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Lloyd George on the Lordso rejection of the 'People's Budget'r 3
December 1909

Speech delivered in London outside the National Liberal Club
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CURTAILING THE POWER OF THE HOUSE OF LORDS 

From Asquith’s speech introducing resolutions prior to the Parliament Bill, 29 March 
1910 (Hansard, 5th series, XV, cols 1180-1182). 
In a Commons debate, Asquith introduces three government resolutions to deal with the absolute veto of the 
House of Lords. 
 
I am sorry to have detained the House so long in dealing with the details of these Resolutions. 
We put them forward to deal with the emergency which confronts us, not as purporting to be 
a full or adequate solution of the whole problem, or, as exhausting the policy of the 
Government. We put them forward as the first and indispensable step to the emancipation of 
the House of Commons, and to rescue from something like paralysis the principles of popular 5 
government. Further, we put them forward as a demand, sanctioned as we believe by a large 
majority of the representatives of the people chosen at the recent General Election, themselves 
representing a large majority of the electorate. Fundamental changes in this country, as 
nothing illustrates more clearly than this controversy, are slow to bring into effect. There was 
a story current of the last Parliament, which in this connection bears repetition.  It was told of 10 
a new Member of the then House of Commons that in 1906 he witnessed for the first time the 
ceremony of opening Parliament. He saw gathered in the other Chamber at one end the King 
sitting on his throne, at the other end Mr. Speaker standing at the Bar. In between there was 
that scene of subdued but stately splendour, bringing and making alive to the eye and the 
imagination the unbroken course of centuries during which we alone here, of all the peoples 15 
of the world have been able to reconcile and harmonise the traditions of the past, the needs of 
the present, the hopes and aspirations of the future. He was a man of very advanced views, 
and as he gazed upon that unique and impressive spectacle, felt constrained to mutter to a 
neighbour, a man of like opinions with himself, "This will take a lot of abolishing." So it will. 
It was a very shrewd observation. But I am not sure that he had mastered the real lesson of the 20 
occasion. So far as outward vision goes, one would seem, no doubt, in the presence of such a 
ceremony as that, to be transplanted to the days of the Plantagenets. The framework is the 
same; the setting is almost the same. The very figures of the picture—King, Peers, Judges, 
Commons— are the same, at any rate, in name. But that external and superficial identity 
masks a series of the greatest transformations that have been recorded in the constitutional 25 
experience of mankind. The Sovereign sits there on the Throne of Queen Elizabeth, who, as 
history tells us, on one occasion, at the end of a single Session, opposed the Royal Veto to no 
less than forty-eight out of ninety-one Bills which had received the assent of both Houses of 
Parliament. That Royal Veto, then and for long afterwards, an active and potent enemy of 
popular rights, is literally as dead as Queen Anne. Yes, Sir; and has the Monarchy suffered? 30 
Has the Monarchy suffered? There is not a man among us, in whatever quarter of this House 
he sits, who does not know the Crown of this Realm, with its hereditary succession, its 
Prerogatives adjusted from generation to generation to the needs of the people and the calls of 
the Empire, is held by our Gracious Sovereign by a far securer tenure than ever fell to the lot 
of any of his Tudor or Stuart ancestors. The liberties again of the Commons, which you, Sir, 35 
only a month ago once more claimed and asserted at the same Bar, in time-honoured phrases 
which carry us back to the days when those liberties were in jeopardy from the Crown— the 
liberties of the Commons, slowly and patiently won, in these days newly threatened and 
invaded—not, indeed, through the Crown, but from another quarter—are only in danger if, 
unlike our forefathers here, we refuse to take the necessary steps to make them safe. But there 40 
is one factor in the Constitution which, while everything else has changed, remains, sterilised 
in its development, possessing and exercising power without authority, still a standing 
menace and obstacle to progressive legislation and popular government. The absolute Veto of 
the Lords must follow the Veto of the Crown before the road can be clear for the advent of 
full-grown and unfettered democracy. 45 



THE CONSTITUTION OF THE LABOUR PARTY 
 

AS ADOPTED BY THE PARTY CONFERENCE HELD IN LONDON ON 
FEBRUARY 21, I918 

 
 
1. NAME 
 
The Labour Party.  
 
2. MEMBERSHIP  
 
The Labour Party shall consist of all its affiliated organisations1 together with those men 
and women who are individual members of a Local Labour Party and who subscribe to 
the Constitution and Programme of the Party.  
 
3. PARTY OBJECTS  
 
National  
 
(a) To organise and maintain in Parliament and in the country a Political Labour Party, 
and to ensure the establishment of a Local Labour Party in every County Constituency 
and every Parliamentary Borough, with suitable divisional organisation in the separate 
constituencies of Divided Boroughs.  
 
(b) To co-operate with the Parliamentary Committee of the Trades Union Congress, or 
other Kindred Organisations, in joint political or other action in harmony with the Party  
Constitution and Standing Orders.  
 
(c) To give effect as far as may be practicable to the principles from time to time 
approved by the Party Conference.  
 
(d) To secure for the producers by hand or by brain the full fruits of their industry, and the 
most equitable distribution thereof that may be possible, upon the basis of the common 
ownership of the means of production and the best oTtainable system of popular 
administration and control of each industry or service.  
 
(e) Generally to promote the Political, Social, and Economic Emancipation of the People, 
and more particularly of those who depend directly upon their own exertions by hand or 
by brain for the means of life.  

 
1 Trade Unions, Socialist Societies, Co-operative Societies, Trades Councils, and Local Labour Parties.  
 



... 
 
 
5. THE PARTY CONFERENCE  
 
(1) The work of the Party shall be under the direction and control of the Party Conference, 
which shall itself be subject to the Constitution and Standing Orders of the Party. The 
Party Conference shall meet regularly once in each year, and also at such other times as it 
may be convened by the National Executive.  
 
(2) The Party Conference shall be constituted as follows: —  
(a) Trade Unions and other societies affiliated to the Party may send one delegate for each 
thousand members on which fees are paid.  
 
(b) Local Labour Party delegates may be either men or women resident or having a place 
of business in the constituency they represent, and shall be appointed as follows: —  

In Borough and County Constituencies returning one Member to Parliament, the 
Local Labour Party may appoint one delegate.  

In undivided Boroughs returning two Members, two delegates may be appointed.  
... 

An additional woman delegate may be appointed for each constituency in which 
the number of affiliated and individual women members exceeds 500.  
... 
 
8. AFFILIATION FEES  
 
(1) Trade Unions, Socialist Societies, Co-operative Societies, and other organisations 
directly affiliated to the Party ... shall pay 2d. per member per annum to the Central Party 
Funds with a minimum of 30s.  
 



THE BEVERIDGE REPORT AND THE WELFARE STATE 

William Beveridge trained as a lawyer but came to prominence during the Liberal government of 
1906 - 1914 when he was asked to advise David Lloyd George on old age pensions and national 
insurance. When, in 1941, the government commissioned a report into the ways that Britain 
should be rebuilt after World War Two, Beveridge was an obvious choice to take charge. He 
published his report in 1942 and recommended that the government should find ways of fighting 
the five 'Giant Evils' of 'Want, Disease, Ignorance, Squalor and Idleness'. 

In 1945, the Labour Party defeated Winston Churchill's Conservative Party in the general 
election. The new prime minister, Clement Attlee, announced he would introduce the welfare 
state outlined in the 1942 Beveridge Report. This included the establishment of a National Health 
Service in 1948 with free medical treatment for all. A national system of benefits was also 
introduced to provide 'social security' so that the population would be protected from the 'cradle 
to the grave'. The new system was partly built on the national insurance scheme set up by Lloyd 
George in 1911. People in work still had to make contributions each week, as did employers, but 
the benefits provided were now much greater. 

(From BBC Website, http://www.bbc.co.uk/history/historic_figures/beveridge_william.shtml) 
 

 
The Beveridge report was given a lot of attention by the press and by the British public as soon as 
it was released in 1942. An opinion poll at the time estimated that 95 % of the population had 
heard of the report, approved of it, and hoped it would be implemented. 
 
 

 



 
 

William Beveridge, Report on Social Insurance and Allied Services, 
1942. 

 
 
There are some who will say that pursuit of security as defined in this Report, that is to say income security, is a 
wholly inadequate aim. Their view is not merely admitted but asserted in the Report itself. The Plan for Social 
Security is put forward as part of a general programme of social policy. It is one part only of an attack upon five 
giant evils: upon the physical Want with which it is directly concerned, upon Disease which often causes that Want 
and brings many other troubles in its train, upon Ignorance which no democracy can afford among its citizens, upon 5 
the Squalor which arises mainly through haphazard distribution of industry and population, and upon the Idleness 
which destroys wealth and corrupts men, whether they are well fed or not, when they are idle. In seeking security not 
merely against physical want, but against all these evils in all their forms, and in showing that security can be 
combined with freedom and enterprise and responsibility of the individual for his own life, the British community 
and those who in other lands have inherited the British tradition have a vital service to render to human progress. ...  10 
 
There are yet others who will say that, however desirable it may appear to reconstruct social insurance or to make 
other plans for a better world of peace, all such concerns must now be put on one side, so that Britain may 
concentrate upon the urgent tasks of war. There is no need to spend words today in emphasising the urgency or the 
difficulty of the task that faces the British people and their Allies. Only by surviving victoriously in the present 15 
struggle can they enable freedom and happiness and kindliness to survive in the world. Only by obtaining from every 
individual citizen his maximum of effort, concentrated upon the purposes of war, can they hope for early victory. 
This does not alter three facts: that the purpose of victory is to live into a better world than the old world; that each 
individual citizen is more likely to concentrate upon his war effort if he feels that his Government will be ready in 
time with plans for that better world; that, if these plans are to be ready in time, they must be made now.  20 
 
Statement of a reconstruction policy by a nation at war is statement of the uses to which that nation means to put 
victory, when victory is achieved. In a war which many nations must wage together as whole-hearted allies, if they 
are to win victory, such a statement of the uses of victory may be vital. This was recognised by the leaders of the 
democracies east and west of the Atlantic in putting their hands to a charter which, in general terms, set out the 25 
nature of the world which they desired to establish after the war. The Atlantic Charter has since then been signed on 
behalf of all the United Nations. The fifth clause of the charter declares the desire of the American and the British 
leaders “to bring about the fullest collaboration between all nations in the economic field, with the object of securing 
for all improved labour standards, economic advancement, and social security”. The proposals of this Report are 
designed as a practical contribution towards the achievement of the social security which is named in the closing 30 
words. The proposals cover ground which must be covered, in one way or another, in translating the words of the 
Atlantic Charter into deeds. They represent, not an attempt by one nation to gain for its citizens advantages at the 
cost of their fellow fighters in a common cause, but a contribution to that common cause. They are concerned not 
with increasing the wealth of the British people, but with so distributing whatever wealth is available to them in total, 
as to deal first with first things, with essential physical needs. They are a sign of the belief that the object of 35 
government in peace and in war is not the glory of rulers or of races, but the happiness of the common man. That is a 
belief which, through all differences in forms of government, unites not only the democracies whose leaders first put 
their hands to the Atlantic Charter, but those democracies and all their Allies. It unites the United Nations and 
divides them from their enemies.   
  
