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            “Peter Shore was a hero of mine when I entered Parliament. His commitment to democracy still resonates, along with his faith in an independent UK as an agent for good in the world. This biography is a must-read for all MPs.”

Kate Hoey

            “It’s more than time for this excellent biography of Peter Shore, a great Labour figure. Today’s party has much to learn from Shore’s clear thinking on economics, industrial competitiveness and the EU distraction from its socialist purposes. It’s wonderful to see a great minister brought back to life.”

Austin Mitchell

            “Of all the people involved in the Maastricht rebellion, Peter Shore stands out. I greatly admired his analysis, integrity and contribution, particularly on the economic front, and this outstanding biography emphasises that he was a man of immense political standing.”

Bill Cash MP

            “Peter Shore has been deserving of a biography to mark his contribution to the Labour governments of 1964–70 and 1974–79. This is a long overdue biography of an important politician.”

Larry Elliott

            ii“Peter Shore is a largely forgotten giant of British politics. I sat beside him in Parliament for many years. His powerful and lifelong case against what became the EU is now vindicated, and I predict his reputation will begin to grow again. This book will be an important part of that.”

George Galloway

            “A superb study of an unjustly overlooked but principled and brilliant politician. If only we had someone of Shore’s stature now.”

Rod Liddle

            “Peter Shore was a towering figure in Labour politics, and it is a delight to see this excellent biography being published.”

John Mills
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vii
            FOREWORD

         

         This excellent biography of one of the most underrated British politicians of recent times is long overdue and all the more welcome for that reason. I could not help but think, given the timing of its publication in relation to other events, that the authors might well have echoed Wordsworth’s impassioned appeal to Milton and exclaimed at some point, ‘Peter Shore, thou shouldst be living at this hour!’

         It is certainly the case that there is no one whose contribution to the debates and difficulties surrounding Brexit would have been more relevant and valuable. The terrain traversed by the authors shows conclusively how perceptively Peter Shore foresaw the issues that have since bubbled to the surface and that cannot now be denied.

         No one could so convincingly have rebutted the many calumnies heaped upon those who, in the context of Brexit, dare to reflect and respond to British history, identity and aspirations. Peter Shore was a British patriot who refused to accept that such sentiments were the territory of the small-minded or bigoted, or that they were the exclusive property of the right wing in politics.

         He correctly identified a determination to maintain control over viiithe nation’s own affairs and to remain true to our history as not just a central element in ‘Britishness’, but as inseparable from the self-government, social justice and democracy for which our forefathers had fought and made sacrifices, and that still matter to so many today.

         No one reading this account of what Shore said and did on these matters can believe that, if he were alive today, the Labour Party would have shilly-shallied about giving effect to the people’s judgement on Europe; a judgement that was made on their forty years of experience of an arrangement contrived in the interests of others and a form of government imposed on them step by step and by subterfuge.

         Nor can anyone doubt that he would have derided a socialism that purported to find expression in a Europe dominated by unelected bureaucrats and bankers and dedicated to the interests of multinational corporations and the precepts of neoliberalism.

         My own experience of working with and for Peter Shore accords exactly with the portrait of him painted by the authors. He was a man of charm and warmth and kindness – almost self-deprecating in his lack of bombast and posturing – but possessed of a sharp intellect, a determination not to budge from what he knew was right, and an instinct for getting to the heart of the matter.

         I always assumed that those who did not know him well would have been taken aback at the unexpected passion and power of his oratory. He delivered, on occasion, some of the most powerful and effective political speeches I have ever heard – reflecting, I like to think, that Peter lived and felt his politics.

         I remember to this day the sense of exhilaration and relief I felt when, after returning from a stint in Brussels with the Foreign Office and having concluded (I thought as an outlier) that the Common Market was against British interests, I heard Peter speak to a Labour ixconference and advance an analysis of what membership would mean that was exactly in line with my own.

         For him, politics was not about scrabbling for votes but about the great questions of who we are as a people and how we should treat each other and organise ourselves for the common good.

         This account of his contribution to British politics and British life correctly focuses on Peter Shore the man, as well as on Peter Shore the politician. I can only confirm the authors’ conclusions.

         My most enjoyable and inspiring times in politics were the congenial Sunday evenings my wife and I spent with like-minded friends and colleagues as guests of Liz and Peter Shore at their dinner table. That is when we were privileged to be given an insight into how he thought and what made him tick, and into what he thought it meant to be British.

         The authors have provided us with a timely portrait and reminder of this kindly, thoughtful and passionate man.

