” The drive for European integration would also focus on the shared European
values held across the continent, both cultural and religious, which proved a more difficult
and controversial facet to define. The collaboration between British Churches and the
European movements helped reinforce these values as central to the campaign for European
integration. According to Philip Coupland, religious leaders saw Christian principles as the
spiritual bond that held European civilisation together, and perceived European identity as not
constructed by “race”, ethnicity or language’, or by geopolitics, but by Christendom.” This

perception of Europe was central to UEM’s philosophy and, as with FU, the Movement’s

religious dimension would shape perceptions of the political ideology of its members.
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Seeking to popularise European unity amongst the general public, and making
European identity, civilisation and culture the focus of the campaign, UEM actively sought
support from Christian leaders from an early stage. The Archbishop of Canterbury, Geoffrey
Fisher, was first contacted by the UEM’s Leo Amery, who promoted the conception of a
spiritual European integration. Churchill then wrote to Fisher of the need to ‘arouse the
fervour of a crusade’ for integration, winning the support of the Churches and appealing to
public sentiment.”! UEM strengthened the spiritual and cultural aspect of the popular
campaign for integration by launching the Christian Movement for European Unity (CMEU),
seeking to unite Europe through religious values and ‘a spirit of mutual helpfulness’.” The
two organisations worked closely, with UEM providing funding and personnel to found the
CMEU, and the CMEU using the UEM’s constitution as its basis to build up a mass

movement, with ‘potentially vast support to be found throughout the country.’”

However, UEM’s focus on the spiritual and cultural aspect of European identity would
define these European values against an “other”; in this case the ‘Russian menace’ that
threatened liberal democratic Europe.” The speeches of Victor Gollancz on behalf of UEM
demonstrate how this focus on the preservation of ‘the spiritual fabric and moral values of
European life’ tied in with criticism of Soviet Russia.”” His speech for the UEM to be
broadcast on Radio Luxemburg in 1948 called for the defence of ‘liberal or Christian’ values

deemed as ‘infinitely precious’ and manifesting themselves in freedom of thought, speech and
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religion. ‘Soviet communism’, by contrast, offered no such freedom and threatened Europe
with ‘the loss, certainly for decades, probably for centuries, and possibly for ever, of the very
spring, the very living seed, of human progress’, and meant that a united Europe would have
to be a ‘United Western Europe’.”® The broadcast was deemed as ‘an attack on Russia’ by
Radio Luxemburg and sections were not transmitted, leaving Gollancz angry that the speech
was left as ‘a lot of platitudes.”’” His proclamation at a UEM meeting at Birmingham Town
Hall, flanked by the Archbishop of Birmingham and Harold Macmillan, that European unity
would ‘preserve Western values [that] are being terribly threatened by Communist
penetration’ further demonstrates how UEM rhetoric interpreted European culture and

identity to be “Western” or “civilised” culture.”

The perception of the UEM being anti-Russian was reinforced by the predominance of
‘Tory Strasbourgers’ in the UEM’s Executive Committee, with Churchill at the helm and his
son-in-law, Duncan Sandys, as Honorary Secretary.”” Despite its Conservative image, the
UEM was in fact comprised of what Arthur Marwick dubbed ‘middle opinion’ concerned
with cross-party cooperation in social, political and economic planning.*® UEM’s members,
both from within and outside of Westminster, belonged to a progressive strand of politics
concerned with 