 
 



THE POST-WAR LABOUR GOVERNMENT 
 

The following text is taken from Clement Attlee’s memoirs. Attlee reflects on the Labour government he led as 
Prime Minister between 1945 and 1951. 

 

The Labour Party came to power with a well-defined policy worked out over many years. 
It had been set out very clearly in our Election Manifesto and we were determined to carry it 
out. Its ultimate objective was the creation of a society based on social justice, and, in our 
view, this could only be attained by bringing under public ownership and control the main 
factors in the economic system. Nationalisation was not an end in itself but an essential 5 
element in achieving the ends which we sought. Controls were desirable not for their own 
sake but because they were necessary in order to gain freedom from the economic power of 
the owners of capital. A juster distribution of wealth was not a policy designed to soak the 
rich or to take revenge, but because a society with gross inequalities of wealth and 
opportunity is fundamentally unhealthy. 10 

It had always been our practice, in accord with the natural genius of the British people, to 
work empirically. We were not afraid of compromise and partial solutions. We knew that 
mistakes would be made and that advance would be often by trial and error. We realised that 
the application of socialist principles in a country such as Britain with a peculiar economic 
structure based on international trade required great flexibility.  15 

We were also well aware of the especially difficult situation of the country resulting from 
the great life and death struggle from which we had emerged victorious. But, in our view, this 
did not make change in the socialist direction less necessary. On the contrary, it was clear that 
there could be no return to past conditions. The old pattern was worn out and it was for us to 
weave the new. Thus, the kind of reproach levelled at us by Churchill, that instead of uniting 20 
the country by a programme of social reform on the lines of the Beveridge Report, we were 
following a course dictated by social prejudice or theory, left us completely unmoved. We had 
not been elected to try to patch up an old system but to make something new. Our policy was 
not a reformed capitalism but progress toward a democratic socialism. 

 

 

Clement Attlee, As It Happened, London, Heinemann, 1954. 

 



Margaret Thatcher – Panorama Interview  - June 1987 
TRANSCRIPT 

 
Sir Robin Day 
… many Tory Cabinet Ministers you have sacked have been in the tradi7on of Toryism known as One-
Na7on Toryism, started by Disraeli followed on by Butler, Macmillan, and others. Under 
Thatcherism—your cri7cs say—the na7on is not one na7on but a divided na7on. 
 
Prime Minister 
Let me answer that very deeply because I feel very strongly about it. The greatest division this na7on 
has ever seen were the conflicts of trade unions towards the end of a Labour Government—terrible 
conflicts. That trade union movement then was under the diktat of trade union bosses, some of 
whom are s7ll there. They used their power against their members. They made them come out on 
strike when they didn’t want to. They loved secondary picke7ng. They went and demonstrated 
outside companies where there was no dispute whatsoever, and some7mes closed them down. They 
were ac7ng as they were later in the coal strike, before my whole trade union laws were through, 
this Government. They were out to use their power to hold the na7on to ransom, to stop power 
from geKng to the whole of manufacturing industry, to damage people’s jobs, to stop power from 
geKng to every house in the country, power, heat and light to every housewife, every child, every 
school, every pensioner. You want division; you want conflict; you want hatred. There it was! It was 
that which Thatcherism—if you call it that—tried to stop. Not by arrogance, but by giving power to 
the ordinary, decent, honourable, trade union member who didn’t want to go on strike. By giving 
power to him over the Scargills of this world. 
That is one conflict. That has gone. Another one. I believe passionately that people have a right, by 
their own efforts, to benefit their own families, so we have taken down taxa7on. It doesn’t maUer to 
me who you are or what your background is. If you want to use your own efforts to work harder—
yes, I am with you all the way, whether it is unskilled effort or whether it is skilled, we have taken the 
income tax down. 
The third thing. All my predecessors—yes, I agree, Disraeli; yes, Harold Macmillan—I would say I am 
right in their tradi7on. It was Disraeli ’s one na7on. We have had an increase in home ownership—
the heart of the family under this Government. 
 
Sir Robin Day 
Can I ask another ques7on, Prime Minister? 
 
Prime Minister 
You asked me the most fundamental ques7on. 
 
Sir Robin Day 
We are not having a party poli7cal broadcast, we are having an interview so I have to ask some 
ques7ons occasionally. 
 
Prime Minister 
You asked, what I know you call the gut ques7on. Right. It’s gone for the jugular. Let me finish it. 
More home ownership; far more share ownership; far more savings in building society accounts. This 
is what is building one na7on—as every earner becomes a shareholder, as more and more people 
own their homes. No. We are geKng rid of the divisions. We are replacing conflict with co-opera7on. 
We are building one na7on through wider property-owning democracy. 
Please go ahead 
 
 



No theory of government was ever given a fairer test or a more
prolonged experiment in a democratic country than democratic sociai-
ism received in Britain. Yet it was a miserable faiiure in every re§pect.
Far from reversing the slow relative decline of Britain uis-à-uis its main
industrial competitors, it accelerated it. We fell further behind them,
untii by rgTg v/e were widely dismissed as 'the sick man of Europe'.
The relative worsening of our economic position was disguised by the
rising afflueuce of the West as a whole. lVe, among others, could
hardly fail to benefit from the long economic expansion of the post-war
western world led by the United States' But if we never had it so
good, others - like Germany, France, Italy, Denmark - increasingly
had it better. And, as the r97os wore grimly on, we began to fail in
absolute as well as relative terms.

Injections of monetary demancl, which in the r95os had produced
a rise in real production and a fail in unemployment before causing
a modest rise in prices, noly went directlv into high rates of inflation
without so much as a blip on the charts for production and unemploy-
ment. State subsidies and direction of investment achieved pro-
gressively more ineffrcient industries and ever lorver returns on capital.
Laws giving protective immunity to the trade unions at the turn of
the century were no\{,abused to protect restrictive practices and over-
manning, to underpin strikes, and to coerce r.r'orkers intojoining unions
and participating in industrial action against their better judgement.
lVelfare benefits, distributed with little or no consideration ol their

it

rç

1..-u

2{ e{fects on behaviour, encouragr-'d illegitimacy, facilitated the break-
down of families, and replaced incentives làvouring work and self-
reliance with perverse encouragement for idleness and cheating. The
final illusion - that state intervention would promote social harmony
and solidarity or, in Tory lgngua-qe, 'One Nation'- collapsed in the

3 0 'winter of discontent' when the dead went unburied, critically ill
patients were rurned away from hospitals bv pickets. and the pre-
vailing social mood was one of snarling envy and motiveless hostility.
To cure the British disease with socialisûl \ÿas like trying to cure
leukaemia with leeches.

3 ÿ Another approach was needed * and for internationai reasons as
weli as domestic ones. Britain's weakened econnmic position meant
that its international role was bouncl to be cramped and strained as
well. Our most pain{'ul experience of the country's reduced circum-
stances was the failure of the Suez expedition in 1956. T'his was the{t o result of political and economic lveakness rarher than military failure,
because the Governmenr withdrew a victorious force from the Cana]
Zone in response to a 'run on the pound' encouraged by the US
Government, Whatever the detaiis of this defeat, however, it entered
the British soul and distorted our perspective on Britain,s place in the '

.r ç world.
We developecl what might be calied the osuez syndrome,: having

previously exaggerated our power, v/e noÿ/ exaggerated our impotence.
Military and diplomatic successes such as the war in Borneo - which

_ preserved the independence of ibrmer British colonies against Indo_ÿo nesian subversion, helped ro topplc the anti-western dictaür, Sukarno,
ancl thus altered the long-term balance of power in Asia in our interest
- lvere either dismissed as trivial or ignored altoge ther. Defeats, whichin reality were rhe results of avoidable misjudgemenr, such as the
retreat lrom the Gulf in rg7o, \4,ere held to be the inevitable conse_

i ÿ quences ol British decline. And comic opera enterprises, such as
Harold Wilson's 'invasion' of'Anguilla in March r969 (for once, ,police
action' seems the right term) were gleefully seized upon ro illustrate
the reality of reduced British pov/er. The truth - thàt Britain was a
middle-ranking power, given unusual influence by virtue of its histori_

L o cal distinction, skilled diplomacy and versatile military forces, but
greatly weakened bv economic decline - seemed roo complex for soph_
isticated people to grasp. They rvere determined to think themselves
much weaker and more contemptibie than was in fact the case. and
refused all comfort to the contrary.

Margaret Thatcher, The Downing Slreet Years, London: HarperCollins, 1993

,

Rémy Bethmont
Margaret
Thatcher 
on
Democratic 
Socialism



--L,

I

Civilisation Britarurique ldre annie (module 6) Page - 63

Athough Joseph Chamberlain's tarift-refbrm campaign was defeated befbre the Fhst World War the
British Empire remained fundamental for Britain up to the 1940s. It reached its p.-a"k (in terms of size)
at the peace settlement oi 19i9:

\
AOTSWANA

The Commonwealth is a lree assoc6t16 o, soverergo independenl
states, eslablished at the lmpeilal Conierence ol 1926 and given
tmal slarus by lhe Slalute ol Wesh,nsrer rn 1931. ln 1964 the
toial Commonweallh populalrol was over 750 mrJ|on.

THE BRITISH COMMONWEALTH 1967

.. ,.)



Civrlisation Britarurique ldre ann¤e (module 6) Page - 6.1

Today Britain's overseas possessiorrs are of little importance (with the exception of Hong Kong which
is socn ts be hsnded back to China) eccncrnicellSr or pcliticdy, although certgifl cf these pcssessions
do retain a csrtain skategic roie as miiiiary bases. The second map beiow shows just how far British
trade has shified aw*y from the Comrnonwealtt towrads Eurone.

lhe lasl remnanls oi an Empire on whjch 'the
s!n never set'. Their iotal populaton was six million. The
most populous, Hong Kong, with a populalion ol
5.800.000 is lo revpd ro China on 1
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exprry or tne New I ernlofles gg-year lease on
1 July 1997, bolh the New Terntories leased in lBgB and
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Copy  No o  2 l 

?.  3 6 4  J E 6 J . . 

0  A  B  I  g  E  To 

IMPBRIATt  QOagEREHQHi. 