         
             

         

         Bryan Gould

January 2020 x

      

   


   
      
         
xi
            INTRODUCTION

         

         When one of the current authors interviewed Peter Shore in relation to his doctoral thesis on the IMF Crisis of 1976, in which he played a lead role, attention was placed on Shore’s own alternative position to public spending cuts. Asked if his proposed import controls were legal under the Treaty of Rome, which the UK had accepted on becoming a member of the European Economic Community in 1973, he smiled and said that was all the more reason to impose them. Thus, in this anecdote lay the twin themes of Shore’s political beliefs, namely a strong sense of patriotism which manifested itself principally in the form of opposition to European integration, and an interventionist economic policy designed to achieve higher rates of economic growth and the maintenance of full employment. That it was possible for a Labour government to have both was Shore’s central contention.

         Shore is now very much a neglected figure and, as Lord Morris has said, he is ‘one of the forgotten men’.1 That Shore has been overlooked is highlighted by the fact that he has not previously been the subject of a political biography. Indeed, in much of the literature his name is mentioned in passing only, present but a character in the xiibackground. On other occasions, authors have sought to dismiss his contribution and ability, such as John Golding, who considered him the ‘Lone Ranger’, lacking in direction and political nous.2 Shore’s biggest critic was Edward Pearce, who, in his biography of Denis Healey, considered Shore to be a ‘placeman’ that, in his opposition to ‘In Place of Strife’, had not known a ‘placeman’s place’. Pearce continued:

         
            Angular and thin to the point of emaciation, once compared to Smike … his politics were idiosyncratic and mixed, he was a conservative figure, attractive fleetingly to the left because of a hostility to what was then called the ‘Common Market’ of an unremitting, not to say obsessive, sort.

         

         This did not abate even when he entered the Lords, bringing to a debate about juries his fervent support for a man selling sweets in ounces.3 Elsewhere, Pearce wrote in a manner that suggested that Healey’s doubts over European integration – disbelief in federal structures, distrust of the old upper classes of southern Europe and the possibility of honest municipal government south of the olive line – were unfortunate but acceptable, and Shore’s objections no more than ‘huddled, union jack keening’.4 Some forms of Euroscepticism were acceptable; others, it seemed, were not. Pearce had himself once considered Shore to be good leadership material: ‘In a moment of absence of mind I personally favoured the candidacy of Mr Peter Shore.’5 However, he maintained that Shore should have been retained as shadow Chancellor, where Pearce felt he would have gone on to make a good opponent to Nigel Lawson.6

         Still, others have looked favourably on Shore’s character and xiiipolitics. In 1993, by which time his position in the Labour Party had fallen to that of an unfashionable backbencher, the journalist Ian Aitken wrote:

         
            Nothing so accurately betrays the lofty and patronising attitude of true Eurofanatics towards those who do not share their enthusiasm than their reaction to Peter Shore. Never mind that he is an intellectual giant who towers over most of the people who sit in front of him on Labour’s front bench. Never mind that he is one of the few remaining Labour MPs with top-level cabinet experience. He can be, and is, dismissed as an irrelevance because he has perversely refused to climb aboard Labour’s belated European bandwagon.7

         

         Dame Margaret Beckett MP considered that, while Shore has fallen from the public memory, ‘that does not reflect in any way the standing he did have, the way in which he should be regarded’. Moreover, ‘Peter was distinguished, highly intelligent, a bit chilly but a formidable and major intellectual figure in the Party.’8 For someone who occupied several Cabinet positions, twice stood for the leadership of his party and was at the heart of the defining debates of the 1960s, ’70s and ’80s, it is worth re-evaluating his contribution both to the Labour Party and to British politics.

         The lack of a Shore biography is a major omission in the literature on British political history. The relative dearth of references to him compared to other figures of his standing creates both a problem and an opportunity for would-be biographers. Much of the groundwork on which subsequent biographies can build has not been conducted, and this problem is compounded by the fact that Shore did not write his memoirs (although we do know that, if he had, they would have xivbeen called The Record Straight).9 On the other hand, this important gap in the literature provides the opportunity to make a distinctive, original contribution to our shared knowledge of British political history. It is also timely. The Labour Party’s move to the left in recent years is frequently compared with the early 1980s, when Shore was at the peak of his career. Moreover, the political, social and economic repercussions of the UK voting to leave the European Union in 2016, and the challenges this poses for the British political class – especially the Labour Party – results in Shore’s politics having new relevance.

