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British Conservatism after the vote for Brexit:  

the ideological legacy of David Cameron 

 

Richard Hayton 

 

Abstract 

 

Following the referendum on membership of the EU, this article assesses the ideological legacy 

of David Cameron on Conservative politics in Britain. It focuses on three areas of ideological 

tension in contemporary conservatism, namely European integration, the divide between 

social liberals and traditionalists, and the future of the Union post-Brexit. Applying the concept 

of heresthetics to offer a theoretically informed account, it argues that while Cameron enjoyed 

ƐŽŵĞ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĞƐ ŝŶ ͚ƚŚĞ Ăƌƚ ŽĨ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů ŵĂŶŝƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͛ ;‘ŝŬĞƌ ϭϵϴϲͿ ǁŝƚŚ ĞůĞĐƚŽƌĂů benefits, his 

desire to modernize conservatism was ultimately undone by his failure to restructure the key 

ŝƐƐƵĞ ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶƐ ĂŶŝŵĂƚŝŶŐ ŚŝƐ ƉĂƌƚǇ͛Ɛ ŝĚĞŽůŽŐǇ͘ UůƚŝŵĂƚĞůǇ ƚŚŝƐ ĨĂŝůƵƌĞ ƵŶĚŝĚ ŚŝƐ ƉƌĞŵŝĞƌƐŚŝƉ͕ 

leading to his downfall.    
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Introduction 

 

It was not meant to end this way. Following his unexpected triumph in the 2015 general 

election, David Cameron outlined his plans for his next term of office in a statement outside 

Number 10 Downing Street. In it, he spoke ŽĨ ŚŝƐ ĚĞƐŝƌĞ ƚŽ ͚ďƌŝŶŐ ŽƵƌ ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ͕͛ ǁŚŝĐŚ 

meant ͚giving everyone in our country a chanĐĞ͕ ƐŽ ŶŽ ŵĂƚƚĞƌ ǁŚĞƌĞ ǇŽƵ͛ƌĞ ĨƌŽŵ ǇŽƵ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŚĞ 

opportunity to make the most of your life. It means giving the poorest people the chance of 

training, a job, and hope for the future͛ ;CĂŵĞƌŽŶ 2015a). The Prime Minister hoped that a 

focus on social justice and this life chances agenda, which he would flesh out further in a 

speech in the following January (Cameron 2016a), would come to define his final term of 

office. HŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ ƚŚĞ CŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞƐ͛ ůĂƌŐĞůǇ ƵŶĨŽƌĞƐĞĞŶ ŽƵƚƌŝŐŚƚ ǀŝĐƚŽƌǇ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ŐĞŶĞƌĂů ĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶ 

also meant something else for the new Cameron government, to which he dedicated a single 

ůŝŶĞ͗ ͚And yes, we will deliver that in/out referendum on ŽƵƌ ĨƵƚƵƌĞ ŝŶ EƵƌŽƉĞ͛ ;CĂŵĞƌŽŶ 

2015a).  

 

The promise of a vote on UK membership of the European Union (EU) ǁĂƐ ͚ďorne from tactical 

considerations concerning party management and party competition͛ ;LǇŶĐŚ ϮϬϭϱ͕ 200). When 

he made this pledge in January 2013, Cameron was exercised by the rise in support for the UK 

Independence Party, and the not unrelated growing restiveness amongst Eurosceptics on his 

own backbenches. Warned in November 2012 by the Deputy Prime Minister, Nick Clegg, that 

ŚŝƐ ƉůĂŶ ƚŽ ƌĞŶĞŐŽƚŝĂƚĞ BƌŝƚŝƐŚ ŵĞŵďĞƌƐŚŝƉ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ EU ĂŶĚ ŚŽůĚ Ă ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĚƵŵ ǁĂƐ ͚ŚƵŐĞůǇ ƌŝƐŬǇ͕͛ 

CĂŵĞƌŽŶ ƌĞƉůŝĞĚ ͚YŽƵ ŵĂǇ ďĞ ƌŝŐŚƚ͘ BƵƚ what else can I do? My backbenchers are unbelievably 

EƵƌŽƐĐĞƉƚŝĐ ĂŶĚ UKIP ĂƌĞ ďƌĞĂƚŚŝŶŐ ĚŽǁŶ ŵǇ ŶĞĐŬ͛ ;ƋƵŽƚĞĚ ŝŶ LĂǁƐ 2016, 237). CĂŵĞƌŽŶ͛Ɛ 
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undertaking was, theoretically at least, dependent on securing a Conservative majority at the 

next election, and commentators accordingly speculated that the Prime Minister would 

happily trade it away in a future round of coalition negotiations. However, in practice he knew 

that if the 2015 election were to deliver another hung parliament and he sought to lead a 

second coalition, a failure to secure agreement to hold the referendum would in all likelihood 

enrage enough of his backbenchers to scupper any such deal. Cameron consequently signalled 

that the referendum pledge would be a red-line in any future coalition negotiations. Senior 

Liberal Democrats were also aware of this and were prepared to concede it, should the 

situation arise. As one of ƚŚĞ ƉĂƌƚǇ͛Ɛ special advisers ŝŶ DŽǁŶŝŶŐ “ƚƌĞĞƚ ůĂƚĞƌ ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚĞĚ͕ ͚ǁĞ 

were definitely going to go along with it, [and] had basŝĐĂůůǇ ƐĂŝĚ ƐŽ ŝŶ ƉƵďůŝĐ͛ ;KĞŵƉ 2016). 

 

Following his 2015 win it was soon reported that Cameron wished to bring forward the date of 

the referendum, which he had pledged in the Conservative manifesto to hold by the end of 

2017. Government sources indicated days after the election that they wished to ͚ĂĐĐĞůĞƌĂƚĞ 

ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ͛ ;WĂƚƚ 2015), and the EU Referendum Bill was the most prominent feature of the 

QƵĞĞŶ͛Ɛ “ƉĞĞĐŚ ŽƵƚůŝŶŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ŶĞǁ ĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ programme a few weeks later. During the 

2015 general election campaign David Cameron had let slip in a television interview that he did 

not plan to fight another, although he insisted he planned to serve ͚Ă ĨƵůů ƐĞĐŽŶĚ ƚĞƌŵ͛ ;BBC 

News 2015). Conscious no doubt of the clock ticking on his tenure in Number Ten, the Prime 

Minister exuded the appearance of a man in a hurry, keen to get the referendum over with so 

that he could focus in his remaining years at the top on the wider legacy of his premiership. 

Tragically for him, his place in history is condemned to be indelibly defined by the issue of 

Europe ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ͕ ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ ŚŝƐ ĨĞƌǀĞŶƚ ĂĚǀŝĐĞ͕ ƚŽ ůĞĂǀĞ ƚŚĞ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ UŶŝŽŶ͘ Like 
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ThatcŚĞƌ ĂŶĚ MĂũŽƌ ďĞĨŽƌĞ Śŝŵ͕ CĂŵĞƌŽŶ͛Ɛ ƉƌĞŵŝĞƌƐŚŝƉ ǁĂƐ ƵůƚŝŵĂƚĞůǇ ĚĞƐƚƌŽǇĞĚ ďǇ ŚŝƐ 

ƉĂƌƚǇ͛Ɛ ĨŝƐƐƵƌĞ ŽǀĞƌ EƵƌŽƉĞ͘  

 

This article considers the Cameron legacy for conservatism by analysing it along three aspects 

that have been central to defining it in recent years. The first is the issue of European 

integration, which has been the key rift within the Conservative Party since the late-1980s 

(Gamble 1996, 22). The second is the union between the nations of the United Kingdom, which 

was one of the pillars of Conservative hegemony during the twentieth century (Gamble 1995), 

but has been under increasing strain in the twenty-first. And the third is the morality divide 

between social liberals and traditionalists, which has been particularly prominent over the past 

decade (Hayton 2012; Heppell 2013). It should be noted at the outset that ͚ĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝƐŵ͛ ŝƐ 

used here to refer primarily to the ideology of the British Conservative Party. This is not to 

deny the broader field of conservative political thought that lies beyond this, but this is outside 

of the scope of this article.  