GCMHITgHlB  OH  INTBH­BSpBHIAI,  RTSMTIO^S, 

No t e  by  t h e  Lo rd  P r e s i d e n t  o f  t h e  Coun c i l , , 

I  a t t a c h  f o r  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  of  my  c o l l e a g u e s 

some  d r a f t  p a r a g r a p h s  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  p o s i t i o n  and 

mu t u a l  r e l a t i o n s  o f  G r e a t  B r i t a i n  and  t h e  D om i n i o n s , 

wh i ch  h ave  b e e n  p r o v i s i o n a l l y  a c c e p t e d  by  t h e  Commi t t e e 

of  P r ime  M i n i s t e r s  a n d  Head s  of  D e l e g a t i o n s ,  o v e r  wh i c h 

I  have  t h e  h o n o u r  t o  p r e s i d e 0  T h i s  d r a f t  h a s  b e e n 

a r r i v e d  a t  a s  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  d i f f i c u l t  and  p r o l o n g e d 

d i s c u s s i o n s c 

2,  Wh i t e h a l l  G a r d e n s ,  S .W . 1 . 

­  15 th  November ,  1926 

Rémy Bethmont
Draft of the Balfour Declaration, 1926 
Cabinet Papers, National Archives



The  Committee  a r e  of  op i n i on  t h a t  n o t h i n g  would  q 

be  g a i n ed  by  a t t emp t i n g  t o  d e f i n e  t h e  C o n s t i t u t i o n 

of  t h e  B r i t i s h  Empi re ,  I t s  w id e l y  s c a t t e r e d  p a r t s 

have  v e r y  d i f f e r e n t  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  v e r y  d i f f e r e n t 

h i s t o r i e s ,  and  a r e  a t  v e r y  d i f f e r e n t  s t a g e s  of  e v o l u ­

t i o n ;  w h i l e ,  c o n s i d e r e d  a s  a  whole ,  i t  d e f i e s  c l a s s i ­

f i c a t i o n  and  b e a r s  no  r e a l  r e semblance  t o  any  o t h e r 

p o l i t i c a l  o r g a n i s a t i o n  which  now  e x i s t s  or  h a s  ever 

yet  been  t r i e d , 

There  i s ,  however ,  one  most  impo r t an t  e lement 

i n  i t  wh ich ,  from  a  s t r i c t l y  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  p o i n t  of 

v i ew ,  h a s  now7  as  r e g a r d s  a l l  v i t a l  m a t t e r s ,  r e ached 

i t s  f u l l  deve lopment ;  ­  we  r e f e r  t o  t h e  group  of 

s e l f ­ g o v e r n i n g  communit ies  composed  of  Great  B r i t a i n 

and  t h e  Dominions .  The i r  p o s i t i o n  and  . . u t u a l  r e l a t i o n 

may  be  r e a d i l y  d e f i n ed .  They  a r e  autonomous  communit ies 

w i t h i n  t h e  B r i t i s h J ^P j ­ £ em  equa l  i n  s t a t u s ,  i n  no  way 

s u b o r d i n a t e  one  t o  a no t h e r  i n  any  a spec t  of  t h e i r  domest ic 

or  e x t e r n a l  a f f a i r s ,  though  u n i t e d  by  a  common 

a l l e g i a n c e  t o  t h e  Crown,,  and  f r e e l y  a s s o c i a t e d  a s  members 

of  t h e  B r i t i s h  Commonwealth  of  E a t i o n s . 

A  f o r e i g n e r  endeavou r i ng  to  unde r s t and  t h e  t r u e 

c h a r a c t e r  of  t h e  B r i t i s h  Empire  by  t h e  a i d  of  t h i s 

fprmula  a l o n e  might  be  tempted,  t o  t h i n k  t h a t  i t  was 

dev i sed  r a t h e r  t o  make  mutua l  i n t e r f e r e n c e  impo s s i b l e 

t h a n  t o  make  mutua l  c o ­ o p e r a t i o n  ea sy . 

Such  a  c r i t i c i s m ,  however ,  c omp l e t e l y  i g n o r e s 

t h e  h i s t o r i c  s i t u a t i o n .  The  r a p i d  e v o l u t i o n  of  t h e 

Ove r sea s  Dominions  du r i ng  t h e  l a s t  f i f t y  y e a r s  ha s 

i nvo lved  many  compl i ca t ed  ad j u s tmen t s  of  old  p o l i t i c a l 

machinery  t o  changing  c o n d i t i o n s ,  The  t e nd ency 

towards  e q u a l i t y  of  s t a t u s  was  both  r i g h t  and  i n e v i t a b l e . 

Geog r aph i c a l  and  o the r  c o n d i t i o n s  made  t h i s  impo s s i b l e 

of  a t t a i nmen t  by  the  way  of  f e d e r a t i o n . 



The  o n l y  al4;oxnative­Tra­B  "by  t h e  ­vmy­of  * autonomy;  and 

a l ong  t h i s  road  i t  has  been  s t e a d i l y  s o u gh t .  Every 

s e l f ­ g o v e r n i n g  member  of  t h e  Empire  i s  now  t h e  ma s t e r 

o f  i t 3  d e s t i n y .  I n  f a c t ,  i f  n o t  alvrayB  i n  form,  i t  i s 

s u b j e c t  t o  no  c ompu l s i on  wh a t e v e r . 

But  no  a c c o un t ,  however  a c c u r a t e ,  of  t h e  n e g a t i v e 

r e l a t i o n s  i n  wh i ch  Grea t  B r i t a i n  and  t h e  Dominions 

s tand  to  each  o t h e r  can  do  more  t han  e x p r e s s  a  p o r t i o n 

of  t h e  t r u t h .  The  B r i t i s h  Empire  i s  n o t  founded  s o l e l y 

or  ma in l y  upon  n e g a t i o n s .  I t  d epends  e s s e n t i a l l y ,  i f 

not  f o rm a l l y ,  on  p o s i t i v e  i d e a l s .  F r e e  i n s t i t u t i o n s 

are  i t s  l i f e ­ b l o o d .  F r e e  c o ­ o p e r a t i o n  I s  i t s  i n s t r umen t . 

Peace ,  s e c u r i t y  and  p r o g r e s s  a r e  among  i t s  o b j e c t s . 

A spe c t s  of  a l l  t h e s e  g r e a t  themes  have  been  d i s c u s s e d 

a t  t h e  p r e s e n t  C on f e r e n c e :  e x c e l l e n t  r e s u l t s  have  b e en 

thereby  o b t a i n e d .  And  though  e v e r y  Dominion  i s  now, 

and  must  a lways  r ema in ,  t h e  s o l e  j udg e  of  t h e  n a t u r e 

and  e x t e n t  of  i t s  c o ­ o p e r a t i o n ,  no  common  c au s e  w i l l ,  i n 

our  o p i n i o n ,  b e  t h e r e b y  i m p e r i l l e d . 

E q u a l i t y  of  s t a t u s ,  s o  f a r  a s  B r i t a i n  and  t h e 

Dominions  a r e  c on c e rn ed ,  i s  t hu s  t h e  r o o t  p r i n c i p l e 

govern ing  our  i n t e r ­ I m p e r i a l  r e l a t i o n s .  But  the 

p r i n c i p l e s  of  e q u a l i t y  and  s i m i l a r i t y ,  a p p r o p r i a t e  t o 

s ta t ing ,  cannot  be  u n i v e r s a l l y  e x t e nd ed  t o  f u n c t i o n , 

here  we  r e q u i r e  s ome th ing  more  than  immutable  dogmas. 

For  example ,  t o  d e a l  w i t h  q u e s t i o n s  of  d ip lomacy  and 

q u e s t i o n s  of  d e f e n c e  we  r e q u i r e  a l s o  f l e x i b l e  ma c h i n e r y : ­

machinery  wh i c h  c a n ,  f rom  t ime  to  t im e ,  be  adapted  to 

the  chang ing  c i r c um s t a n c e s  of  t h e  w o r l d .  This  s u b j e c t 

a l s o  has  o c c up i e d  t h e  a t t e n t i o n  of  e t c  (Th i s  i s 

i n t ended  t o  s upp l y  ( i f  n e c e s s a r y )  a  b r i d g e  t o  a l l  t h e 

o t h e r  s u b j e c t s  on  wh i ch  t h e  Con f e r en c e  has  b een  e n g a g e d . ) 

A. J". B . 

*  *  * 

S&er  15th ,  1 9 26 . 
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United Kingdom in South East Asia should be Chairman, and that the Australian ana  
New Zealand Governments should be invited to nominate observers at its meetings,  
The Terms of Reference of the Working Party are set out at Appendix D.  

IV. FINANCIAL AND ECONOMIC MATTOB3  

28. ' On the subject of the machinery of Government relating to the administration  
of financial and economic affairs, we agree that the responsibility for all 

financial matters, including foreign exchange, at present discharged by the 
Financial Secretary, should be transferred at once to a Malayan. Minister of 
Finance, We recognise that, during the interim period, the United Kingdom will 
possess a continuing interest in the mechanism of financial control in the 
Federation in order to be satisfied, that the expenditure of money made available 
from United Kingdom funds is properly controlled, but we are satisfied that there 
are no objections on financial grounds to this proposal. We are also agreed that 
a Ministry of Commerce and Industry should be set up to take over some of the 
functions at present exercised by the Minister for Economic Affairs, which title 
would lapse. 

290 We recognise that ultimate responsibility for policy will rest with the  
Executive Council, and we welcome the proposal to establish, under the chair-

manship of the Chief Minister, an Economic Committee of the Executive Council,  
charged, with the responsibility of coordinating economic policy and determining  
priorities, in the belief that such a Committee will greatly assist and strengthen  
the work of government,  

30. We had a full and frank discussion of the Federation1s position in the 
Sterling Area, The Malayan Delegation indicated, that it was the view of  

their Government that membership of the Sterling Area was to the common advantage  
of the Federation and the other members and that it was their intention to remain  
in it after attaining full self-government * There was general recognition by the  
United. Kingdom representatives of the importance of the Federation's contribution  
to the strength of the Sterling Area through the direct earnings of dollars from  
rubber and tin.  

31* -We discussed the question of responsibility for the Federation's foreign  
exchange policy with particular reference to dollar imports, We recognise  

that the existing arrangements for consultation between the Government of the  
Federation and Her Majesty's Government have on the whole worked wall in practice.  
There was a general discussion on the common problems of the Sterling Area and it  
was agreed that, so long as the problem of the balance of payments cf the area, as  
a whole remained, it would be necessary for the Government of the Federation to  
continue to exercise restraint in its dollar expenditure in conformity with the  
policy generally followed by the Sterling Area. We agree that the responsibility  
for applying this policy in the Federation rests with the Federation Government  
and that the Federation Government will continue to consult with Her Majesty's  
Government so that it can act in full knowledge of Sterling Area problems and  
the United Kingdom can be fully informed, of the special problems of the Federation,  

32 , In view of the Federation's participation in the Sterling Area and the 
inportance of its trade to the Area'3 strength, it was agreed that the 

Federation Government must be able to assure the people of the Federation that the 
voice of their elected representatives .would be heard, in matters of Sterling Area 
policy. We agreed that, In order to achieve this, it was des.ira.ble that arrange-
ments should be made for the Government of the Federation to send a delegate to all 
future meetings of Commonwealth Finance Ministers on a basis which would enable him 
to have full freedom of expression and full discretion, at such Conferences in all 
matters which fall within the responsibility of the Federation Government, The 
Federation Delegation agreed not to press the matter of the precise constitutional 
status of the Federation's delegate at such Conferences further at the present 
time, but it was agreed that the Federation Government would be entitled to raise 
it again should occasion arise later. 