         Positioning Shore within the Labour Party is also a challenge. Martin Crick’s conclusion that ‘Shore’s own tradition of Labour politics was founded on an almost instinctive decency and honesty’10 contains more than an element of truth – after all, he represented an impoverished constituency and it was evident that government action could benefit his constituents – but offers little in terms of positioning Shore on the right–left spectrum. The terms right and left (and centre) are useful journalistic shorthand for often complex realities. However, they also have meaning to those who use them at any given moment in time, even if those meanings are difficult to fathom to those outside the party. Essentially, at one point one wing will be in the ascendant and one declining. The term ‘centre’ is even harder to define, but if we see a political party as being like a bird with wings, there must also be a central body seeking to hold it together.11

         Shore was loyal to the Labour Party and its current leadership for much of his career, but this was not a slavish loyalty. He disagreed with successive leaders on key issues of the day, such as with Hugh Gaitskell over unilateral nuclear disarmament (an issue on which he later changed his mind); with Harold Wilson on trade union reform; and with Jim Callaghan over the IMF Crisis. Positioning him is also xvchallenging as he neither developed a socialist theory in the same fashion as Tony Crosland, nor garnered a following within the parliamentary party in the same way that Michael Foot or Roy Jenkins managed. Yet the lack of a ‘Shoreite’ body of work or grouping within the party should not prompt the dismissal of Shore’s politics. In his publications, speeches and political achievements he represented a combination of qualities and values that are seldom embodied in one individual – a sincerely held British patriotism combined with an internationalism that transcended the European mainland; and a Keynesian and expansionist socialism to promote equality and individual liberty – all of which are different aspects of the Labour Party’s makeup but rarely fused in the mind of one individual.

         The conception of nationhood is a particularly interesting component of Shore’s thinking. While post-Second World War Labour figures such as Clement Attlee, Ernie Bevin, Hugh Dalton and others were naturally patriotic, the notion in the Labour Party and more widely on the British left today has become sullied and tarnished; viewed as regressive, insidious and nativist. This change occurred in the latter part of the twentieth century and, therefore, as Shore’s parliamentary career evolved, his values within the Labour Party became increasingly unfashionable. In part, it is why he is a neglected figure. His son emphasised this point: ‘There’s a Labour tradition that is captured by some of its other thinkers who have been written out of history … a tradition that wasn’t ashamed to say that “I’m patriotic”, that strongly linked sovereignty with democratic self-government.’12

         Shore was certainly not a right-wing figure in the Labour Party. He informed a Solidarity meeting that ‘I speak to you as someone whose instinct and reason, whose philosophy and record have always been and will continue to be far nearer to the Left than to the Right of the xviParty’.13 Yet, while he had often adopted positions more associated with the left, it would also be a mistake to see him as ‘of the left’. Instead it would be more accurate to view Shore as a man of the broad centre of the party. Throughout his career he aligned himself with quintessential figures of the centre such as Harold Wilson, who has rightly been seen as prioritising party unity above all else. Moreover, it was a centrism rooted in ideas. He was nuanced in his thinking about the root of socialism, and as a young man his opinions were formed by the anti-fascism of Arthur Koestler and the News Chronicle, and the Marxism of Harold Laski and John Strachey. His admiration for Stalin’s Russia was tempered by Trotsky’s The Revolution Betrayed, and later in life he would criticise the impracticality of the Marxist–Leninist creed, which he would associate with the Militant Tendency. By the end of the Second World War his thinking had been profoundly influenced by a particular reading of John Stuart Mill, stating: ‘He, more than any other, convinced me that socialism was right. As devoted as he was to personal liberty, Mill acknowledged the area where personal freedom impinges on the freedom of others.’14 The idea of the greatest good for the greatest number helped Shore resolve his conflicts with authority and discipline and he accepted what he described as a very British phenomenon: anti-authoritarianism tempered by the acceptance of discipline when the need for it has been agreed.15