 

In theoretical terms this article starts from the position that ͚ŝĚĞŽůŽŐǇ ŵĂƚƚĞƌƐ͕͛ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ 

ŝĚĞŽůŽŐŝĐĂů ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶŝŶŐ ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞƐ ƚŽ ďĞ ĂŶ ͚an important concern for political parties͛ ĂŶĚ those 

that lead them (Buckler and Dolowitz 2012, 576), even if rhetorically party leaders in recent 

decades haǀĞ ĞŶŐĂŐĞĚ ŝŶ ͚ŝĚĞŽůŽŐŝĐĂů ƋƵŝĞƚŝƐŵ͕͛ ĨƵĞůůŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐ ŚĂƐ 

become less ideologically driven than it once was (Dommett 2014). As such it contributes to 

the growing body of scholarship that has challenged this view (Finlayson 2012; Griffiths and 

Hickson 2010; Buckler and Dolowitz 2009, 2012; Kerr 2007), and indeed the persistent (and 

more longstanding) one that the Conservative Party is somehow non-ideological (Green 2004). 
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It builds on previous scholarship that has argued that contemporary Conservative politics 

needs to be understood in terms of the ideational debates that underpin it, as well as 

questions of leadership and electoral context (Hayton 2012, 2016).  

 

Moreover, the article deploys the concept of heresthetics to analyse the Cameron legacy for 

conservatism. Originally formulated by William Riker (1983), heresthetics has been utilised in 

more recent years to analyse a range of political figures including former Conservative leaders 

Margaret Thatcher (McLean 2001) and Stanley Baldwin (Taylor 2005). Central to the concept is 

‘ŝŬĞƌ͛Ɛ ĐŽŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐŝĂŶƐ ǁŝůů ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚ ƚŽ structure the political world to their 

advantage, through political manipulation of issue dimensions (Riker 1986, McLean 2002). In 

‘ŝŬĞƌ͛Ɛ words, ŝƚ ŝƐ ͚ƚŚĞ Ăƌƚ ŽĨ ƐĞƚƚŝŶŐ ƵƉ ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶƐ ʹ composing the alternatives among which 

political actors must choose ʹ in such a way that even those who do not wish to do so are 

ĐŽŵƉĞůůĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ƚŚĞ ŚĞƌĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐŝĂŶ͛Ɛ ƉƵƌƉŽƐĞ͛ (1983, 55). 

WĞ ĐĂŶ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ ŚĞƌĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐƐ ĂƐ ĞŶĐŽŵƉĂƐƐŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ͚ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚƐ ŽĨ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů ĂĐƚŽƌƐ ƚŽ ƐĞƚ Žƌ 

control agendas, reformulate procedures, transform policy or issue space and redefine 

ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶƐ ƐŽ ĂƐ ƚŽ ĐƌĞĂƚĞ ŶĞǁ ƉŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚŝĞƐ͛ ;FŝŶůĂǇƐŽŶ ĂŶĚ MĂƌƚŝn 2008, 451). This often 

ŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐ ĚĞŶǇŝŶŐ ĂĚǀĞƌƐĂƌŝĞƐ ͚ƉŽůŝĐǇ Žƌ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů ƐƉĂĐĞ͛ ;BĞŶŶŝƐƚĞƌ ϮϬϭϱ͕ ϭϲϴͿ͘  In terms of the 

ideological legacy of a leader on their party, our attention is directed towards how they have 

attempted to transform issue spaces, control political agendas and debates, and close off issue 

space to ideological opponents. 

 

Of particular relevance to this study is the article by Heppell (2013a) analysing the party 

leadership of David Cameron between 2005 and 2012 through the prism of heresthetics.  
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Heppell argued that Cameron attempted to bring about a realignment of British politics 

through the formation of the Coalition government with the Liberal Democrats, seeking to 

occupy and redefine the political centre-ground. He credits Cameron with successful 

manipulation of his coalition partners ʹ a view that was vindicated by the 2015 general 

election result. Here however, I contend that Cameron ultimately failed as a heresthetician in 

his management of the issue dimensions of Europe, social liberalism, and the politics of the 

Union. Ideological divisions have been a persistent source of political and electoral difficulties 

for the Conservative Party, and Cameron bequeathed his party a problematic ideological 

legacy and failed to entrench his agenda of ideological modernization.  

 

Social liberalism 

 

From the outset of his campaign for the party leadership in 2005, Cameron had stressed his 

desire to see conservatism modernized (Dorey 2007; Bale 2010). The need for modernization 

derived from his diagnosis that the Conservatives found themselves out of step with the 

trajectory of contemporary society and thus in need of a process of catch-up. Central to his 

agenda for modernization was an emphasis on social issues, where he sought to signal a 

decisive shift in what was broadly regarded as a socially liberal direction, at the expense of 

more traditionalist Conservative stances. As Heppell (2013b, ϯϰϭͿ ŶŽƚĞĚ͕ ĨŽƌ ͚CĂŵĞƌŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ 

modernizers, Thatcherite social conservatism created a negative image which reinforced an 

ŝŵƉƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ǁĞƌĞ ƐŽĐŝĂůůǇ ŝŶƚŽůĞƌĂŶƚ͕͛ ƐŽ ŝŶƐƚĞĂĚ ƚŚĞ ƉĂƌƚǇ ǁŽƵůĚ ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚ ƚŽ 

demonstrate a marked change of attitude across a range of issues with which it was not 

usually associated. Social liberalism is understood for the purposes of this paper not in the 
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sense of a willingness to use the state to achieve social objectives, but in relation to what 

IŶŐůĞŚĂƌƚ ;ϭϵϳϳͿ ůĂďĞůůĞĚ ͚ƉŽƐƚ-ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůŝƐƚ͛ ǀĂůƵĞƐ͘ TŚĞƐĞ ͚ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ ĞƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͕ ĚĞŵŽĐƌĂĐǇ͕ Ă ĐůĞĂŶ 

environment, and a more permissŝǀĞ͕ ƚŽůĞƌĂŶƚ ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ͕͛ ĂŶĚ mean that social liberals are more 

ůŝŬĞůǇ ƚŽ ĞŶĚŽƌƐĞ ͚ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ ƌŝŐŚƚƐ ĨŽƌ ŵŝŶŽƌŝƚǇ ŐƌŽƵƉƐ͕ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ Đŝǀŝů ůŝďĞƌƚŝĞƐ͕ ůĞƐƐ 

repressive law and order measures, [and] greater personal freedom on moral and lifestyle 

matters͛ ;)ŝƉƉ ϭϵϴϲ͕ ϯϬϮͿ͘ Social liberalism was signalled across a range of issues during the 

ĞĂƌůǇ ƉŚĂƐĞ ŽĨ CĂŵĞƌŽŶ͛Ɛ ƉĂƌƚǇ ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ͘ HĞ ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚĞĚ ƚŽ ƐŽĨƚĞŶ ƚŚĞ ƉĂƌƚǇ͛Ɛ ŝŵĂŐĞ ŽŶ ĐƌŝŵĞ 

ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ĐĂůů ƚŽ ͚ŚƵŐ Ă ŚŽŽĚŝĞ͕͛ ŽƉƉŽƐĞĚ ƚŚĞ ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͛Ɛ ƉůĂŶƐ ƚŽ ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐe 42-day detention 

without trial on civil liberties grounds, and on the issue of climate change was photographed 

hugging a huskie on a visit to the Arctic. His short-lived dalliance with the notion of ͚GĞŶĞƌĂů 

Well-BĞŝŶŐ͕͛ ĂƌŐƵŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ CŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞƐ ŶĞĞĚĞĚ ƚŽ ĨŽĐƵƐ ͚ŶŽƚ ũƵƐƚ ŽŶ GDP͕ ďƵƚ ŽŶ GWB͛, 

also implied a desire to engage more with post-materialist politics (Cameron 2006; Hayton 

2012, 104.) 

 

HŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ ĂƐ ŽŶĞ ŽĨ ŚŝƐ ŵŝŶŝƐƚĞƌŝĂů ĐŽůůĞĂŐƵĞƐ ŝŶ CŽĂůŝƚŝŽŶ ŽďƐĞƌǀĞĚ͕ ͚ŵƵĐŚ ŽĨ ƚŚŝƐ 

͚ĐŽŵƉĂƐƐŝŽŶĂƚĞ CŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞ͛ ĂŐĞŶĚĂ ĚŝĚ ŶŽƚ ƐƵƌǀŝǀĞ ĨŽƌ ůŽŶŐ ŽŶĐĞ ŝŶ ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͛ ;LĂǁƐ ϮϬϭϲ͕ 

ϱϲϬͿ͘ WŚŝůĞ ƚŚĞŵĞƐ CĂŵĞƌŽŶ ŚĂĚ ƉƌŽŵŽƚĞĚ ŝŶ ŽƉƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ƐƵĐŚ ĂƐ ƚŚĞ ͚BŝŐ “ŽĐŝĞƚǇ͛ ĚŝĚ ƉƌŽǀĞ ƚŽ 

be rather hollow in office, one standout socially liberal victory was achieved by the Coalition 

government, namely the passage of the Marriage (Same-Sex Couples) Act 2013. This measure 

was closely associated with Cameron himself, and it is notable that he chose to cite it in his 

statement the day after the referendum, and in his final words as Prime Minister on departing 

Downing Street, when he defended his record in office:  
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I believe we have made great steps, with more people in work than ever before in our 

ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ͕ ǁŝƚŚ ƌĞĨŽƌŵƐ ƚŽ ǁĞůĨĂƌĞ ĂŶĚ ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐ ƉĞŽƉůĞ͛Ɛ ůŝĨĞ ĐŚĂŶĐĞƐ͕ 

building a bigger and stronger society, keeping our promises to the poorest people in 

the world, and enabling those who love each other to get married whatever their 

sexuality. (Cameron 2016b).  