33a We recognise the important part which overseas capital must continue to play 
in the economic and social development of Malaya, In this connection we  

think it desirable to draw attention to the statement in the Alliance Manifesto  
that it is their policy to attract overseas capital to Malaya. This was given  
more detailed expression in the High Commissioner's statement in the.  

(31613) 

http://des.ira.ble
Rémy Bethmont

Rémy Bethmont
Report of the Federation of Malaya Constitutional Conference
Held in London in January and February 1956.

Cabinet Papers, National Archives

Rémy Bethmont



v\^gislative Council on the 3 0 t h November, 1 9 5 5 , in which he stated that the 
Federation Government looked with confidence to the establishment of happy relation-
ships and a full sense of partnership between a fully self-governing Malaya and 
overseas industry and enterprise genuinely interested in the development on sound 
lines of the country"s productive resources. To this end it was, and would remain, 
their policy to encourage overseas investment, industry and enterprise to look to 
Malaya with every assurance of fair and considerate treatment and -without fear of 
disorimination. The relevant extract from the High Commissioner^ address is 
contained at Appendix F. 

34* Regarding the future financial relationship between the United Kingdom and the 
Federation of Malaya, we agree that it is most important that the Federation  

should go forward to full self-government in circumstances which will give a fair  
assurance of its future financial stability. In this context, we recognise fully  
the vitally important position of the Federation in the world-wide struggle against  
communism and the faot that operations in the military sphere must be backed by a  
sound and vigorous programme of economic and social development.  

35* During the interim period Her Majesty's Government will be prepared to help the 
Federation should it beoome clear that, having regard to the necessity for the  

Federation Government to make provision for an expanded programme of economic and  
social development and to the need to maintain reserves at the right level as a  
precaution against possible fluctuations in the prices of rubber and tin before  
the Federation's rubber replanting schemes bear fruit, there is a need for financial  
assistance from the United Kingdom towards the cost of the Emergency. To this end  
we agree that a meeting should be held as soon as possible between the United  
Kingdom and Federation Governments with a view to determining the necessity for  
such assistance.  

36 , It is recognised that the attainment of full self-government implies the 
principle of financial self-sufficiency. Nevertheless, Her Majesty's  

Government recognise the common interest of both Governments in bringing the  
Emergency to an end,. For this reason, if the Emergency has not been brought to an  
end by the time that full self-government and independence within the Commonweal.th  
is attained, Her Majesty's Government will still be prepared to consider with the  
Federation Government -whether the financial needs of the Federation would justify  
special assistance from Her Majesty's Government towards meeting the cost of the  
Emergency over and above the substantial assistance which will continue to be given  
through the forces and services provided by the United Kingdom to sustain the fight  
against the Communist terrorists,  

37* In any event, substantial help will still be available from the United Kingdom  
after the attainment of full self-government within the Commonwealth, as  

follows:-

(i) Apart from their continuing commitments in the Federation in respect of  
its external defence, Her Majesty's Government will maintain their undertaking  
to finance certain capital costs of expansion of the Federation Armed Forces  
in an agreed programme;  

(ii) Her Majesty's Government will at all -times be ready to examine sympatheti-
cally with the Federation its borrowing needs on the London market in conneotion  
with its development plans;  

(iii) If, at the time when the Federation attains full self-government within  
the Commonwealth, there is any unspent balance of allocations made to the  
Federation under the Colonial Development and Welfare Acts, the approval of  
Parliament will be sought to enable an amount equivalent to any such balance  
to be made available to the Federation for development expenditure;  

(iv) Her Majesty's Government will stand by their undertaking to provide  
assistance, subject to the approval of Parliament in the form of a loan to  
the Federation to enable it to finance its contribution to the Tin Buffer Stock  
should it be unable to obtain the necessary loan finance from any other suitable  
source.  



Working towards the Independence of Singapore 
 

In 1957 the British government oversaw the transition towards independence of its two most 

important South-Asian colonies: Malaya and Singapore (they became independent at the end of 

August). The independence of these colonies, however, was prepared so as to preserve British 

interests in the region as much as possible. The Cabinet paper below is from March 1957 and 

presents the conclusion of a Cabinet meeting after the Singapore delegation—in charge of the 

negotiations with the British government to move towards independence—objected to the British 

government’s initial proposals about the conditions on which Britain would continue to be in control 

of Singapore’s external defence policy after independence. This was a matter which also concerned 

neighbouring Malaya because the British naval base in Singapore, the most important East of Suez, 

would also serve to give military support to Malaya.  

 

The British government’s initial proposals had been that it would be the sole ultimate judge of what 

constituted an external defence matter after Singapore’s independence. Deciding what constituted 

at any moment a matter of external defence was to be the priviledge of the Internal Security Council 

which was made up of one Singapore representative, one Federation of Malaya representative and 

one British representative.  In practice, the British government’s initial proposals meant that the 

British representative on the Internal Security Council was to have an absolute veto on any majority 

decision taken by the Council.  

 

The Singapore delegation considered that this gave too much power to Britain because an internal 

Singapore affair may ultimately escape the Singapore government if Britain pretexted that it was a 

matter of external defence. They therefore made counter-proposals.  

 

This counter-proposals were aimed at preventing Britain from unduly vetoing the decisions made by 

the Singapore Internal Security Council on what constituted a matter of external defence (see text 

line 1 to 9 – you should ignore the bit of the text that comes before the red arrow). But to make sure 

that the Internal Security Council would not in its turn unduly prevent British control over legitimate 

foreign policy matters, the Singapore delegation also proposed a mechanism by which, if it could be 

proved that a particular matter was indeed to be classified as foreign defence, against the majority 

ruling of the Internal Security Council, the Queen’s representative in Singapore (the successor of the 

Governor of colonial Singapore) would have the power to unilaterally make decisions that would 

have the force of law (see text line 9-20). 
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EARLY CONSERVATIVE REACTIONS TO EUROPEAN INTEGRATION 
 
 
Winston Churchill, Conservative Party Annual Conference, October 1948 
Churchill was Conservative Party leader and leader of the Opposition. Churchill became Prime 
Minister (again) in 1951. 
 
The first circle for us is naturally the British Commonwealth and Empire, with all that 
that comprises. Then there is also the English-speaking world, in which we, Canada, 
and the other British dominions play so important part. And finally there is united 
Europe. These three majestic circles are coexistent, and if they are linked together, there 
is no force of combination which could overthrow them or even challenge them. Now, 
if you think of the three interlinked circles, you will see that we are the only country 
which has a great part in every one of them. We stand, in fact, at the very point of 
junction, and here in this island at the centre of the seaways, and perhaps of the airways 
also, we have the opportunity of joining them all together. 
 
 
 
Harold Macmillan, Council of Europe Consultative Assembly, Strasbourg, August 
16, 1950 (on the European Coal and Steel Community) 
Macmillan was a prominent Conservative MP. He subsequently was a Cabinet member 
in the Churchill and Eden governments in the 1950s before becoming Prime Minister in 
1957. He led Britain’s first application for membership in the EEC. 
 
One thing is certain, and we may as well face it. Our people are not going to hand to 
any supranational authority, the right to close down our pits or steelworks. We will 
allow no supranational authority to put large masses of our people out of work in 
Durham, in the Midlands, in South Wales, or in Scotland. 
Fearing the weakness of democracy, men have often sought safety in technocrats. There 
is nothing new in this. It is as old as Plato. But frankly, the idea is not attractive to the 
British… We have not overthrown the divine right of kings to fall down before the divine 
right of experts. 
 
 
 
Sir Anthony Eden, Gabriel Silver lecture, Columbia University, January 11, 1952. 
Anthony Eden was Foreign Secretary in the Churchill government of 1951-1955 and de facto 
Deputy Prime Minister. Eden became Prime Minister in 1955. 
 
You will realise that I am speaking of the frequent suggestion that the United Kingdom 
should join a federation on the continent of Europe. This is something which we know, 
in our bones, we cannot do. 
We know that if we were to attempt it, we should relax the springs of our action in the 
Western Democratic case and in the Atlantic association which is the expression of that 
cause. For Britain's story and her interests lie far beyond the continent of Europe. Our 
thoughts move across the seas to the many communities in which our people play their 
part, in every corner of the world. These are our family ties. That is our life: without it 
we should be no more than some millions of people living in an island off the coast of 
Europe, in which nobody wants to take any particular interest.  
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Robin Cook on Europe 
 
Extracts from a speech by the foreign secretary to the Social Market 
Foundation in London, Thursday April 19, 2001. 
 

To deny that Britain is European is to deny both our geography and our history. Our culture, 
our security, and our prosperity, are inseparable from the continent of Europe. 

Underlying the anti-European case is the belief that there is an alternative future available to 
Britain. It used to be argued that the European Union is not Europe and that Britain could exist 
perfectly comfortably as one of a number of European countries maintaining a loose association 
with Brussels. But with the majority of non-EU states now clamouring for full membership, the 
changing geopolitics of Europe have consigned that argument to the past. 

Some anti-Europeans now argue that Britain's destiny lies outside Europe, as part of "the 
English-speaking world" and a member of NAFTA. 

Yet Britain trades three times more with the rest of the EU than we do with NAFTA. The 
reason why over four thousand US companies have located here is because they want to export to 
Europe. If they only wanted to sell to NAFTA, they would have stayed at home. 

Europe is where our domestic quality of life is most directly at stake, whether the issue is 
environmental standards, the fight against organised crime, policy on asylum or stability on the 
continent. 

But it is not simply a question of economic and political realism that ties Britain to Europe, 
compelling as those arguments are. Britain is also a European country in the more profound sense 
of sharing European assumptions about how society should be organised. The last international 
survey of social attitudes put Britain squarely within the European mainstream on our approach 
to social justice and public services, such as health. 

There are strong ties of kinship between Britain and North America. These are an immense 
asset to us in the modern world. The US and the UK are each other's closest allies. But our value 
as an ally to our friends in Washington is in direct proportion to our influence with our partners in 
Europe.  

I do not accept that to acknowledge our European identity diminishes our Britishness. Nor do I 
accept that membership of the European Union is a threat to our national identity. 

None of our European partners, with their own proud national traditions, seem afflicted by this 
self-doubt and insecurity. The idea that the French, the Germans or the Spanish are attempting to 
erase their national identities by constructing a "country called Europe" is the mother of all 
Euromyths. On the contrary, our partners see their membership of a successful European Union 
as underwriting, not undermining, their assertion of national identity. 