         Shore joined the Labour Party Research Department at the end of the Attlee era. There he was strongly influenced by such theorists of the welfare state as Richard Titmuss, Brian Abel-Smith, Peter Townsend and Michael Young. He began to be identified with the Bevanite left of the party, opposing Gaitskell both on general policy and on his proposals to redraft the party’s commitment to wholesale public xviiownership.16 In the 1960s, The Observer wrote that he was ‘a man of the Centre who flirts with the Left without ever compromising himself too deeply’,17 while The Economist thought he was ‘too intelligent to let his enthusiasm completely outrun his common sense’.18 Indeed, this hostility to union leaders responsible for the 1978–79 ‘Winter of Discontent’ was thought to place him on the party’s right wing, and that impression was redoubled when he emerged as a multilateralist, expressing his opposition to unilateral nuclear disarmament at a time when Neil Kinnock was still committed to it. Also, he faced sustained efforts by the Militant Tendency to deselect him as he argued that the party must have clearly defined parameters. He was primarily seen as a figure of the right by this stage due to his decision to be joint chair of Labour Solidarity, a group firmly associated with the party’s right wing. His innate patriotism was also at odds with many on the left of the party. As the Labour Party moved rightwards, first under Neil Kinnock, then John Smith and finally under Tony Blair, he grew more critical of the direction of travel, becoming further distanced from the leadership. His instincts were very much what would, from the mid-1990s, be described as ‘Old Labour’, with both his economic views and his Euroscepticism growing progressively distant from the mindset of those who now led the party. He was what David Goodhart was to later call a ‘somewhere’ in a party that was increasingly made up of ‘anywheres’ – at least in its upper echelons.19

         Therefore, a case can be made that Shore remained rooted to much the same ideological territory that he had occupied since joining the party in 1948. While Aitken’s assertion in the early 1990s that ‘Shore has made his epic journey from right to left without moving even a toe muscle’ was an exaggeration, he was correct to write, ‘it is the party that has moved round him, not the other way round.’20 xviiiGiven Shore’s belief in parliamentary democracy, the sovereignty of Parliament, the historic rights of the British people and the exceptionalism of English history, BBC Radio 4 gave a succinct description of his politics. In early 1984, they considered that he came from the ‘historical tradition of English radicalism, being close to the heart, if not the centre today, of the Labour Party … a long-time Fabian-socialist’.21

         A frequent theme of those we have interviewed and those who have written references to him is that he was a man of considerable distinction. He was clever, with an esteemed academic record, including being a member of the elite and secretive Cambridge Apostles, before serving as head of the Labour Party Research Department. He also wrote a number of works, such as Leading the Left and Separate Ways, which have been judged to be impressive and, as Anthony Howard assessed, his ‘intellectual honesty’ shone through in Leading the Left. However, as will be shown in subsequent chapters, combining a considerable intellect with the cut-and-thrust of politics did not come naturally. Consequently, there is some merit in Howard’s assessment that ‘Shore was always too much the don in politics to be a wholly effective operator’, possessing ‘that most fatal flaw in any politician, the gift of detachment’.22 His powers of public speaking have also been widely noted. Aitken affirmed that Shore’s desire to express his patriotism ‘transformed him from a hesitant speaker into a genuine orator with distinct Churchillian cadences. Few MPs … are so skilled at projecting intellectual power and controlled passion.’23 Although not without political skill, as seen for instance in the way he fought off challenges from within his own constituency party, he fared badly in the two leadership contests in which he stood. He held to firm convictions, to the extent that his contemporary Roy Hattersley wrote that he ‘was a man of principle who always (often xixto the consternation of his friends) refused to compromise’,24 and his principles were reinforced by his sense of loyalty, particularly to his party and country. Speaking in 1983, two years after the breakaway Social Democratic Party had emerged, he affirmed: ‘the Labour Party has those title deeds to democratic socialism in this country. I will never renounce those title deeds and therefore I will never abandon the Labour Party.’25 He always sought to defend what he saw as Britain’s interests, something that stretched from his military service with the RAF at the end of the Second World War through to debates over whether Britain should join the euro currency prior to his death in 2001. Finally, although he has, as we will argue, clear ministerial achievements, they are not widely remembered to this day. After charting all of these developments in the main narrative of the book, we will offer an overall evaluation in the concluding chapter.

         The coming chapters will follow a broadly chronological framework. Where there were several overlapping aspects, these have been split into separate chapters for clarity.

         The key questions that the book addresses are:

         
	What motivated Shore in his approach to politics?

            	What impact did Shore have?

            	What is his lasting legacy?

         

Several sources have been utilised to write this biography, both primary and secondary, and the key primary sources are interviews and archives. Interviews have been conducted with a number of Shore’s contemporaries inside and outside the Labour Party, while the main archival sources utilised are Shore’s own papers, which are deposited at the London School of Economics, as well as the relevant xxgovernment papers at the National Archives. Parliamentary reports (Hansard) and newspaper articles have also been of considerable benefit. This has been supplemented with the extensive use of published sources, including the memoirs and biographies of Shore’s contemporaries, historical studies of the Labour Party and wider surveys of relevant periods in British political history.