 

Although Cameron succeeded in passing the equal marriage legislation in 2013, there is limited 

evidence that his premiership has transformed his party into a socially liberal one. The new 

intake of MPƐ͕ ƐŽŵĞ ŽĨ ǁŚŽŵ ŚĂĚ ďĞĞŶ ƐĞůĞĐƚĞĚ ǀŝĂ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ ĐĂŶĚŝĚĂƚĞƐ ůŝƐƚ ;Žƌ ͚A-ůŝƐƚ͛Ϳ 

instituted by Cameron as Leader of the Opposition, were more socially liberal than the 

colleagues they joined in the Commons. Analysis by Heppell (2013b, 349) found that 42% of 

new entrants could be classified as liberal on social issues, compared to 17.9% of returning 

Conservative parliamentarians. So as a means to transforming the PCP the A-list enjoyed at 

least partial success (McIlveen 2009) although it left it deeply divided on social liberalism. Matt 

BĞĞĐŚ ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐ ĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞƐ ƚŽ ŐĂǇ ŵĂƌƌŝĂŐĞ ĂƐ ͚ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇ ůŝƚŵƵƐ ƚĞƐƚ ĨŽƌ ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌ Ă 

CŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞ ŝƐ ŵŽƌĞ ƐŽĐŝĂůůǇ ůŝďĞƌĂů Žƌ ƐŽĐŝĂůůǇ ĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞ͛ ;ϮϬ15, 8). On this basis, the PCP 

was split down the middle (127 Conservative MPs voted for the measure at second reading 

and 136 voted against it) and the legislation was saved only by the votes of Labour and Liberal 

Democrat MPs (Beech 2015, 8). Among the wider party membership, six out of ten opposed 

ƚŚĞ ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͛Ɛ ƉŽůŝĐǇ ;BĂůĞ ĂŶĚ WĞďď ϮϬϭϲ͕ ϭϰϰͿ͘ CĂŵĞƌŽŶ ĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞĚ ƚŚĞ ĞǆƚĞŶƚ ŽĨ ƚŚŝƐ 

intra-ƉĂƌƚǇ ĚŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ ŝŶ Ă ĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶ ǁŝƚŚ ŚŝƐ DĞƉƵƚǇ PƌŝŵĞ MŝŶŝƐƚĞƌ ŝŶ AƉƌŝů ϮϬϭϯ͗ ͚GĂǇ 

marriage has been an absolute disaster. It has totally split my party. It has been as bad for me 

ĂƐ ƚƵŝƚŝŽŶ ĨĞĞƐ ǁĞƌĞ ĨŽƌ ǇŽƵ͕ NŝĐŬ͛ ;ƋƵŽƚĞĚ ŝŶ LĂǁƐ ϮϬϭϲ͕ ϭϬϱͿ͘  



This is an accepted, pre-publication version of an article accepted for publication in The British Journal of Politics 

and International Relations. The published version can be found at: https://doi.org/10.1177/1369148117737278 

 

9 

 

 

Beyond this totemic issue Cameronite modernization also sought to exhibit its socially liberal 

distinctiveness from Thatcherism across issues ƐƵĐŚ ĂƐ ͚ƚŚĞ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ͖ ĨĞŵŝŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ͖ 

ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ĂŝĚ͖ ƚŚĞ NH“͖ ĂŶĚ ƉŽǀĞƌƚǇ ĂŶĚ ƐŽĐŝĂů ũƵƐƚŝĐĞ͛ ;HĞƉƉĞůů ϮϬϭϯď͕ ϯϰϭͿ͘ HŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ Ă 

wide-ƌĂŶŐŝŶŐ ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ CĂŵĞƌŽŶ͛Ɛ ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ ĨŽƵŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ǁŚĂƚ ŚĂĚ ĞŵĞƌŐĞĚ ŝŶŝƚŝĂůůǇ ĂƐ Ă 

relatively bright and promising modernization strategy had been either eventually abandoned 

altogether, or widely blown off course, in the lead up to the 2010 general election and beyond͛ 

(Kerr and Hayton 2015, 115). Although some emblematic policies were maintained, for 

example the undertaking to spend 0.7 per cent of GDP on overseas aid, they remained 

ǀƵůŶĞƌĂďůĞ ƚŽ ĞǆƚĞŶƐŝǀĞ ĐƌŝƚŝĐŝƐŵ ĨƌŽŵ CĂŵĞƌŽŶ͛Ɛ ŽǁŶ ƉĂƌƚǇ͕ ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇ ĂƐ ŵĂŶǇ ŽƚŚĞƌ ĂƌĞĂƐ 

of government spending faced substantial cuts. Part of the explanation for this lies in the 

economic context within which the Coalition was formed, and the decision at that time to 

prioritize deficit reduction, which made pursuing what might ordinarily be labelled 

͚ĐŽŵƉĂƐƐŝŽŶĂƚĞ͛ ƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ Ăůů ƚŚĞ ŵŽƌĞ ĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚ͘ FŽƌ example, in relation to poverty and social 

justice, benefits for working age claimants were heavily squeezed, with further cuts planned 

for this parliament. Similarly, the emphasis Cameron placed on the importance of the 

environment as leader of the opposition did not translate into government, and he was 

criticized for failing to provide leadership on the issue as Prime Minister (Carter and Clements 

2015, 220), with the Liberal Democrats acting as the primary advocates of green issues in the 

Coalition.  

 

Cameron failed to convince a majŽƌŝƚǇ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ PCP ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŵĞƌŝƚƐ ŽĨ ƐŽĐŝĂů ůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵ͗ HĞƉƉĞůů͛Ɛ 

study found that half the 2010 PCP could be classified as socially conservative, one in five as 
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socially agnostic, and less than a third as socially liberal (Heppell 2013b, 345). As Beech (2015, 

ϳͿ ƉƵƚƐ ŝƚ͕ ǁŚĞŶ ŝƚ ĐŽŵĞƐ ƚŽ ƐŽĐŝĂů ůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵ͕ ƚŚĞ ͚ďĂƚƚůĞ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ƐŽƵů ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇ 

CŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞ PĂƌƚǇ ŚĂƐ ǇĞƚ ƚŽ ďĞ ǁŽŶ͛͘ AŶ ŝŵƉŽƌtant part of the explanation of the failure to 

embed social liberalism more deeply in contemporary conservatism is the lack of ideological 

coherence to the modernization agenda. A series of policy positions adopted to differentiate it 

from Thatcherism do not add up to an alternative ideational prospectus, which might have 

provided greater resistance to them being downgraded in the face of a range of internal and 

external pressures. While for Beech the motive for the same-sex marriage legislation was that 

͚CĂŵĞƌŽŶ ĂŶĚ ŚŝƐ ŵŽĚĞƌŶŝǌĞƌƐ ƐĂǁ ĂŶ ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇ ƚŽ ĐŚĂŶŐĞ Ă ŬĞǇ ĂƐƉĞĐƚ ŽĨ BƌŝƚŝƐŚ ƐŽĐŝĞƚǇ ʹ 

the definition of marriage ʹ ŝŶ ůŝŶĞ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞŝƌ ůŝďĞƌĂů ŝĚĞŽůŽŐǇ͛ ;BĞĞĐŚ ϮϬϭϱ͕ ϵͿ͕ ƚŚĞ ƌĞŐƌĞƚ 

Cameron expressed about his decision to champion the issue suggests a lack of firm ideological 

commitmeŶƚ ;D͛AŶĐŽŶĂ ϮϬϭϯ͖ LĂǁƐ ϮϬϭϲͿ͘  

 

CĂŵĞƌŽŶ͛Ɛ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ ƚŽ ĚƌŝǀĞ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞ ƐĂŵĞ-sex marriage legislation can therefore be 

interpreted as a heresthetic move that aimed to change public perceptions of the 

Conservatives, which might incur some sort-term damage (the appearance of divisions in 

public) but with the longer-term benefit of putting the party in greater alignment with public 

opinion, and possibly even credited as leading it. Clements (2014) has demonstrated a clear 

trend towards greater public support for same-sex marriage between 2008 and 2012. The 