[...] Britain has everything to gain from being a leading partner in a strong Europe. All we 
have to lose is the timidity which prevents us from embracing our European destiny and from 
recognising that it is a source of confidence in our nation's future.  

In the aftermath of Nice, it is clearer than ever that a strong Europe requires strong nations. 
With the accession of up to twelve new member states, the European Union is set to become even 
more diverse. In the next Inter-Governmental Conference, the challenge is to find the right 
balance between European and national decision-making and to enhance the EU's legitimacy by 
harnessing the democratic traditions of its member states. 

This is a debate that Britain can play a pivotal role in shaping. But we can only do so if we 
reject insular nationalism and the politics of fear by engaging fully and confidently in Europe. 



“We have ceased to be a nation in retreat” 
 
Margaret Thatcher, speech to a rally of Conservative women, Cheltenham, 3 July 
1982 

 
Today we meet in the aftermath of the Falklands Battle. Our country has won a great victory 

and we are entitled to be proud. This nation had the resolution to do what it knew had to be 
done—to do what it knew was right. ... 

Now that it is all over, things cannot be the same again for we have learned something about 
ourselves—a lesson which we desperately needed to learn. When we started out, there were the 5 
waverers and the fainthearts. The people who thought that Britain could no longer seize the 
initiative for herself. The people who thought we could no longer do the great things which we 
once did. Those who believed that our decline was irreversible—that we could never again be what 
we were. There were those who would not admit it—even perhaps some here today—people who 
would have strenuously denied the suggestion but—in their heart of hearts—they too had their 10 
secret fears that it was true: that Britain was no longer the nation that had built an Empire and 
ruled a quarter of the world. 

Well they were wrong. The lesson of the Falklands is that Britain has not changed and that this 
nation still has those sterling qualities which shine through our history. This generation can 
match their fathers and grandfathers in ability, in courage, and in resolution. We have not 15 
changed. When the demands of war and the dangers to our own people call us to arms—then we 
British are as we have always been: competent, courageous and resolute. ... 

Yet why does it need a war to bring out our qualities and reassert our pride? Why do we have 
to be invaded before we throw aside our selfish aims and begin to work together as only we can 
work and achieve as only we can achieve? That, ladies and gentlemen, really is the challenge we as 20 
a nation face today. We have to see that the spirit of the South Atlantic—the real spirit of Britain—
is kindled not only by war but can now be fired by peace.   

We have the first pre-requisite. We know we can do it—we haven't lost the ability. That is the 
Falklands Factor. We have proved ourselves to ourselves. It is a lesson we must not now forget. 
Indeed it is a lesson which we must apply to peace just as we have learned it in war. The faltering 25 
and the self-doubt has given way to achievement and pride. We have the confidence and we must 
use it. ... 

We have ceased to be a nation in retreat. We have instead a new-found confidence—born in 
the economic battles at home and tested and found true 8,000 miles away. That confidence 
comes from the re-discovery of ourselves, and grows with the recovery of our self-respect. And so 30 
today, we can rejoice at our success in the Falklands and take pride in the achievement of the men 
and women of our Task Force. But we do so, not as at some last flickering of a flame which must 
soon be dead. No—we rejoice that Britain has re-kindled that spirit which has fired her for 
generations past and which today has begun to burn as brightly as before.  

Britain found herself again in the South Atlantic and will not look back from the victory she 35 
has won. 

 



Margaret Thatcher, The Bruges Speech, 1988 
 

My first guiding principle is this: willing and ac5ve coopera5on between independent sovereign 
states is the best way to build a successful European Community. To try to suppress na5onhood and 
concentrate power at the centre of a European conglomerate would be highly damaging and would 
jeopardise the objec5ves we seek to achieve. Europe will be stronger precisely because it has France 
as France, Spain as Spain, Britain as Britain, each with its own customs, tradi5ons and iden5ty. It would 5 
be folly to try to fit them into some sort of iden5kit European personality. 

Some of the founding fathers of the Community thought that the United States of America might 
be its model. But the whole history of America is quite different from Europe. People went there to 
get away from the intolerance and constraints of life in Europe. They sought liberty and opportunity; 
and their strong sense of purpose has, over two centuries, helped to create a new unity and pride in 10 
being American, just as our pride lies in being Bri5sh or Belgian or Dutch or German. 

I am the first to say that on many great issues the countries of Europe should try to speak with a 
single voice. I want to see us work more closely on the things we can do beNer together than alone. 
Europe is stronger when we do so, whether it be in trade, in defence or in our rela5ons with the rest 
of the world. 15 

But working more closely together does not require power to be centralised in Brussels or decisions 
to be taken by an appointed bureaucracy. Indeed, it is ironic that just when those countries such as 
the Soviet Union, which have tried to run everything from the centre, are learning that success 
depends on dispersing power and decisions away from the centre, there are some in the Community 
who seem to want to move in the opposite direc5on. We have not successfully rolled back the fron5ers 20 
of the state in Britain, only to see them re-imposed at a European level with a European super-state 
exercising a new dominance from Brussels. 

Certainly we want to see Europe more united and with a greater sense of common purpose. But it 
must be in a way which preserves the different tradi5ons, parliamentary powers and sense of na5onal 
pride in one's own country; for these have been the source of Europe's vitality through the centuries. 25 
 



Foreign Secretary Boris Johnson’s Speech to the Conserva6ve Party 
Conference, October 2016 
 

[We] must be humble and realis2c enough to accept that in many eyes the no2on that we 

could endlessly expand the realm of liberal democracy was badly damaged, alas, by the 

invasion of Iraq in 2003 and symmetrically our model of free-market anglo-saxon capitalism 

as prac2sed in London and New York was seriously discredited by the Crash of 2008, and the 

global suspicion of bankers. And we have taken those twin blows like punches to the midriff; 5 

and we have been winded and some2mes lacking in confidence in these ideals; and if you look 

at the course of events in the last ten years, I am afraid you can make the case that it is partly 

as a result of that lack of western self-confidence – poli2cal, military, economic – that in some 

material ways the world has got less safe, more dangerous, more worrying. 

APer a long post-war period in which the world was broadly geQng more peaceful the 10 

number of deaths in conflict has risen from 49,000 in 2010 to 167,000 last year. … and then 

there is perhaps an even more pernicious phenomenon – stemming, however unfairly, from 

the disastrous events in Iraq, which is the tempta2on of more and more governments to take 

this instability and insecurity as an excuse to move away from democracy. 

…   15 

And so if I have one message for you this aPernoon, my friends, it is that this illiberal 

analysis is deeply and dangerously wrong and that these social and poli2cal freedoms — 

freedom of speech, freedom of associa2on, freedom to prac2ce whatever religion you want 

and to live your life as you please —, these freedoms are not inimical to prosperity – they are 

in fact essen2al to sustained growth. This is not the moment to cast aspersions on any other 20 

country where lack of freedom is hindering economic growth. I can prove my point simply by 

asking you to look at the society we live in, a 21st century Britain that incarnates that 

symmetry. Why have we got more tech wizards in London than any other city in Europe ? Is it 

because the poli2cians decided to embark on a soviet style programme of training people to 

do tech? On the contrary, I had no idea what tech was – though later claimed credit for it. It 25 

was because London acquired a deserved reputa2on as the greatest city on earth, a great 

jiving funkapolitan mel2ng-pot where provided you did nothing to damage the interests of 

others and provided you obeyed the law, you could make of your life preay much what you 

wanted. And that’s why we lead in all those crea2ve and cultural sectors. And that’s why we 

have the best universi2es because the best minds from across the world are mee2ng in some 30 

of the best pubs and bars and nightclubs like subatomic par2cles colliding in a cyclotron, and 

they are producing those flashes of innova2on that are essen2al for long term economic 

success. And it will not surprise you to know that Britain is ranked among the top three most 

innova2ve socie2es on earth. America is 4th and China is 25th and indeed the en2re top ten 

innova2ve socie2es are free market liberal democracies. And that is why we are s2ll the fastest 35 

growing European economy, according to the OECD. And this new and dynamic government 

led by Theresa May is working not just to ensure that this success is felt by everyone in a 

country that works for everyone, but I also believe we should have absolutely no shame or 

embarrassment in championing our ideals around the world. And in this era of dithering and 

dubita2on this should be the message of global Britain to the world: that we s2ck up for free 40 

markets as vigorously as we s2ck up for democracy and human rights and when all is said and 

done, my friends – and I know that not everyone will agree with this, but what the hell – I 

believe that vote on June 23 was for economic freedom and poli2cal freedom as well. 



Over the last couple of months I have sat in all kinds of EU mee2ngs vast and rumina2ve 

feasts of lunch or dinner in the castles of Miaeleuropa washed down with the finest wines 45 

known to man and on one occasion a splendid breakfast that seemed to stretch, for course 

aPer course, from 8 am to 11, and I have enjoyed them all. I have made friends, alliances 

and had wonderful conversa2ons in my various euro-creoles, but I have to tell any lingering 

gloomadon-poppers that never once have I felt that this country would be in any way 

disadvantaged by extrica2ng ourselves from the EU trea2es. And indeed there are some ways 50 

in which we will be liberated to be more ac2ve on the world stage than ever before, 

because we are not leaving Europe. 

We will remain commiaed to all kinds of European coopera2on – at an intergovernmental 

level whether it is maintaining sanc2ons against Russia for what is happening in Ukraine or 

sending our navy to help the Italians stem the migrant flow through the central 55 

Mediterranean. But we will also be able to speak up more powerfully with our own dis2nc2ve 

voice leading the world as we now are, in imposing a ban on ivory, helping to save the elephant 

in a way that the disunited EU is unable to do (in fact we have an absurd situa2on in which 

the EU is actually trying to veto the ivory ban in spite of having a president called Donald Tusk) 

or relaunching the cause of global free trade that has been stalled since the failure of the Doha 60 

round. And I can think of few more posi2ve forces in the global economy than the world’s fiPh 

richest economy taking back control, not just of our democracy and our borders and our cash 

but taking back control of our tariff schedules in Geneva, so that we can galvanise free trade, 

break the log jam. And as our new PM has rightly said, we can now become the global 

champions and agitators for this phenomenon doing free trade deals with countries around 65 

the world — as Liam will do deals that will con2nue the process of liPing billions out of 

poverty. And that is why the world needs Global Britain more than ever as a campaigner for 

the values we believe in, a catalyst for change and reform and economic and poli2cal freedom 

in a world that has lost confidence in those values. And of course there are those who say that 

we can’t do it – that we are too small, too feeble, too geopoli2cally reduced to have that kind 70 

of influence. I think of the pogonologically challenged Labour party, where they literally want 

to abolish the armed services and to keep our new nuclear submarines as a demented job 

crea2on programme – sending them to sea without any nukes aboard so that the whole na2on 

is turned into a kind of glorified military capon firing blanks. 