         We hope that the biography will fill a significant gap within the literature of British politics and political history, and will re-establish a forgotten but important figure who – in the context of Brexit – is once again highly relevant.
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            1

            EARLY LIFE

         

         YOUTH

         Peter David Shore was born in the Two Bears Hotel in Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, on 20 May 1924. He was the youngest of Eleanor and Robert Norman Shore’s three children. Robert was a teenage runaway turned Merchant Navy captain who served as a lieutenant in the Royal Naval Reserve during the Great War. By the time of Peter’s birth, Robert was in his fourth year as the licensee of the hotel, which had previously been owned by his in-laws. He wasn’t a natural hotelier; that was the preserve of his wife Eleanor’s parents, who also owned a hotel in London. Whereas Robert was an adventurer, Eleanor was comfortably middle-class and reportedly never took up employment. Neither parent was remembered as political in any sense, though both shared an enduring patriotism.

         The onset of the Great Depression would put an end to the family’s time as hoteliers and to Peter’s Norfolk childhood. Unemployment in 2Britain shot up to 20 per cent by 1930 and the following year Robert Shore gave up his role as licensee and went back into the Merchant Navy. Unable to cope, Eleanor sent Peter and his brother Robert ahead to stay with relatives in Liverpool while she stayed with her daughter, Gwen, to wind up the family’s Norfolk life.

         With the hotel sold, Eleanor Shore headed north and moved her three children to the Mossley Hill area of Liverpool. Peter later revealed that the move from Norfolk to Merseyside had not been easy, but that he did not suffer as much as his older siblings.1 Gwen and Robert were bullied for their accents while Peter, being the youngest, seems to have been more adaptable and suffered less. Neil Kinnock noticed in later years that when Peter became particularly passionate about a point he sometimes slipped back into Scouse phrasing.2

         In Liverpool, Shore attended Quarry Bank High School in leafy Allerton. It is perhaps best remembered now as the school of a young John Lennon, though Lennon didn’t achieve the same academic heights at the school as Shore had a generation previously. Quarry Bank was founded in 1921 and its first headmaster was a pioneering Old Etonian bachelor, Richard Fitzroy Bailey. Bailey had been an assistant head at the prestigious Shrewsbury School and modelled Quarry Bank along the same lines, with prefects and monitors largely responsible for pupil discipline, and the emphasis firmly on sport, nationalism and the Empire. Bailey was in charge throughout Shore’s school years, a period in which Quarry Bank gained the reputation of being relaxed and liberal for its day, so much so that rumour held that no boy had ever been expelled. Not that Shore was ever in danger of such a move, as he was remembered there as ‘a very nice boy, energetic and self-possessed’.3

         Bailey focused on developing the boys’ social consciousness by 3 instilling into them an awareness of the unequal society in which they lived and how it was their duty to reach out to the poorest. It was no surprise that Shore, like most boys who went through Quarry Bank under Bailey’s supervision, left with ‘an affection for the school and a great respect for him’.4

         Another future Labour MP, Bill Rodgers, was a fellow pupil at Quarry Bank, though four years Shore’s junior. Although Rodgers didn’t know Shore well at school, he remembered him as a prefect who cut a ‘slight, rather shy figure’.5 Shy he may have been, but that didn’t stop Shore joining the Debating Society, having fostered a consuming interest in politics and history, and seeking political solutions to Europe’s problems. Here he made his early speeches and began to develop his distinctive Churchillian speaking style. In a 1987 interview Shore reflected on those years:

         
            There was so obviously in the 1930s, the period of my boyhood, so much waste and human misery and lack of response to human needs that it seemed to me that a great effort of collective provision of services was required to meet those needs… Therefore, I asked what alternative political philosophies and political powers of action were available to us. Broadly these thoughts led me on the main road to socialism and the socialist solution.6

         

         As a sixth former Shore read widely, including ‘a great deal of Marx’, but it wasn’t Marx who appeared to have had a lasting influence on Shore, as he later explained:

         
            I found John Stuart Mill’s On Liberty a most absorbing essay which 4 forced you all the time to think about distinctions between what he called ‘self-regarding’ and ‘other-regarding’ actions. In other words, between the legitimate area of self-fulfilment and self-advancement and the larger area where you had to consider yourself in relation to others, where your benefit might be the loss of benefit to them, your freedom might be an invasion of their freedom. It made me think about the working out of the balance in society between what was proper for collective action, and the advancement of collective freedom, and for one’s own individual freedom. It seemed to set out the problem there in a more terse and dramatic way, better than I have seen it in any other work.7