Prime Minister also knew that he could rely on the support of a large majority of Labour and 

LŝďĞƌĂů DĞŵŽĐƌĂƚ MPƐ ƚŽ ĞŶƐƵƌĞ ƚŚĞ ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ƐĂǀĞ ƉĂƐƐĂŐĞ͕ ĞǀĞŶ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĨĂĐĞ ŽĨ Ă ƐŝǌĂďůĞ 

Conservative rebellion. However, if Cameron hoped that championing this largely symbolic 

measure (same-sex couples already had access to the legal rights related to marriage through 
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civil partnerships) would mark a decisive victory embedding his modernization agenda he was 

mistaken. As he acknowledged, he underestimated the scale of opposition he would face, and 

was unable to manipulate the PCP into supporting the measure. Furthermore, the issue 

became a focal point for discontent in the wider party membership, amongst whom cultural 

conservatives were most likely to defect to UKIP (Webb and Bale 2014). On this issue 

dimension we can therefore credit Cameron with partial success as a heresthetician, achieving 

a key victory for his socially liberal view which looks unlikely to be reversed. This shift is 

certainly of significance, and it is difficult for example to imagine that an openly gay female 

politician such as Ruth Davidson would have been elected to a leadership position in the pre-

Cameron Conservative Party. However, he failed more broadly to transform the Conservatives 

into a socially liberal party, leaving his successor to manage divisions over a range of social 

matters where liberal and more traditionally conservative attitudes clash. These include issues 

of gender, equality, marriage, adoption, abortion, penal policy, recreational drug use, and the 

debate over grammar schools (Beech 2015, 12).  

 

Unionism  

 

Commitment to the Union has long been a feature of Conservative statecraft, and was a key 

ĞůĞŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉĂƌƚǇ͛Ɛ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů ŚĞŐĞŵŽŶǇ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ͚ůŽŶŐ CŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞ ĐĞŶƚƵƌǇ͛ ĨƌŽŵ ϭϴϴϲ ƚŽ 

1997 (Seldon and Snowdon 2001). This Unionism was a core element of the Chamberlainite 

tradition, which brought the Liberal Unionists into the Conservative fold over the issue of 

HŽŵĞ ‘ƵůĞ ĨŽƌ IƌĞůĂŶĚ͘ JŽƐĞƉŚ CŚĂŵďĞƌůĂŝŶ ƉƌŽŵƵůŐĂƚĞĚ Ă ǀŝƐŝŽŶ ŽĨ Ă ͚GƌĞĂƚĞƌ BƌŝƚĂŝŶ͛ ďĂƐĞĚ 

on imperialism, collectivism and protectionism (Gamble 1996, 21), and this subsumed an older 
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ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ EŶŐůŝƐŚ TŽƌǇŝƐŵ ;GĂŵďůĞ ϮϬϭϲͿ͘ TŚĞ ůĂƚƚĞƌ ŚĂƐ ͚ĂůǁĂǇƐ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ ƚŚĞ UŶŝŽŶ ƚŽ ďĞ 

desirable, but it comes second in their thinking to the need to protect the sovereignty of the 

BƌŝƚŝƐŚ ƐƚĂƚĞ͕ ƚŚĞ ĐŽƌĞ ŽĨ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝƐ EŶŐůĂŶĚ ĂŶĚ ŝƚƐ ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶƐ͛ ;GĂŵďůĞ ϮϬϭϲ͕ ϯϲϬͿ͘ 

Contemporary Conservative ideology contains a growing cleavage between traditional 

unionism, which retains a powerful emotional pull, and an English patriotism which is less 

ĐŝƌĐƵŵƐƉĞĐƚ ĂďŽƵƚ ĂƐƐĞƌƚŝŶŐ EŶŐůĂŶĚ͛Ɛ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐ͕ ĞǀĞŶ ǁŚĞƌĞ ƚŚĞǇ ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůůǇ ƉƵƚ ƐƚƌĂŝŶ ƚŚĞ 

bonds of the Union (Kenny 2014, 180-183; Hayton 2012, 81-101). One of the paradoxes of the 

Cameron premiership was that while he consistently articulated his own belief in the 

importance and value of the Union, the territorial integrity of the UK was imperilled to an 

extent not seen since the partition of Ireland. 

 

As Leader of the Opposition, Cameron resisted the siren call of English nationalism, and diluted 

;ďƵƚ ĚŝĚ ŶŽƚ ĚŝƐƉĞŶƐĞ ǁŝƚŚͿ ŚŝƐ ƉĂƌƚǇ͛Ɛ ĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚ ƚŽ ĂŶƐǁĞƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ WĞƐƚ LŽƚŚŝĂŶ QƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ 

(Aughey 2010). This approach, while appealing to the traditional Conservative attachment to 

ƚŚĞ UŶŝŽŶ͕ ĂůƐŽ ĚŽǀĞƚĂŝůĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ CĂŵĞƌŽŶ͛Ɛ modernization agenda, as the language of the 

UŶŝŽŶ ǁĂƐ ŵŽƌĞ ƐƵŝƚĞĚ ƚŽ ĂŶ ŝŶĐůƵƐŝǀĞ ƉĂƚƌŝŽƚŝĐ ĂƉƉĞĂů ;ĞǆƉůŽŝƚŝŶŐ ͚OŶĞ NĂƚŝŽŶ͛ ƌŚĞƚŽƌŝĐͿ ƚŚĂŶ Ă 

ŵŽƌĞ ŽǀĞƌƚ EŶŐůŝƐŚ ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůŝƐŵ͘ GŝǀĞŶ ƚŚĞ ͚ƐŚŝĨƚ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƚŽŽŬ ƉůĂĐĞ ĚƵƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ TŚĂƚĐŚĞƌ ǇĞĂƌƐ͙ 

towards a narrower English nationalism and a rejection of any compromise of British national 

ƐŽǀĞƌĞŝŐŶƚǇ͛ ;GĂŵďůĞ ϭϵϵϲ͕ ϯϱͿ ƚŚŝƐ ǁĂƐ ĂůƐŽ ĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚ ǁŝƚŚ CĂŵĞƌŽŶ͛Ɛ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ŽĨ ƌŚĞƚŽƌŝĐĂůůǇ 

ĚŝƐƚĂŶĐŝŶŐ ĨƌŽŵ TŚĂƚĐŚĞƌŝƐŵ͕ ĚƌĂǁŝŶŐ ƵƉŽŶ ͚ƚŚĞ ͞ŽŶĞ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͟ ƚŚĞŵĞ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝƐŵ ƚŚat 

TŚĂƚĐŚĞƌ ŚĂĚ ĂƌŐƵĂďůǇ ĞƐĐŚĞǁĞĚ͛ ;MĐAŶƵůůĂ ϮϬϭϮ͕ ϭϲϴͿ͘  
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The 2010 Coalition Agreement provided an opportunity to despatch the contentious issues of 

reforming the Barnett formula, and formulating a workable proposal for English votes for 

English laws, intŽ ͚ƚŚĞ ůŽŶŐ ŐƌĂƐƐ͛ ;HĂǇƚŽŶ ϮϬϭϱ͕ ϭϮϳͿ͘ HŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ ĞǀĞŶƚƐ ĞůƐĞǁŚĞƌĞ ǁŽƵůĚ ĨŽƌĐĞ 

the future of the Union to the forefront of the political agenda. In the May 2011 Scottish 

Parliament election the Scottish National Party (SNP) unexpectedly won an overall majority, 

giving them a mandate to hold a referendum on Scottish independence. Legislation was 

enacted scheduling this for September 2014. The prospect of Scottish independence was 

͚ƌĞŐĂƌĚĞĚ ĂƐ Ă ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů ĚŝƐĂƐƚĞƌ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ůĞĂĚĞƌƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƚŚƌĞĞ ŵĂŝŶ ƉĂƌƚŝĞƐ͛ ;LĂǁƐ 2016, 439). 

HŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚ ƉŽůůŝŶŐ ŝŶ ĨĂǀŽƵƌ ŽĨ ͚ŝŶ͛ ŵĞĂŶƚ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƚ ǁĂƐ ŶŽƚ ƌĞŐĂƌĚĞĚ ĂƐ Ă ͚ŚŝŐŚ ƌŝƐŬ͛ 

in government (ibid.), until the polls dramatically narrowed in the closing weeks of the 

ĐĂŵƉĂŝŐŶ͕ ǁŚŝĐŚ ůĞĚ ƚŽ ͚Ă ŐƌŽǁŝŶŐ ƐĞŶƐĞ ŽĨ ƉĂŶŝĐ͛ ;LĂǁƐ 2016, 441). Cameron reportedly 

͚ƌĞŵĂŝŶĞĚ ŝŶ Ă ƐƚĂƚĞ ŽĨ ŶĞĂƌ ƉĂŶŝĐ͛ ĂŶĚ ĂĚŵŝƚƚĞĚ ƚŽ ŚŝƐ DĞƉƵƚǇ ƚŚĂƚ ͚I Ăŵ ƐŽ ŝŶĐƌĞĚŝďůǇ ŶĞƌǀŽƵƐ͘ 

I really cannot be the Prime Minister who oversaw the break-ƵƉ ŽĨ ŽƵƌ UŶŝƚĞĚ KŝŶŐĚŽŵ͛ ;LĂǁƐ 

2016, 444). Two days before polling day Cameron joined with Nick Clegg and Ed Miliband in 

jointly pledging an extensive further round of devolution should Scotland vote to remain in the 

UK.  

 

This moment of unity between the three major party leaders was short-lived, as for Cameron it 

carried with it the implication that the English Question finally had to be fully addressed. On 

ƚŚĞ ĚĂǇ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ǀŽƚĞ ŚĞ ƚŽůĚ NŝĐŬ CůĞŐŐ͗ ͚TŽ ŵĞ͕ EŶŐůĂŶĚ ŝƐ ŶŽǁ ƚŚĞ ŵŝƐƐŝŶŐ ďŝƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ũŝŐƐĂǁ͘ 

AŶĚ I ŶĞĞĚ ƚŽ ŬĞĞƉ ŵǇ ƌĂƚŚĞƌ ƌĞƐƚŝǀĞ ďĂĐŬďĞŶĐŚĞƌƐ ŚĂƉƉǇ͛ ;ƋƵŽƚĞĚ ŝŶ LĂǁƐ 2016, 447). The 

DĞƉƵƚǇ PƌŝŵĞ MŝŶŝƐƚĞƌ ĚŝƐĂŐƌĞĞĚ͕ ĂƌŐƵŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ͗ ͚Iƚ ĚŽĞƐŶ͛ƚ ŵĂŬĞ ƐĞŶƐĞ ĨŽƌ ƵƐ ƚŽ ƚƵƌŶ ƚŚĞ 

ƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐ ŽĨ ŐƌŝĞǀĂŶĐĞ ŝŶ “ĐŽƚůĂŶĚ ŝŶƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐ ŽĨ ŐƌŝĞǀĂŶĐĞ ŝŶ EŶŐůĂŶĚ͛ ;ƋƵŽƚĞĚ ŝŶ LĂǁƐ ϮϬϭϲ͕ 
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448), but this did not deter Cameron from announcinŐ ƚŚĞ ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ ŵŽƌŶŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ ͚WĞ ŚĂǀĞ 

heard the voice of Scotland ʹ ĂŶĚ ŶŽǁ ƚŚĞ ŵŝůůŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ǀŽŝĐĞƐ ŽĨ EŶŐůĂŶĚ ŵƵƐƚ ĂůƐŽ ďĞ ŚĞĂƌĚ͛ 

(Cameron 2014). He therefore announced a commission to bring forward proposals to 

implement some form of English votes for English laws (EvfEl). According to the Conservative 

ƉĞĞƌ LŽƌĚ NŽƌƚŽŶ͕ ƚŚŝƐ ŵŽǀĞ ǁĂƐ ĚĞƐŝŐŶĞĚ ƚŽ ͚ƐŚŽƌĞ ƵƉ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ĂŵŽŶŐ ďĂĐŬďĞŶĐŚĞƌƐ͕ ĂŶĚ 

ŽƵƚĨůĂŶŬ UKIP͛ ǁŚŽ ŚĂĚ ƐƚƌƵĐŬ ĂŶ ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐůǇ ƐƚƌŝĚĞŶƚ ƚŽŶĞ ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ ƚŚĞ “NP ;NŽƌƚŽŶ ϮϬϭϱ͕ 

847).  The Coalition was unable to reach agreement on EvfEl, so the measure instead found its 

way into the 2015 Conservative manifesto. 

 

Following the general election, EvfEl was implemented through changes to the Standing 

Orders of the House of Commons, requiring the consent of English MPs for provisions of Bills 

which have been certified by the Speaker as concerning England only (Kelly 2015). In its first 

year of operation despite the remonstrations of the SNP this has not had a radical impact on 

the workings of Parliament, with eight Bills utilising the new procedures without a major issue 

(HC 569, 2016). Indeed, it could be argued that the move represents a pragmatic response to 

address some of the most glaring asymmetries of devolution and help sustain the Union, and 

in that sense consistent with the tradition of Conservative unionism.  

 

The most striking departure under Cameron from the unionist tradition came instead during 

the 2015 general election. During the campaign, the Conservatives focused remorselessly on 

the possibility of an SNP-LĂďŽƵƌ ͚ĐŽĂůŝƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĐŚĂŽƐ͛ ŝŶ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƚŚĞ ĨŽƌŵĞƌ ǁŽƵůĚ ŚŽůĚ ƚŚĞ ůĂƚƚĞƌ 

to ransom (Tonge and Geddes 2015, 257). This was a strategic and tactical calculation by the 

Conservatives, but one which underlined how unperturbed in ideational terms the party now is 
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with an explicit appeal to Englishness. According to Cowley and Kavanagh (2016, 172), more 

ƚŚĂŶ Ɛŝǆ ŽƵƚ ŽĨ ƚĞŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉƌĞƐƐ ƌĞůĞĂƐĞƐ ŝƐƐƵĞĚ ďǇ CĂŵĞƌŽŶ͛Ɛ ƉĂƌƚǇ ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚ ĞŝƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĞ “NP 

or its leader, Nicola Sturgeon. Ed Miliband was slow to tackle this head on, only firmly ruling 

out a possible deal with the SNP late in the campaign. The message to voters in England was 

clear ʹ only the Conservatives could protect English interests from being sold out by Labour. 

While some psephologists ŚĂǀĞ ĨŽƵŶĚ ͚ůŝttle robust evidence that attitudes towards the SNP 

ĂŶĚ ĞǆƉĞĐƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĂďŽƵƚ Ă ŚƵŶŐ ƉĂƌůŝĂŵĞŶƚ ƌĞƐƵůƚĞĚ ŝŶ ŐĂŝŶƐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ CŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞƐ͛ ;GƌĞĞŶ and 

Prosser, 2015) many of those involved in the campaign believed that the issue was a live one 

on the doorstep, and reported conversations with voters who cited it as their reasoning for 

voting Conservative (for example Laws 2016, 540). Even if it had little discernible impact on the 

result, it painted the Conservatives as a party that would put England (and in some contexts 

England and Wales) first, downgrading the centrality of the Union to conservatism.  

 

Assessed in terms of heresthetics, Cameron had scarce control of the wider political context of 

rising Scottish nationalism and the electoral success of the SNP in Scotland, so had little choice 

but to grant the independence referendum, and was successful in securing his desired 

outcome. However, he allowed the referendum aftermath and 2015 general election to embed 

the drift within his party towards a more explicitly English politics, and failed to articulate a 

modernized Conservative national identity politics which might have countered this ʹ for 

example through a new vision for Britishness based on a federal constitutional settlement. 

Such a view has been promulgated by Conservatives such as the Welsh Assembly Member 

David Melding ;ϮϬϭϯͿ ǁŚŽ ŚĂƐ ǁĂƌŶĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ ŝƚ ƚŚĞ ƵŶŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ĨƵƚƵƌĞ ŝƐ ĨĂƌ ĨƌŽŵ ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ 

(Convery 2016). Instead, Cameron left a conservatism that increasingly struggled to speak 
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meaningfully with one voice to all the nations of the United Kingdom, illustrated by the 

radically different messages offered by the Conservatives in Scotland under the leadership of 

Ruth Davidson. The referendum prompted the party north of the border to move firmly in 

favour of further devolution as an alternative to independence, even though Davidson had 

ŝŶŝƚŝĂůůǇ ďĞĞŶ ĞůĞĐƚĞĚ ͚ĂƐ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŝƚǇ ĐĂŶĚŝĚĂƚĞ͛ ;CŽŶǀĞƌǇ ϮϬϭϲ͕ ϰϭͿ͘ TŚŝƐ ƚƌĞŶĚ ǁĂƐ 

reinforced further after the vote for Brexit, which prompted Davidson to defy the wishes of 

Downing Street to campaign effectively on her own platform at the 2017 general election. The 

“ĐŽƚƚŝƐŚ CŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞƐ͛ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ ŝŶ ŐĂŝŶŝŶŐ ƚǁĞůǀĞ ƐĞĂƚƐ ;ŝŶ ĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƉĂƌƚǇ͛Ɛ wider 

fortunes) prompted speculation that the party in Scotland would breakaway completely and 

become an independent organisation (Cochrane and Johnson 2017), as Murdo Fraser had 

previously proposed in the 2011 party leadership election (Convery 2016, 48). The Cameron 

legacy in terms of unionism has therefore been to leave the Union itself in something of a 

parlous state, while hollowing out the capacity of conservatism to defend it. His tenure as 

leader failed to shift the current of ŚŝƐ ƉĂƌƚǇ͛Ɛ ƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ ĂďŽƵƚ ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ŝŶ Ă ŵŽĚĞƌŶŝzed 

direction or revitalise its unionism, which in the context of Brexit is a resource his successor 

would like to be able to draw upon (May 2016b).   