I am not going to pretend that this country is something we are not. Every day I go into an 75 

office so vast that you could comfortably fit two squash courts and so dripping with gilt bling 

that it looks like something from the Kardashians. And as I sit at the desk of George Nathaniel 

Curzon, I some2mes reflect that this was once the nerve centre of an empire that was 7 2mes 

the size of the Roman empire at its greatest extent under Trajan. And when I go into the Map 

Room of Palmerston, I cannot help remembering that this country over the last two hundred 80 

years has directed the invasion or conquest of 178 countries – that is most of the members of 

the UN – not a point I majored on in New York at the United Na2ons General Assembly and 

that is because those days are gone forever and that is a profoundly good thing. 

It is good for Britain and good for the world that in the last 60 years – in living memory – 

those responsibili2es have been taken away. And yet, it would be a fatal mistake now to 85 

underes2mate what this country is doing or what it can do because in spite of Iraq, it is simply 

not the case that every military interven2on has been a disaster. Far from it… 

Look at the achievement in Sierra Leone, where we were instrumental not just in ending 

the civil war, but in wiping out Ebola. Look at Somalia, where my predecessor William Hague 

helped ini2ate a bold programme to tackle the pirates that plagued the coast of that country, 90 



together with a coali2on of other European countries. Bri2sh ships took them on, with all the 

courage and decisiveness of our 19th century forebears. And the result? Before the an2-pirate 

campaign, their depreda2ons had cost the world economy about $7bn a year. When Britain 

stepped in, the aaacks stopped altogether – and it is a happy fact that since 2012 there have 

been more Hollywood films about Somali pirates starring Tom Hanks than there have been 95 

pirate aaacks.  

Of course we don’t want to wield our hard power; we think an age before we do so. But 

when we give our armed services clear and achievable missions we can s2ll be remarkably 

effec2ve and with 2 per cent of our GDP spent on defence we will be the leading military 

player in western Europe for the foreseeable future and our hard power, Conference, is 100 

dwarfed by a phenomenon that the pessimists never predicted when we unbundled the 

Bri2sh empire and that is soP power – the vast and subtle and pervasive extension of Bri2sh 

influence around the world that goes with having the language that was invented and 

perfected in this country and now has more speakers than any other language on earth. And 

up the creeks and inlets of every con2nent on earth there go the gentle kindly gunboats of 105 

Bri2sh soP power captained by Jeremy Clarkson – a prophet more honoured abroad, alas, 

than in his own country — or JK Rowling who is worshipped by young people in some Asian 

countries as a kind of divinity, or just the BBC – and no maaer how infuria2ng and shamelessly 

an2-Brexit they can some2mes be, I think the Beeb is the single greatest and most effec2ve 

ambassador for our culture and our values, and it was Sergei Lavrov himself who told me that 110 

he had not only watched our version of war and peace, but thought it was “very well done” 

and that, from the Kremlin, was praise. And if you want final proof of our irresis2ble soP power 

I remind you as I always do that this country not only invented or codified just about every 

sport or game known to humanity but this year it was our athletes – from a country that can 

boast only 1 per cent of the world’s popula2on – that came second in the Olympic and 115 

paralympic games and I hope my friends in Beijing will not mind if I point out that their teams 

had 1.4bn people to draw on. 

 



Brexit, Empire, and Decolonization 

Much of the debate around the referendum on continuing membership of the European Union was about 
‘reclaiming our national sovereignty’. However, Britain has always been an imperial state, not a national 
one. When Britain was formed through the Act of Union in 1707, the Kingdoms of England and Scotland 
already had established colonies, including that of Ireland in the case of England and other territories in 5 
the so-called New World. After Union, they went on to establish an empire that, at its height, covered 
one quarter of the earth and governed over one Rfth of its population – including by the 1920s, over one 
half of the world’s Muslims. This British state was an imperial state and, as such, necessarily multi- 
ethnic, multi-religious, and multi-cultural from the outset.  

The Leave victory has been seen as an expression of frustration by those who believed themselves to 10 
have been betrayed by a metropolitan elite. The problem was that ‘newcomers’ had been given equal 
status as citizens and this had undermined the conditions of those presented as ‘insiders’. Belonging to 
the history of the nation was presented as necessary to be a legitimate agent within politics and a 
legitimate object of policy initiatives in the present. This failure to recognise Britain’s imperial past 
limits the population that gets to be considered as ‘inside’ the polity historically and thus to have 15 
legitimate claims to determine it in the present.  

The standard view of the British state is expressed by Garry Runciman: that the institutional modes of 
production, coercion and persuasion, deemed to be characteristic of British society, were all fully formed 
by the First World War and have remained relatively stable since then. Empire forms no part of his 
account of those modes and the decline of empire similarly has little import in terms of understanding 20 
Britain subsequently.  

However, the British state and its institutions developed in the context of imperial expansion and through 
the appropriation of the material resources of empire. In the broadest terms, colonialism is about 
appropriation, settlement, and possession. It is about the establishment of political authority over 
populations to which there was no legitimate claim. Dispossession, enslavement and other forms of 25 
forced labour were employed to the profit of those who established their private property in empire and 
wealth was also extracted through coercive forms of taxation. As Utsa Patnaik (2017) has argued, the 
drain from the colonies was immeasurable in terms of financing the imperial state.  

Indeed, in his 1884 address on ‘The General Statistics of the British Empire’, Sir Richard Temple set 
out that over half of the annual revenue of the British national government came from taxing the labour 30 
and resources of those within empire, beyond the national state. That is, over half of the income at the 
disposal of the government in Westminster came from the land, labour, and resources of those who, 
today, are deemed to have no historically based claims here.  

These colonial relations, established on racialised hierarchies, were imported back into the imperial 
metropole and translated into second class citizenship for darker British citizens – something that we 35 
are seeing playing out today with the Windrush scandal which, incidentally, does not only affect 
populations from the Caribbean, but from across  

what was the British Commonwealth. The colonial imaginary of the British state turned darker citizens 
into migrants while allowing white migrants – or at least their children – to become citizens. Where 
once racialised hierarchy described unequal membership in the imperial polity, it now functioned as the 40 
basis of discrimination and domination within the national polity.  

Until the 1967 and 1969 Race Relations Acts were passed, it was legal to discriminate on the basis of 
race in housing, employment, education, and access to public services. Access to good working-class 
jobs was often mediated by trade unions, however, many unions operated an informal colour bar and 
refused to allow the employment of darker citizens. This only began to change once the Race Relations 45 
Acts had been passed and were used for legal redress. The outlawing of racial discrimination can be 



seen as one step in the process of remaking the polity on the basis of understandings of equality. 
However, the political moves, half a decade later, of Britain entering the European Economic 
Community suppressed the political framing of this as part of the process of what it would mean for 
Britain to decolonise. As such, it never had to reckon with what it meant to go from being a global 50 
empire to being a small state.  

While the predominantly white population of the imperial metropole may never have been asked if they 
wished the country to become multicultural, this is not a postwar process, but arose out of empire 
building. There was no complaint about the multicultural polity when those others were being exploited 
for the benefit of the metropole. Rather, objections were only raised when, making return journeys back 55 
to the metropole, racialised others sought to participate in it as equals. To situate the arrival and presence 
of these people as illegitimate in order ‘to take back control’ is more than disingenuous. It trades upon 
racism while simultaneously eliding it. This is how commentators have recently been able to argue 
‘white self-interest’ is legitimate and not to be understood as problematic. There is no legitimacy to a 
framing of history that rests on underpinning assumptions of white supremacy and the domination of 60 
others.  

What we are currently witnessing with Brexit is what the end of empire looks like. When the history of 
empire is elided and repressed – instead of being reckoned with – there is no real way forward. If we 
are to have a future as a liberal democratic state it has to involve addressing the past injustices which 
continue to disfigure our contemporary social and political landscapes.65 

 

By Gurminder K. Bhambra (Professor of Postcolonial and Decolonial Studies in the 
School of Global Studies, University of Sussex) • December 19, 2018 • in Histories of 
the Present.                                http://www.historyworkshop.org.uk/brexit-empire-and-decolonization/  

 



Winston Churchill’s Election Address at Usher Hall, Edinburgh,  
14th February 1950 

 
The prime minister, Mr. Attlee, has made it clear that his intention is to establish a Socialist State in 

this island at the earliest moment. He intends to create a society in which the state will control and own 
all the means of production, distribution and exchange. We have had one instalment of this during the 
last four and a half years, and now we are asked to vote whether we want to take a second plunge into 
this immense social and economic revolution. … 5 

This attempt to establish a Socialist State in Great Britain affects the relations of England and Scotland 
in a direct and serious manner. The principle of centralisation of government in Whitehall and 
Westminster is emphasised in a manner not hitherto experienced or contemplated in the Act of Union.  
The supervision, interference and control in the ordinary details of Scottish life and business by the 
Parliament at Westminster has not hitherto been foreseen, and I frankly admit that it raises new issues 10 
between our two nations.  

If England became an absolute Socialist State, owning all the means of production, distribution and 
exchange, ruled only by politicians and their officials in the London offices, I personally cannot feel 
that Scotland would be bound to accept such a dispensation. I do not therefore wonder that the question 
of Scottish home rule, and all this movement of Scottish nationalism has gained in strength with the 15 
growth of Socialist authority and ambitions in England. I would never adopt the view that Scotland 
should be forced into the serfdom of socialism as a result of a vote in the House of Commons. It is an 
alteration so fundamental in our way of life that it would require a searching review of our historical 
relations. 

But here I speak to the Scottish Nationalists in words, as diplomatic language puts it, of great truth 20 
and respect, and I say this position has not yet been reached. If we act together with our united strength 
it may never arise. I do not believe that the British nation or the English people will accept the Socialist 
State. There is a deep fund of common sense in the English race and they have all sorts of ways, as has 
been shown in the past, of resisting and limiting the imposition of state autocracy. It would be a great 
mistake for Scotsmen to suppose that Mr Attlee’s policy can effectively be imposed upon us at the 25 
present time. And here in this election, so momentous in its character and consequences, we all have 
the opportunity of inflicting a shattering defeat upon this menace to our individual liberties, and to the 
well understood, and hitherto widely-admired British way of life. I most strongly urge all Scotsmen to 
fight one battle at a time. We have every hope that the socialist schemes for netting us up and tying us 
down will be torn in pieces by the votes of the British people. We shall know more about it after 30 
February 23. It may indeed be a turning point in our island story. Scotsmen would make the wrong 
decision if they tried to separate their fortunes from ours at a moment when together we may lift them 
all to a higher plane of freedom and security. 

It would indeed be foolish to cast splitting votes or support splitting candidates, the result of which 
might be to bring about that evil Whitehall tyranny and centralization, when by one broad heave of the 35 
British national shoulders, the whole gimcrack structure of Socialist jargon and malice may be cast in 
splinters to the ground. 