         

         Despite this absorption in politics and a developing social consciousness, Shore hadn’t expressed any outward party political sympathies. Some of the boys had already nailed their colours by sixth form, be it Labour, Liberal, Conservative or Communist. But Shore wasn’t a Tory nationalist like his younger brother, nor was he particularly enamoured with the Liberals. The Labour Party, he thought, ‘seemed lumbering and not all that attractive’ at that time.8 There was an almost natural draw to Communism, as there was for many on the British left in the 1930s, but Shore’s reading drew him back from the possibility of becoming a Soviet fellow traveller. It was Arthur Koestler’s Darkness at Noon, which Shore read as a sixteen-year-old, that had a powerful impact on him for its

         
            remarkable critique, insight into and indictment of Stalin’s Russia… It was rather important, because in socialism at that stage there were attractions from the revolutionary left, the communist left, the 5 principal attraction to people of my generation being that they had been in the front line of resistance to right-wing dictatorships. That was their principal claim as it were. It was reading people like Koestler that, if the temptation did ever arise, showed me the answers to it. Also, other books on the left influenced me in the same direction, like Trotsky’s The Revolution Betrayed, again from a different point of view, of course, but providing major insights into Soviet society and the obvious repression and tyranny which it was exercising.9

         

         By the end of his sixth form education Shore appears to have fashioned the democratic socialist politics that would essentially stay with him for the rest of his life.

         CAMBRIDGE, THE WAR AND LOVE

         Richard Bailey had spotted an academic ability in Shore that led him to recommend that his student apply to Cambridge. As an ex-Cambridge man Bailey encouraged his brightest pupils to put themselves forward and Shore was awarded a scholarship to read History as an exhibitioner at King’s College.

         The famed British author and academic Noel Annan, then a Cambridge don, regarded Shore one of the intellectuals of the era, so, maybe unsurprisingly, Shore was invited to join the Apostles, ‘perhaps the most distinguished secret society in the world’ and so exclusive that it was known simply as ‘the Society’.10 The Apostles had been founded in 1820 with a sense of ‘intimate brotherhood’ and consisted of anywhere between six and twelve members – whose 6 names were not disclosed – made up from among the brightest minds at Cambridge. How Shore came to join we cannot be sure, but he may well have been recommended by Annan or his former headmaster at Quarry Bank.

         In his biography of John Maynard Keynes, Roy Harrod provided a snapshot of the Apostles:

         
            For the Society, truth was the paramount objective, and absolute intellectual integrity the means of achieving it. There was certainly a feeling that Apostles were different from ordinary mortals. For purposes of practical life, an Apostle had also, of course, to be an ordinary mortal; and it might be that he would set himself to plan and contrive in order to win position and influence in the world. That was a matter of indifference to the Society, not of reproach… As regards the ambitious, the saving clause would be that at heart they would be seeking to promote what they honestly believed to be a good cause.11

         

         The Apostles were drawn almost exclusively from Trinity, though a small elite from further colleges including King’s, of which Shore was considered one, were admitted. By the time of Shore’s arrival Trinity had become ‘the powerhouse of intellectual Marxism in Britain’.12 Both Guy Burgess and Kim Philby, later exposed as Soviet spies, had read History at Trinity and were members of the Apostles before Shore’s time. There is no evidence to show that Shore was implicated in pro-Soviet activities like some of his predecessor Apostles, nor does he seem to have been a terribly active Apostle at that. There was certainly some lingering suspicion, though. As we’ll see later, Harold Wilson ordered extra background checks on Shore before 7 bringing him into government, although this appears to have been, in the words of Neil Kinnock, ‘an Oxford man’s suspicion’.13

         By this time Britain was in a state of total war and many young men had to suspend their university education to take part. Shore was desperate to do his bit and volunteered for the RAF in 1942, despite the high death rate; his eyes were set on becoming a pilot but, to his great annoyance, he failed to get his wings. Instead he held the rank of War Substantive Flying Officer in the Navigators of the RAF Volunteer Reserve. ‘He thought the air force was wonderful,’ remembers Shore’s widow, Liz, ‘except when they threw him out because he failed to put his wheels down. They moved him to Canada to retrain as a navigator and then he came home early. If the war in Europe hadn’t have stopped when it did, he would have been dropping bombs on Germany.’14 After returning from Canada, Shore was stationed in India for the last months of the war, and this experience fostered in him an enduring love of the Commonwealth and India in particular. Though Shore got through the war, his father Robert was torpedoed by a German U-boat and, despite surviving the initial hit and being rescued, died some days later.