 

Europe 

 

That Europe is an issue that divides the Conservative Party has become one of the truisms of 

British politics. The vote for Brexit is the culmination of longstanding tensions that can be 

traced to the key ideological shift that took place in the Conservative Party in the Thatcher era 

(Gamble 2003). Thatcherism brought with it an exclusivist view of national sovereignty which 
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was incompatible with the notion of ever closer union, derived from a Powellite view of the 

state (Smith 1999, 188; Lynch 1999, 28-3; Wellings 2007). Somewhat ironically, the most 

significant dilution of national sovereignty understood in this way was the far-reaching 

extension of Qualified Majority Voting agreed by Margaret Thatcher herself when she signed 

the Single European Act (SEA) in 1986, a decision she later claimed to regret (May 2013, 74; 

Snowdon 2010, 16; Gamble 2003, 123). Thatcher had endorsed the SEA as she saw the 

economic advantages to the UK of a single European market, which the Act created. However, 

Conservative hostility to the EU grew as ƚŚĞǇ ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚ ŐƌĞĂƚĞƌ ƚŚƌĞĂƚƐ ƚŽ ͚ƚŚĞ ĨŽƌŵƐ ŽĨ 

political identity which they have traditionally promoted [which] have been closely linked to an 

appeal to the sovereign British nation state (in particular parliamentary sovereignty)͛ (Baker et 

al. 2002, 401; Buller 2000). Following Thatcher, Conservative intraparty debate over Europe 

would largely be conducted in zero-sum terms, namely over how much sovereignty could be 

sacrificed in return for the economic benefits of membership of the single market. What 

Andrew Gamble labels ƚŚĞ ͚CŚĂŵďĞƌůĂŝŶŝƚĞ ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶ͛ ǁŚŝĐŚ ĞŵďƌĂĐĞĚ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ĐŽŽƉeration 

ĂƐ ĂŶ ͚ĞǆƚĞŶĚĞĚ ƐƉŚĞƌĞ ĨŽƌ BƌŝƚŝƐŚ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ͛ ;ϭϵϵϲ͕ 22), had dominated twentieth century 

Conservative politics prior to the advent of Thatcherism, but had been almost completely 

marginalized by the start of the twenty-first. This left British Conservative politics bereft of 

voices making a fundamentally positive case for membership of the European Union.   

 

The narrowing of the parameters of ideological acceptability for the Conservative Party on 

Europe was illustrated by the tightrope Cameron walked on the issue during his eleven-year 

tenure as party leader. The issue was a notable absentee from his modernization agenda 

;LǇŶĐŚ ϮϬϭϱ͖ LǇŶĐŚ ĂŶĚ WŚŝƚĂŬĞƌ ϮϬϭϲͿ͘ AůƚŚŽƵŐŚ ŚĞ ŚĂĚ ĂƉƉĞĂůĞĚ ƚŽ ŚŝƐ ƉĂƌƚǇ ƚŽ ͚ƐƚŽƉ 



This is an accepted, pre-publication version of an article accepted for publication in The British Journal of Politics 

and International Relations. The published version can be found at: https://doi.org/10.1177/1369148117737278 

 

18 

 

ďĂŶŐŝŶŐ ŽŶ͛ ĂďŽƵƚ EƵƌŽƉĞ ŝŶ ϮϬϬϲ͕ ƚŚŝƐ ǁĂƐ Ă request to turn down the volume of intraparty 

debate and temper some of the rhetoric, rather than a substantive policy shift. If anything, 

ǁŚŝůĞ CĂŵĞƌŽŶ ƐƚƌƵĐŬ Ă ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ƚŽŶĞ ŚĞ ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇ ƌĞƚĂŝŶĞĚ ƚŚĞ ͚ŚĂƌĚĞƌ ďƵƚ ƋƵŝĞƚĞƌ͛ ƐƚĂŶĐĞ 

on European integration adopted under the leadership of Iain Duncan Smith (Bale 2006), 

ƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŶŐ ͚the deepening Eurosceptic consensus within his own party͛ ;VĂŝů ϮϬϭϱ͕ ϭϮϬͿ͘ MŝŶĚĨƵů 

perhaps of the 2001 leadership election, which saw the pro-European Ken Clarke defeated by 

the firmly Eurosceptic Duncan Smith largely because of the European issue, Cameron was 

careful to signal his own Eurosceptic credentials during his campaign for the party leadership 

in 2005. He pledged to withdraw Conservative MEPs from the federalist European PĞŽƉůĞ͛Ɛ 

Party (EPP) grouping in the European Parliament, which he eventually did in 2009. In 

opposition he also called for a referendum on the Lisbon Treaty, although he declined to hold 

one retrospectively once elected, arguing that the ratification process had been completed.  

 

As a heresthetician Cameron conclusively failed to effectively manage the European question, 

leading directly to the termination of his premiership. At the root of this failure were decisions 

he took at the very outset of his leadership in two key areas: Euroscepticism and immigration. 

On the first of these, his accommodation with Eurosceptic opinion within his party (discussed 

above) led to the manifesto pledges designed to pacify it. These were the promises to 

introduce a referendum lock on any new treaties, a sovereignty Bŝůů͕ ĂŶĚ ͚ƚŽ ƌĞŶĞŐŽƚŝĂƚĞ ƚŚĞ 

return of various powers from the EU to Westminster, which logically had to involve 

ŶĞŐŽƚŝĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĨŽƌ ĞŝƚŚĞƌ Ă ŶĞǁ ƚƌĞĂƚǇ Žƌ ƌĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĂŶ ĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ ŽŶĞ͛ ;TŚŽŵƉƐŽŶ ϮϬϭϳ͕ ϰϰϯͿ͘ 

Although the sovereignty Bill fell by the wayside, the Coalition government did introduce a 

referendum-lock on any future transfers of sovereignty to Brussels. The robustness of this was 



This is an accepted, pre-publication version of an article accepted for publication in The British Journal of Politics 

and International Relations. The published version can be found at: https://doi.org/10.1177/1369148117737278 

 

19 

 

dissected by Conservative Eurosceptics (Gifford 2014, 520-521), but as Helen Thompson (2017, 

443-446) demonstrates, it effectively closed off the possibility of a significant renegotiation of 

BƌŝƚĂŝŶ͛Ɛ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ UŶŝŽŶ͕ ǁĞĂŬĞŶŝŶŐ CĂŵĞƌŽŶ͛Ɛ ŚĂŶĚ ĚƵƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ƌƵŶ-up to the 

referendum. Rather than transform the issue space of Europe within the PCP Cameron steered 

a course which further embedded Euroscepticism, which is one of the enduring ideological 

legacies of Thatcherism on the Conservative Party. The strength of Eurosceptic feeling is 

demonstrated by analysis of the PCP during the Coalition government which found that just 

ƐĞǀĞŶ MPƐ ĐŽƵůĚ ďĞ ĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĞĚ ĂƐ ͚EƵƌŽƉŚŝůĞ͕͛ ϲϰ ǁĞƌĞ ͚ĂŐŶŽƐƚŝĐ͕͛ ĂŶĚ Ϯϯϰ ǁĞƌĞ ͚EƵƌŽƐĐĞƉƚŝĐ͛͘ IŶ 

ƚŚĞ ůĂƚƚĞƌ ŐƌŽƵƉŝŶŐ͕ ϴϭ ǁĞƌĞ ͚HĂƌĚ EƵƌŽƐĐĞƉƚŝĐƐ͕͛ ǁŚŽ ŚĂĚ ĂĚǀŽĐĂƚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚĚƌĂǁĂů ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ EU 

and/or rebelled against the party whip to demand a referendum on membership, while 154 

ǁĞƌĞ ͚“ŽĨƚ EƵƌŽƐĐĞƉƚŝĐƐ͛ ;HĞƉƉĞůů ϮϬϭϯď͕ ϯϰϱͿ͘  

 

On the issue of immigration, while Cameron softened the tone of ŚŝƐ ƉĂƌƚǇ͛Ɛ ƌŚĞƚŽƌŝĐ ĂŶĚ ;ŝŶ 

contrast to the 2005 election) sought to downplay it as a campaign issue, the Conservatives 

retained a firm policy line, pledging in the 2010 manifesto to reduce net migration to the tens 

of thousands (Hayton 2012, 89-96). This was arguably a tougher policy than that contained in 

the 2005 election manifesto under the leadership of Michael Howard, which featured the issue 

prominently and used the language of ͚control͛ ;ǁŚŝĐŚ ǁŽƵůĚ ƌĞĐƵƌ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ BƌĞǆŝƚ ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĚƵŵͿ, 

but said that the actual limit would be set annually by parliament. The policy position adopted 

by Cameron was in line with public sentiment, but was not one he was in a position to deliver 

while the UK remained a member of the European Union (barring a highly unlikely radical 

reform of EU treaty law). Cameron consequently had set up the circumstances for him to be 

attacked years later in the referendum campaign over the immigration issue, by Conservatives, 
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UKIP and others who prioritised controlling it over any other issue (Ford and Goodwin, 2017). 