… 
The Socialist centralization menace has however advanced so far as to entitle Scotland to further 

guarantees of national security and internal independence. These can be provided effectively by new 40 
additional representation at the centre and at the summit, which, if the Conservatives and Unionists are 
returned to power, will be accorded to Scotland, by a Unionist Cabinet. Besides strengthening the 
establishment of Under-Secretaries of State, we shall advise the creation of a new office of Minister of 
State for Scotland. He would be a minister of Cabinet rank and will be deputy to the Secretary of State. 
Such an appointment would enable a senior member of the Cabinet to be constantly in Scotland. 45 
Because of the large changes in economic and financial affairs which have come about in recent years, 
we shall appoint a Royal Commission to review the whole situation between Scotland and England, and 
we shall take good care that this does not become an instrument of delay upon practical action. 
 

Robert Rhodes James, ed., Winston S. Churchill: His Complete Speeches 1897-1963, vol. 8 1950-1963 50 
(Chelsea House Publishers, 1974), p. 7936-38. 
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Dual Identities, 1982

The striking feature of the table below is rhat they who are foremost in claiming their Britishness arethose whose link to Britain is the,most fragile - jnd the least accepred by the re-sr of ttre kinldom.

National identity in England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland

Think of self as England Scorland Wales Nonhern Ireland

?c '/c

Protestan t
c/c

R. Catholic

V(

B ri tish
Scorrish
Welsh
E-^r:-LLll5il)il
Ulster
In sh
Other. mi.recl, don'r knorv

35
52

a

33 b/

ao
I
5

t5
2
I

57

I
I

51
8

r0 2

6
69
l0

100 r00 r00 100 100

Sortrces: For Scorlund anil Wales, dara supplied by survey directors fiom rheir respective nrachine readable Frles: J.A. Brandand W.l. Miller. Scorrish Elect.ion Sun,e;- 1979 (Clasgo*: Universiry.of Srrathclyde); and Denis Baisonr and p.J. lvlacJewick,welsh Elecrion Suruet' 1979 (AberysrwyrÉ: Univcisity àf tvales). ForNonhern lreland, see E. Moxon_Brou,ne,,,Norrhern lrclandAttitude Survev: an Inirial Repon" (Èelfasr: queen's Universiry, duplicared, 1979), p.9. For England, dara suppliecl b1, theCallup Poli. London.

i,;iiil} ,âr"a:E' 
IJndersranding rhe lJnited Kingdom, London: Longman, 1982 (quoted in Les cahiers rrEncrages. vol. l, no I
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Census results At a glance National identity

The 2011 census asked people what country or countries they felt an aEliation to.

National identity is not tied to ethnicity or country of birth. A foreign citizen living in
Scotland is free to choose 'Scottish' as their national identity.

Scottish identity 82.7% of people said they had some Scottish national identity.

That's 4.4 million people.

Scottish national identity was most common in:

Around 90% of people in each of these areas said they had some Scottish national
identity.

70.5% of City of Edinburgh residents claimed some Scottish national identity. This
was the lowest in Scotland.

Scottish identity only

62.4% of Scotland's population said they were ‘Scottish only’.

3.3 million people had Scottish identity only. This was most common in 10 to 14 year
olds, at 71.5%.

It was least common among 30 to 34 year olds, at 56.7%.

18.3% of the population said their national identity was ‘Scottish and British
identities only’.

Ethnic groups

28.2% of people in minority ethnic groups said they had some Scottish identity.

This could be either Scottish only, or in combination with another identity.

59.9% of people from a mixed ethnic background had some Scottish identity, along
with 50.0% of people from the Pakistani ethnic group.

Scottish identity was least common in African ethnic groups, at 21.2%.

North Lanarkshire

Inverclyde

East Ayrshire

West Dunbartonshire

British identities 8.4% of the population said they had ‘British identity only’.

443,000 people said they were British only. This was most common in the 50 to 54
age group, at 9.7%.

2.3% of the population had 'English identity only'.

No UK identity 4.4% of people said they had no UK identity.

234,000 people said they had 'other identity only'. This was most common among
young adults aged 20 to 34.

Explore Scotland's Census

There's more to discover about the many different national identities of Scotland's
population. The data from Scotland's Census is easy to use and free for everyone.

Area overviews

View and compare simple census results for postcodes, towns, council areas, or all
of Scotland.

Search the data

Get detailed data tables for a wide range of topics and geographies with our data
searching tool.

Analytical reports

Read detailed reports that make use of census data to explore various topics.

Give feedback about this page

2022 results 2011 results Case studies News, events and blog About the census

This is a new service. Your feedback will help us to improve it. Dark mode



John Curtice, ‘How Firm are the Foundations? Public Attitudes to the Union in 2007’, T.M. Devine, Scotland and the Union 1707-2007 
(Edinburght University Press, 2008, 214 & 216.



Devolution: A beginner's guide 
 
Since 1999, the way the United Kingdom is run has been 
transformed by devolution - a process designed to 
decentralise government and give more powers to the three 
nations which, together with England, make up the UK. 
 
The United Kingdom is made up of England, Wales, Scotland and 
Northern Ireland. 
Devolution essentially means the transfer of powers from the UK 
parliament in London to assemblies in Cardiff and Belfast, and the 
Scottish Parliament in Edinburgh. 
 
When did it begin? 
Public votes were held in 1997 in Scotland and Wales, and a year 
later in both parts of Ireland. 
This resulted in the creation of the Scottish Parliament, the 
National Assembly for Wales and the Northern Ireland Assembly. 
Devolution applied in different ways in each nation due to historical 
and administrative differences. 
What powers are devolved? 
The table below gives an overview of the main powers given to the 
Northern Irish and Welsh assemblies, and the Scottish Parliament. 
 
MAJOR DEVOLVED POWERS 
SCOTLAND WALES N. IRELAND 
Agriculture, forestry 
& fishing 

Agriculture, forestry 
& fishing Agriculture 

Education Education Education 
Environment Environment Environment 

Health Health & social 
welfare Health 

Housing Housing Enterprise, trade & 
investment 

Justice, policing & 
courts* Local government Social services 

Local government Fire & rescue services Justice & policing 
Fire service Highways & transport  
Economic 
development 

Economic 
development  

Some transport   
*Scotland has always had its own legal system 



 
What powers are not devolved? 
The UK government is responsible for national policy on all powers 
which have not been devolved. 
These are known usually as "reserved powers" and include foreign 
affairs, defence, international relations and economic policy. 
This table gives an overview of the main non-devolved powers. 
 
MAJOR NON-DEVOLVED POWERS 
SCOTLAND WALES N. IRELAND 

Constitution Defence & national 
security 

Defence & national 
security 

Defence & national 
security Economic policy Foreign policy 

Foreign policy Foreign policy Nationality 
Energy Energy Energy** 
Immigration & 
nationality 

Immigration & 
nationality  

Trade & industry [see footnote +]  
Some transport   
Social security   
** - specified as "nuclear energy & installations" 
+ - Non-devolved powers in Wales are by implication all those not set out in the 
2006 Government of Wales Act 
 
 
The Westminster Parliament is technically still able to pass laws for 
any part of the UK, but in practice only deals with devolved 
matters with the agreement of the devolved governments. 
 

 
BBC News Website, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/uk_news/politics/election_2010/first_time_voter/8589835.stm 
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THE STATE OF SCOTTAND

A nation once again?

TDINBLRCH

The elections to the new Scottish Parliament on May 6th are the culmination
of a quiet revolution

ISK people in Edinburgh where the Royal
-{a,Museum is. and you are liable to get
puzzled looks. To get directions to whât the
banners outside the building say is the Royal
Museum, it is better to ask for the National
Museum of Scotland-because that is what
it really is, and is how most Edinburgh citi-
zens think of it.

For Edinburgh is a capital city, with na-
tional galleries ofart, the headquarters ofbig
banks and the Scottish legal system, a shiny
new financial district, and a main street-
Princes Street-providing a balcony view
across a green valley park to a venerable cas-
tle. All in all, this is a city which stands com-
parison with most other European capitals.
And it is soon to be adorned by a new and
powerful symbol of nationhood-a Scottish
Parliament.

Itis notjust the Parliament's law-making
and tax-raising powers which suggest that it
represents a signiÊcant step in the reinven-

1 tion of a nation. but also the way in which
I the Parliament will Êt snugly into Sconish
lhistory and culture. It will be temporariiy
t

housed in the assembly hall of the Church of
Scotland,just across the road from the hall in
which the last Scottish Parliament volunta-
rily voted itselfout ofexistence in r 7o7.

And when the Parliament eventually
moves into its permanent home, it will go to
a site opposite Holyrood Palace-the ancient
seat of Scottish monarchs-but in an adven-
turously modern buildingdesigned by Enric
Miralles, an architect from Barcelona. The
choice of a Catalan architect symbolises the
growing Scottish desire to muscle on to the
European stage, as Catalonia has done as a
powerlul region within Spain, and maybe
eventually even further into the spotlight as
a European nation like, say, Ireland.

If this is indeed the rebirth oÊa nation. it
is coming about in thè most extraordinary
way. Save for some odd, and hapless, indi-
viduals, there have been no underground
armies or even platoons of separatisr terror-
ists; no campaigns of civil disobedience
aimed at unseating governments; not even
any mass demonstrations by a fed-up pop-
ulace, apart from one rather genteel, well-

behaved affair seven yeârs ago.
This has been perhaps the first

else do you describe.
that has

commlt-

ed Ciechoslovakia-falls short of
full nationhood for Scotland. Parliament at
Westminster, to which Scots willcontinue to
elect l,rrs, will control defence and foreign
affairs, macroeconomic policy, taxation and
social security. The Scottish Parliament,
however, will be able to make laws over
health services, education,, local govern-
ment, housing, criminal and civil justice,
and economic development. It also has lim:-
ited tax powers: the ability to raise orlffiê7
ffi?âieïCome tax by no more than 3p.
and it can levy charges, such as road tolls.

A civic nationalism
There are reasons for
state.

ve
ls

8o,ooo the 5.rm inhabitants of Scotland.
Religion plays no discernible part; while the
Roman Catholic minority used to fear inde-
pendence as being liable to result in a Protes-
tant hegemony, a recent mo«r poll for the
SundayHeral.d found that a higher propor-
tion of Catholics (39%) supported independ-,
ence than did Protestants (32%).

Balkan na-

ve
of anti-English beha-

vlour -sad stories of English families driven
out of their homes, usually in small villages
rather than in big cities-the Scottish Na-
tional Party (sNr), which is often accused of
fomentins anti-English hatred, frowns on
such behaviour and expels any member
who engages in it.

Alex Salmond, the sxr leader, who last
wore a kilt when he was four years old, says
that his party's nationalism is enrirely civic

$rel nation." There are no campaigns to oust

-

ïhe cllrec-[ors of the narional galleries and
museum, both rnglishmen, and while the
fervour of the "tartan army", the followers
of the national football team, is renowned,
the team itself often sports players whose
English accents are more noticeable than
their Scottish ancestry.
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THE STATE OF SCOTTAND
Thus in Scotland today there are none of the
conditions which

does national-

endum. Scotland's political and civic leaders
(apart from the defeated Tories and a few
businessmen) were pretty much unired in
therr determination to have a Scottish par_
liament to handle domestic affairs.Votàrs
were happy to follow their lead.