         Shore returned to Cambridge from India and became an active member of the Labour Club, but still without joining the Labour Party. Though Shore had his admirers and was generally recognised to be a talented thinker, he ‘had no sense of how to pass exams’ and did ‘all the wrong things to pass a degree’;15 as a result he left Cambridge with a Third in History. Throughout his university career, he had spent more and more of his time reading tracts on economics and further hours with the Labour Club. He was also still linked to the Apostles, though after meeting his future wife he had little space left for ‘the Society’. 8

         THE LABOUR PARTY

         In 1948 Peter Shore effectively got married twice; first to Elizabeth and second to the Labour Party. After Cambridge the Shores moved to London into a two-room flat just off All Saints Street, remembered fondly despite the bed bugs and the rats and Peter’s papers strewn everywhere. While Peter sought work, he filled his spare time reading political works and policy papers. Only on holiday did Peter read fiction, and even then it was curated by Liz. Peter also developed a love for opera. The Shores’ flat was one Tube stop away from Covent Garden and, despite knowing nothing about opera, they took advantage of the cheap seats and thus began a lifelong passion.

         When Peter finally joined Labour, it was still the party of Attlee and the great reforming Labour government. Despite having some reservations, Shore said, ‘When I began to think seriously about my activity in politics, quite clearly the obvious party to join was the Labour Party.’16 He hunted for a parliamentary seat almost immediately and was adopted for the West Cornwall constituency of St Ives for the 1950 general election. St Ives had never (and has never yet) been won by a Labour candidate. Nevertheless, Shore increased Labour’s share of the vote by 3.5 per cent to a respectable 30.7 per cent in a three-way contest, losing to the Conservative and National Liberal candidate Greville Howard, despite his campaign slogan ‘Shore to Win!’

         Though the result didn’t take him to Westminster, it did give him more credibility in Labour circles. He didn’t stand in the 1951 general election, instead concentrating on his new job in the Labour Research Department (LRD) in a position that would, Shore hoped, be stimulating in the short term, giving him a valuable insight into policy, while in the long term helping to clear the way to a safe parliamentary seat. In the 9 end, it took thirteen more years for Shore, and Labour, to be elected to Parliament, a much longer apprenticeship than Shore had envisaged. However, Labour’s research department was described by Shore as

         
            a very important centre for thinking, largely because, with the exception of the Fabian Society, which only publishes the individual views of its contributors, there is no other. You may get ideas and stimulus coming from well-informed, weekly papers of the left, and that is very helpful. But if you look around, there is no other place for the continuous thinking on the problems of democratic socialism and the practical problems of the society and the government of the day than in the Labour Party Research Department.17

         

         Shore was working in the LRD as Labour left office with the demise of Attlee’s short-lived second government. After Labour’s 1951 defeat there was a lack of the kind of active and innovative leadership needed in opposition. Even though many saw Attlee as old hat, he stubbornly hung on to the leadership, mainly to stymie Herbert Morrison’s chances of replacing him. Andrew Thorpe writes:

         
            The years from 1951 to 1955 were to be one of the most dismal periods in the history of the Labour Party. From a position of potential strength, the party sank deeper and deeper into a mire of squabbling, with poor leadership and a lack of clear policy, in the face of an increasingly self-confident Conservative Party.18

         

         Shore sought to inject some urgency into the Labour case. In 1952, he wrote The Real Nature of Conservatism, exploring Conservatism as an ideology, the Conservative Party’s relationship with democracy and 10 ‘New Conservatism’. He also posed the question of why, in the era of universal suffrage, ‘so large a portion of the electorate, many of whom are neither wealthy nor privileged, have been recruited for a cause which is not their own?’ Shore’s answer – that it rested on the development of propaganda techniques in manipulating public opinion and on irrational impulses in the shaping of political attitudes19 – is unconvincing. He dissected recent Conservative statements and came to the conclusion that the ‘New Conservatism’ formed after the 1945 general election defeat had the same objectives as the ‘Old Conservatism’. Consequently:

         
            The struggle against the New Conservatism is essentially a continuation of that against the Old. The Conservative Party today may be more intelligent, more sophisticated, better turned out than the pre-war Conservative Party; but it shares with it the same beliefs in authority, inequality and a class society. In the advance towards a socialist society these are the obstacles which must be overcome.20