The issue dimension of immigration therefore represents a key heresthetic failure by Cameron, 

and forms a central component of his ideological legacy to Theresa May, leaving her with little 

room for manoeuvre on the issue in the Brexit negotiations without facing a major backlash. 

 

When, in January 2013 Cameron made the commitment to a referendum on EU he would have 

known that it carried significant risks for his premiership, not least in party management 

terms. Relative unity was assured in the short-term, as the bulk of Conservatives could 

coalesce around the promise of a referendum, but in the medium term it threatened to 

reopen the ideological schism that had plagued previous Conservative Prime Ministers. Two 

Conservative MPs, Douglas Carswell and Mark Reckless, did defect to UKIP in the second half 

of 2014, but their respective triumphs in the by-elections they triggered did not lead to the 

flood of further defections Nigel Farage hoped for. Following the election however, party unity 

soon began to fray. In June 2015 a new group ͚CŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞƐ ĨŽƌ BƌŝƚĂŝŶ͛ ǁĂƐ ĨŽƵŶĚĞĚ͕ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ 

ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ŽĨ ŽǀĞƌ ϱϬ CŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞ MPƐ͘ OƐƚĞŶƐŝďůǇ͕ ƚŚĞ ŐƌŽƵƉ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚ CĂŵĞƌŽŶ͛Ɛ ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ ƚŽ 

renegotiate the terms of UK membership of the EU, but it was clear from the outset that they 

were unlikely to be satisfied by any deal the Prime Minster was likely to be able to secure. The 

ŐƌŽƵƉ͛Ɛ ĐŽ-ĐŚĂŝƌ͕ “ƚĞǀĞ BĂŬĞƌ MP ƐĂŝĚ͗ ͚We wish David Cameron every success but, unless 

senior EU officials ĂǁĂŬĞ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƉŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŚĂƚ ŽŶĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ EU͛Ɛ ůĂƌŐĞƐƚ ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ ŝƐ ƐĞƌŝŽƵƐ 

about a fundamental change in our relationship, our recommendation to British voters seems 

ůŝŬĞůǇ ƚŽ ďĞ Ğǆŝƚ͛ ;ƋƵŽƚĞĚ ŝŶ ‘ŽƐƐ ϮϬϭϱͿ͘  
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As the re-negotiation process continued, the Prime Minister was obliged to make clear that 

collective responsibility would be suspended during the referendum campaign, to allow 

government ministers to campaign to leave the EU without resigning their positions. In the 

event, twenty-one ministers, including six who sat in Cabinet, declared that they would oppose 

ƚŚĞ ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͛s position. In the PCP as a whole, 144 MPs sided with Leave (Heppell et al., 

2017, 9). This was a much higher number than had been widely anticipated, but reflected the 

fact that the Conservative Party, including the PCP, had already transformed itself into a 

Eurosceptic one, with what could be regarded as the pro-European views typical of many 

leading figures in the 1980s all but completely side-lined. The positions Cameron had adopted 

throughout his leadership condoning hard Euroscepticism and a hard-line position on 

immigration contributed to the legitimation of the anti-EU position so many Conservative MPs 

eventually took, as it was plausibly consistent with the stance the party had taken on 

immigration and sovereignty. If anything, the wider party membership was more strongly 

Eurosceptic, with 60 per cent indicating they would vote to leave in the light of the deal 

secured by Cameron (Bale et al. 2016).  

 

The importance of retaining full access to the single market would ultimately become the most 

powerful argument of the Remain campaign in the 2016 referendum, with significant 

downside economic risks being predicted if membership of it were lost (Ford and Goodwin 

2017, 24). However, the European Commission made clear that membership of the single 

market could not be divorced from the principle of free movement of people within it. The 

Leave campaign was forced to accept the reality of this position, and suggested instead that 

the UK should pursue a free trade agreement with the EU outside of the single market. 
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Ultimately for many voters, curtailing free movement took priority over single market 

membership (Goodwin and Milazzo 2017). The potent rhetoric of the Leave campaign, that the 

UK ĐŽƵůĚ ͚ƚĂŬĞ ďĂĐŬ ĐŽŶƚƌŽů͕͛ ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇ ŽǀĞƌ ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ďŽƌĚĞƌƐ ĂŶĚ ŝŵŵŝgration, is rooted in a 

zero-sum, Thatcherite understanding of sovereignty, and echoed rhetoric used in the 2005 

election by the Conservative campaign (Seldon and Snowdon 2005). Given the referendum 

campaign and debate took place largely on the right of British politics, played out to a notable 

degree as a battle between wings of the Conservative Party, with the UK Independence Party 

providing supporting fire for Leave, there was little space for, or effective articulation of, the 

notion of pooling sovereignty to assert greater national control through cooperation via 

international institutions.  

 

Following the announcement of the referendum result, the Conservatives moved quickly to 

accept, and buttress, the new political reality it represented. Within an hour of the official 

declaration of the result, Cameron stood in Downing Street giving his resignation statement. In 

ŝƚ͕ ŚĞ ǁĂƐ ŬĞĞŶ ƚŽ ƐƚƌĞƐƐ ƚŚĂƚ ǁŚŝůĞ ŝƚ ŵĞĂŶƚ ƚŚĞ ĞŶĚ ŽĨ ŚŝƐ ĐĂƌĞĞƌ͕ ͚TŚĞ BƌŝƚŝƐŚ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ŚĂǀĞ 

voted to leave the European Union and their wŝůů ŵƵƐƚ ďĞ ƌĞƐƉĞĐƚĞĚ͛ ;CĂŵĞƌŽŶ 2016b). Other 

Conservative politicians quickly adopted this line, notably Theresa May, who pronounced 

ĨŝƌŵůǇ ƚŚĂƚ ͚BƌĞǆŝƚ ŵĞĂŶƐ BƌĞǆŝƚ͛ ĂƐ ƐŚĞ ůĂƵŶĐŚĞĚ ŚĞƌ ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ ďŝĚ six days later (May 2016a). 

The apparent ease with which the party was able to cohere around this position reflected the 

extent to which pro-European sentiment had diminished in Conservative ranks. The depth of 

Eurosceptic feeling in the PCP suggests that had the referendum result been reversed, with 

Remain prevailing by a small margin, David Cameron would have faced acute problems holding 

his party together. Many Eurosceptics would not, as Nigel Farage had indicated during the 
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campaign, have accepted that such a result meant that the issue was closed. A narrow victory 

for Remain would also most likely have left the government with a policy out of line with the 

majority of Conservative voters: polling after the referendum indicated that 58 per cent of 

those who voted Conservative in 2015 went on to vote to leave the EU (Ashcroft 2016). Similar 

polling at the time of the 2017 general election found that 68 per cent of those who voted 

Conservative had voted Leave in the referendum (Ashcroft 2017).  

 

Under CĂŵĞƌŽŶ͛Ɛ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐŽƌ, Theresa May, the question for Conservatives rapidly became not 

whether the UK should leave the European Union, but what Brexit can and should look like. 

There is scope for major intraparty divisions and disagreements over this ʹ between those who 

would like to retain as much privileged access to the single market as possible for economic 

reasons, and those who see the reassertion of the primacy of UK sovereignty as the essence of 

Brexit which should not be compromised. TŚŝƐ ŝƐ ƌĞǀĞĂůŝŶŐ ŽĨ CĂŵĞƌŽŶ͛Ɛ ĨĂŝůƵƌĞ ĂƐ Ă 

heresthetician in his management of the European issue. He was unable to manipulate a large 

section of the PCP into supporting his desired position in the EU referendum, having been 

unwilling to confront the tenets of Thatcherite Euroscepticism at any point during his 

leadership. Critically, having allowed the terms of the debate to be framed in Thatcherite 

lexicon, especially in terms of sovereignty, he leaves his successor with little ideological space 

or resources with which to present the compromises and complexities that are likely to be a 

feature of the Brexit negotiations, and of any deal acceptable to both sides.  