Hopins for Enlightenment
The creation of a Scottish parliament should
drssrpate Scottish discontents. at least for the
foreseeable future. But it is also prop.ifi"!
British politics into a new and unfâmifiar del

ever since. Now. its 3.65o bureaucrats man_
age a. budger of ¤r+ billion 1gzz.5 billion,l andanother ro.ogr civil servants in other apen_
ciessuch asthescottish prison Service. "

_This administrative devolution might
well have continued working hrppily h;iiinot been_for significant sociài anà d"li;;;ichange. First. the sNp. which haà cam_pargned quite ineffectively since it wasfounded in r928, became a,igninÀrpoiiti_
cal force when it latched on t"o tf,. àir.iu.iyofNonh Sea oil in the r 96os to argue that an
rndependent Scotland could escaie from theeconomic decline caused by theiollapse ofÏraditional heavy industry.
. Second, the Tories stèadily lost support
in Scotland, going down from irz ôf thà i,ote
anq 22 Mps tn 19Zg to rg% and no ,nps inr997-and yet ran Scotland throughout rhatperiod. courtesy_of their maioritÿ at wesil
mrnster. Gradually. this became seen as anaftront to Scortish sensibiliries. so much sothat by the time of the r997 deuotrtion ,.f.._

outside London. The new confidence in
Edinburgh, which is experiencing un ..olnomic boom and basking in the iredia at_
tention of the election campaign, is self_evi_
dent. The swelling number ôf rËr,rràn,*r.
busy mosr nights even in the depths of,win_
ter, and chic fashion shops are opening in
George Street. tempting ciiizens away lôm
tr-adirional navy and gaberdine Éarbs.

*r# rt're challenges of runninà a counrrv
may aiso srimtriare Scottish inrèliectual lifË.
Many Scors londlydream of a new..Scottish
Lnlrghrenment". like the one thecounrry en_joyed in the rsth century *h.n Scoitisii

companies srew out of Tory-inspired priva-
tisations.

But the politicians in the Scottish parlia_
ment will first have more mundane matters
rhan Enlightenmenr ro deal with. ai,n*eÀ
th.e Scotrish economy has improved mari_
edly -and Scotland has speni much oF the
past decade closing the wéalth gap with the
rest of Britain-the gap betweËn rich and
poor parrs olthe counrry has also increased.
The economic map of Scotland, savs leremv
Peat. chief economist at rhe Royal riant oî
Scotland, is severely lop-sided *ih th" puri.
around the eastern cities of EdinburgË and
Aberdeen being_6o% richer than the §ooieslparts-west and central Scotland, the Bor-
ders and the Highlands and tslands. H.iry,
that 20 years ago rhe figure was oniv rg%.

These disparities are provoking politicai
tensrons. Glasgow. which is reeling at the
prospect of losins one of its few reàaining
shipyards, Kvaerner Govan, and r,Soojobs] "is clamouring for departments of govern-
ment to be shifted wesr lrom Edinbïrgh; apolirical parrv devored only to the liigt-r_
lands and lslands is contesting the electiois;
and politicians in the Borderi are agitatin;
for aid to deal with recent blows to ti"," t.rl
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tiles and electronics industries.
There are plenty of social problems too.

Graham Leicester, director of the Scottish
Council Foundation, a think-tank, says that
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growing up in households where welfare
payments are the main source of income.

\/r Despite the fact thar the government spendsÉà 26% more on health per head in Scotland
than in England, parts of the country still
have a dreadful health record. Average life
expectancy in Bearsden, an affluent Glas-
gow suburb, is about eight years longer than
in nearby Drumchapel, a district of munici-
pal housing and high unemployment.

Tackling these matters will force Scottish
politicians to admit that their traditional so-
lution to such problems- squeezins more
taxpayers' cash from the Treasury in Lon-
don-is not the answer. It will also mean
swallowing a bit of national pride and ad-
mitting that some prized assets, such as the
widely-admired Scottish education system,
are not as §ood as many Scots like to think.
Lindsay Paterson, professor of educational
policy at Edinbursh University, says that
while Scotland is at the top of the European
league for numbers of young people with de-
§rees and other higher qualifications, it is to-
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unlikely, at least in the medium term. And in
the meantime, both parliaments and the
British taxpayer ought to benefit from grea-
ter policy experimentation and variety of ex-
perience. The introduction, for example, of a
General Teaching Council to regulate the
English teachins profession follows the ex-
perience of a similar long-established and
Scottish body which has helped to raise
standards in teacher training. More such
learning and borrowing ought to be possible.

Indeed, while some feared that the new-
ly elected parliament in Edinburgh would
spend its time arluing for yet more power to
be passed from Westminster, so far at least
such arguments have been absent from the
election campaign. Even the srur, much at-
tacked by opponents as separatists, have
concentrated on domestic policy issues. The
dawn of complete Scottish independence,
far from having been broughr closer, seems
to be as far away as ever. The sNp remain iso-
lated advocates of it, and until Scotland's
powerful civic institutions see something
better in independence than they currently
get from the union with England, they are
unlikely to be lured into the Nationalist fold.

Instead, what seems to be arising is a dif-
ferent Scotland, and a different Britain. Bri-
tain's centralised political culture will be
changed, probably irreversibly. It will be re-
placed by a more diverse sort of politics, in
which different resional and national iden-
tities will be given new encouragement and
expression. They may even co-operate, rath-
er than clash.
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Adam Smith enlightens the Scots

I HE ECONOMTST MAY IST lggg

,,cal world will cause problems in England.
llAfter all, Scottish ups will conrinue ro vote
llon English domestic affairs while English
l[r"res will have no comparable say in Scoitish

Scots have taken solace in the knowledge
that at least their education system is gener-
ally better than England's. This comfort
blanket should now be removed as the Scots affairs.Justas the Scotsthroughout the rgBos
gain control of their domestic affairs and as lamented being governed by English politic-
responsibility for failings will notbesoeasily ians they had not elected, so the English-in

time-may resent the Scottish say over thpir
affairs. But this anomaly, the so-called

1"{esllothiaqquçstioq', may cause less ir-
ffirrworeasons.

First, Tony Blair's government would
still have a thumpins majority even if there
were no Scottish or even Welsh rrrs at West-
minSter. True, the time may come when En-
gland votes for a Tory sovernment but does
not get it because ofscottish Labour lr.ps. But
then, second. it is not true that Scottish and

a
,, Because of rhe way the Treasury's block
ll grant ro rhe Scotrish Parliament is deter-
llmined. when Westminsrer Mps vote on
| | changes to the English health and education
I lbudgets. they will also be determining
I lchanges to the Sconish budget.' rhat gives English ,rü rry in Scottish

business, and Scotqft nrps an aiute interest
in English matterÿIndeed this intertwining
may eventually clluse a political headache if,
say, the British government decides it wants
to switch from the present tax-financed
health service to one more dependent on
revenue from private health insurance, but
the Scottish Parliament stubbornly refuses
to contemplate such a move.

However, such a policy change seems

A done deal?
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will easily win the most seats-but will
fall just short of an overall majority. That
may lead to another innovation in British
politics; a coalition between Labour and
the Liberal Democrats.

At present both Oonald Dewar, La-
bour's leader in Scotland, and Jim Wal-
lace, the leader of the Scottish Liberal
Democrats, insist that they are keeping
their options open. Labour could form a
minority government; the Lib Dems
might do a deal with the sNp.

But careful readers of ajust-published
biography ofPeter Mandelson, one ofTo-
ny Blair's closest advisers, may conclude
that a coalition deal has already been
done. The book's author, Donald Macin-
tyre, says that a five-a-side meeting in
early ry96 between senior Labourites, in-
cludin§ Messrs Mandelson, Blair and De-
war, and senior Lib Dems, led by their
leader, Paddy Ashdown, discussed the

prospect of a Scottish coalition. Mr Ma-
cintyre says that among other things, the
two sides a§reed that they would work to-
wards a Lib-Lab coalition if Labour did
not have an overall majority, or had an
unworkably small one.

When quizzed about this by The
Economist, Mr Dewar neither confirmed
nor denied that the meeting took place,
but insisted that he has no deal with the
Lib Dems. Mr Wallace of the Lib Dems
says the same thing-but he is already
making his coalition negoriating stance
known. He says, for example, that he may
drop his opposition to Labour's policy of
charging students tuition fees.

A Lib-Labcoalition in Scotland would
be a handy pilot project for Mr Blair,
whose "project" is often said to revolve
around the idea offusing Labour and the
Lib Dems into an unbeatable centre-left
force. Having a working model in La-
bour's Scottish heartlands would help
him sell the plan to his party.
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Tony Blair: Speech to the Scottish Parliament 
9 March 2000 

 
 

Some believe the programme of decentralisation and devolution is wrong. I disagree 
profoundly. You do not judge these changes in days or months, or even a short space of 
years. You judge them in the broad sweep of history. There is an historical movement 
away from centralised government. As democracy matures, so does the desire of the 
electorate for decisions to be taken closer to them. So does the desire for diversity. When 5 
people point to differences in devolved policy and ask me, "isn't this a problem?", my 
response is that it is devolution. Not an accident. But the intention.  

Other people mistakenly say it represents the end of Britain. The truth is quite the 
opposite. Our identity as Britain is a matter of our values and our interests. It is not 
about fossilizing institutions and refusing to change them.  10 

Indeed it would be failure to modernise that would lead to the end of Britain. That is 
why this Government is bringing our constitution up to date. To make sure that it does 
give effect to our continuing values in fast changing circumstances.  

Britain's values and interests are enduring. They have grown up from our history and 
our shared experience. They reflect the shared experience of countries coning together in 15 
common interest to form a diverse but strong union. These values are deep rooted and 
powerful. They bind together Scotland and the rest of Britain. They are expressed in the 
partnership which we are forging today between the Scottish Parliament and the United 
Kingdom Parliament.  

[...]  20 
That is why I stand before you today, deeply conscious of the historical significance of 

this occasion. Our country is changing. The institutions of the l9th Century will not serve 
us in the 21st.  

Ours is a union that is evolving. We see it in our relations with Europe. We see it in 
the creation of a Welsh Assembly. We see it in the popular will yearning for devolved 25 
government in Northern Ireland. We see it in the strengthening of local identity in the 
regions of England. And perhaps most of all, we see and feel it here in this Scottish 
Parliament.  

When they locked the doors of the old Scottish Parliament nearly three hundred years 
ago, they said it was "the end of an auld sang". I am here to celebrate with you the 30 
beginning of a new one, and of a new era of partnership within the United Kingdom. 
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