 

This is reflected in the language used by Theresa May to discuss Brexit. At the Conservative 

Party conference in October 2016 May ƐĂŝĚ BƌĞǆŝƚ ŵĞĂŶƚ ďĞĐŽŵŝŶŐ ͚Ă fully-independent, 
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sovereign counƚƌǇ͛ ĨƌĞĞĚ ĨƌŽŵ ͙ ΀ǁŝƚŚ΁ the freedom to make our own decisions on a whole 

host of different matters, from how we label our food to the way in which we choose to 

ĐŽŶƚƌŽů ŝŵŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ͕͛ ĂŶĚ ƌĞũĞĐƚĞĚ ƚŚĞ ŶŽƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞƌĞ ǁĂƐ ͚ƚƌĂĚĞ-ŽĨĨ͛ ƚŽ ďĞ ƐƚƌƵĐŬ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ 

single market access and immigration control (May 2016c). Discussing the issue in her first 

ŵĂũŽƌ ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ ŽĨ ϮϬϭϳ ƚŚĞ PƌŝŵĞ MŝŶŝƐƚĞƌ ƐƚƌƵĐŬ Ă ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ ƚŽŶĞ͕ ĐůĂŝŵŝŶŐ ͚WĞ ǁŝůů ďĞ ĂďůĞ ƚŽ 

ŚĂǀĞ ĐŽŶƚƌŽů ŽĨ ŽƵƌ ďŽƌĚĞƌƐ͕ ĐŽŶƚƌŽů ŽĨ ŽƵƌ ůĂǁƐ͕ ƚŚŝƐ ŝƐ ǁŚĂƚ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ǁĞƌĞ ǀŽƚŝŶŐ ĨŽƌ͛ ;MĂǇ 

2017). It is striking how in formulations such ĂƐ ƚŚŝƐ ŽĨ ǁŚĂƚ ŚĞƌ ĐƌŝƚŝĐƐ ŚĂǀĞ ůĂďĞůůĞĚ ͚ŚĂƌĚ 

BƌĞǆŝƚ͛ ƚŚĞ PƌŝŵĞ MŝŶŝƐƚĞƌ͛Ɛ ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ ĞŵƵůĂƚĞƐ TŚĂƚĐŚĞƌŝƚĞ ĐƌŝƚŝƋƵĞƐ ŽĨ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ͕ 

and channels a narrow conception of national sovereignty drawn from the Westminster Model 

(Smith 1999). Others in the Conservative Party are fearful of the economic risks of Brexit, and 

in the light of the 2017 general election result, which has greatly weakened the Prime 

MŝŶŝƐƚĞƌ͛Ɛ ĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ͕ ŚĂǀĞ ďĞŐƵŶ ƚŽ ŵŽƌĞ ǀŽĐĂůůǇ ƌĞƐŝƐƚ ͚ŚĂƌĚ BƌĞǆŝƚ͛͘ “Ž ǁŚŝůĞ CĂŵĞƌŽŶ ŚĂƐ ůĞĨƚ 

his successor a party largely willing to accept the principle of Brexit, it remains deeply divided 

over what that means in practice.  

 

Conclusion: conservatism after Cameron 

 

DĂǀŝĚ CĂŵĞƌŽŶ͛Ɛ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ƚŽ ŵŽĚĞƌŶŝze the Conservative Party brought electoral success, but 

did not ŝŶǀŽůǀĞ Ă ĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂů ƌĞĂƉƉƌĂŝƐĂů ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉĂƌƚǇ͛Ɛ ŝĚĞŽůŽŐǇ (Hayton 2016). This article 

has found this to be a failure of heresthetics, as on the key issue dimensions that divide 

contemporary conservatism, Cameron did not succeed in restructuring those to his advantage, 

or in ways that helped resolve the tensions the party has been grappling with in the post-

Thatcher era. So, while Heppell (2013a, 277) could conclude that Cameron was a successful 
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heresthetician ĂƐ ŚĞ ŚĂĚ ͚ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞĚ ŚŝƐ ƐŬŝůů͛ ŝŶ ŵĂŶŝƉƵůĂƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ LŝďĞƌĂů DĞŵŽĐƌĂƚƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ 

coalition negotiations and over the Alternative Vote referendum, here I conclude that while 

ƚŚĂƚ ĞĂƌůŝĞƌ ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ ŚŽůĚƐ ƵƉ ŝŶ ƚĞƌŵƐ ŽĨ CĂŵĞƌŽŶ͛Ɛ ŵŽƌĞ ƐŚŽƌƚ-term political management 

and electoral success (demonstrated by the 2015 general election victory), a more sceptical 

ƉŝĐƚƵƌĞ ĞŵĞƌŐĞƐ ǁŚĞŶ ĂƐƐĞƐƐŝŶŐ CĂŵĞƌŽŶ͛Ɛ ůĞŐĂĐǇ ŝŶ ƚĞƌŵƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĚĞĞƉĞƌ ŝĚĞŽůŽŐŝĐĂů 

undercurrents in contemporary Conservative politics. As noted in the introduction, these are 

an important, if often overlooked aspect of political leadership and of the prospects of political 

parties.  

 

At the outset three key divides in contemporary conservatism were identified, over European 

integration, unionism, and social liberalism. These all predate the Cameron era, but in each 

case they are left unresolved by his leadership. This is important as it has implications for 

CĂŵĞƌŽŶ͛Ɛ professed objective of modernizing conservatism. Shifts in Conservative ideology 

were required to embed modernizĂƚŝŽŶ ŝŶƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƉĂƌƚǇ͛Ɛ DNA ʹ ƚŽ ƌĞƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ ŝƚ͕ ŝŶ ‘ŝŬĞƌ͛s 

terminology. In terms of social liberalism, Cameron enjoyed some success, most notably his 

victory over traditionalists on same-sex marriage. However, on the union he missed the 

opportunity to offer a modernized Conservative vision of British national identity in response 

to the growing appeal of Scottish nationalism and instead sought to politicise English identity 

in the 2015 election (Kenny 2016), a path which might yet see the party north of the border 

effectively breakaway. And on European integration he could not ʹ or would not ʹ challenge 

doctrinaire Euroscepticism, and in attempting to appease it structured the political 

environment in such a way as to lead to his own downfall.   
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AƐƐĞƐƐŝŶŐ CĂŵĞƌŽŶ͛Ɛ ůĞĂĚership, Philip Norton (2015, 475) concluded that it lacked a ͚clear set 

ŽĨ ŝĚĞŽůŽŐŝĐĂů ďĞůŝĞĨƐ͛͘ TŚŝƐ ŵĞĂŶƚ ƚŚĂƚ ƵŶĚĞƌ ŚŝƐ ĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶ ĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝƐŵ ƐƚĞĞƌĞĚ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ͕ ƌĂƚŚĞƌ 

than against, the prevailing ideological legacy of Thatcherism, and did not find a clearly defined 

new course. It is evident that CĂŵĞƌŽŶ͛Ɛ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐŽƌƐ will face key dilemmas not only in 

attempting to deliver Brexit, but in balancing liberal and traditionalist attitudes within the 

party, and reformulating its approach to unionism given the political divergence of Scotland 

and Northern Ireland with England and Wales in the referendum (Gormley-Heenan and 

Aughey 2017; McHarg and Mitchell 2017). As this article has demonstrated, the complexity in 

ĚŽŝŶŐ ƐŽ ƌĞĨůĞĐƚƐ ƚŚĞ ĨĂĐƚ ƚŚĂƚ ƉĂƌƚǇ ůĞĂĚĞƌƐ ĨĂĐĞ Ă ͚ƚǁŽ-ůĞǀĞů͛ ŚĞƌĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐ ŐĂŵĞ ;PƵƚŶĂŵ ϭϵϵϴ͕ 

434; Dardanelli 2009, 54) in which attempts to manage one level (the party) can have 

unpredictable consequences for efforts in relation to the other (the electorate). Successful 

management of these tensions as the Brexit process unfolds will require a degree of 

ŚĞƌĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐ ƐŬŝůů ŽĨ ĞŶŽƌŵŽƵƐ ƉƌŽƉŽƌƚŝŽŶƐ͕ ƐŚŽƵůĚ CĂŵĞƌŽŶ͛Ɛ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐŽƌƐ ĂƐ CŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞ PĂƌƚǇ 

leader wish to avoid his fate of being undone by the issue of Europe. 
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