         

         Left-wing discontent was growing and by the time of the 1952 party conference the left won six out of the seven Constituency Labour Party (CLP) places on the National Executive Committee (NEC). In practice this meant very little, but it did heighten the sense of division within the party. Shore was identified (possibly by Harold Wilson) early on as being sympathetic to the Bevanites and began to attract support from the Labour left as a man to watch. Bill Rodgers gives us a vivid and important portrait of Shore in this period:

         
            During my Fabian time I found [Shore] a considerable political operator, with an unfailing device for making points to which people would listen. Pushing back a displaced lock of hair and raising his 11 voice, often with a half-laugh of amused discovery, he would draw attention to an apparent paradox or ask a sharp question. Such interventions won him attention and respect, and I admired his skill while ungenerously resenting the reputation that it gave him for rather greater wisdom than me.21

         

         When the general secretary position of the Fabian Society became vacant in 1953, Rodgers, as assistant secretary, was a shoo-in. However, the Bevanites wanted to contest the position and, with the support of Harold Wilson, Richard Crossman, Ian Mikardo and Tommy Balogh, Shore was put forward against Rodgers. As expected, Rodgers won, but Shore took a respectable third of the vote and, according to the victorious candidate, ‘appeared to bear no grudge’.22 It all helped to build Shore’s profile in the party and more doors began to open for him.

         Next, he joined a group of mainly Oxford graduates, imaginatively called ‘The Group’, who met to discuss Labour matters over lunch. Although as a Cambridge man Shore was an outsider, he was invited by its founders Dick Taverne and Bill Rodgers, which, despite his standing as the Bevanite candidate for the general secretary of the Fabian Society, shows that he was considered a rising star in the Labour Party, as well as a man of important and original ideas. It seems as if Taverne and Rodgers were attempting to poach Shore from the Bevanites and, although Shore met weekly with The Group, he quite quickly broke away when he entered what Rodgers termed ‘the heart of the Wilson circle’.23

         Despite being seen by some as a radical and a left-winger, Shore was viewed by others as an early Gaitskellite, and he certainly mixed in those circles. Through the war years Hugh Gaitskell had risen to become a high-ranking civil servant and entered the Attlee government 12 in February 1946. Four years later he was appointed Chancellor. His first Budget imposed charges on glasses and dentures, which caused the resignation of both Harold Wilson and Aneurin Bevan in 1951. For the traditional Labour left, Gaitskell was a man who had no desire to further extend socialism in Britain in a form they recognised; the best the left could hope for was that he would consolidate the gains of the Attlee government. He attacked the Bevanites, of which Shore was considered a supporter, as ‘a group of frustrated journalists’ who undermined the Attlee leadership and took direction from the Daily Worker, a paper of the Communist Party of Great Britain. Gaitskell himself condemned Attlee for not taking on the critical voices of the left and enjoyed the support of right-wing union leaders Arthur Deakin (TGWU), Tom Williamson (NUGMW) and William Lowther (NUM). Nevertheless, Shore was excited both by the change of pace Gaitskell brought to the leadership when he succeeded Attlee in 1955, as well as by his awareness of the political implications of new technologies. Shore wrote:

         
            Unlike Attlee, Gaitskell was very much interested in personal and party projection. He did not confine his newspaper reading to The Times! Nor did he begin by scanning reports on play in the county and Test cricket matches. Indeed, Gaitskell kept a close watch on the papers and cultivated good relations not only with the parliamentary lobby but with newspaper editors as well. Sensibly, he recognised that the media was at the start of its TV revolution and that it was essential for a political leader to be able to use and command the new medium.24

         

         Gaitskell recognised the moderniser in Shore and sent him to observe the effect of television on the Rochdale by-election of February 1958. The journalist and broadcaster Ludovic Kennedy was standing as the 13 Liberal candidate following the death of the sitting Conservative MP. Kennedy intended to use his television experience to increase coverage of the campaign and himself. Two debates between the candidates were broadcast by Granada Television and the BBC televised interviews with voters. Though Labour’s Jack McCann won the seat with 22,133 votes, the Liberal candidate Kennedy gained 17,603, the highest Liberal vote for three decades. Shore believed television would change British politics and that the Labour Party had to act quickly to be ahead of the curve. He shared his thoughts with Tony Benn, who recorded in his diary: ‘I found him very receptive to the general theme that television is the greatest and most important thing that has happened to British politics.’25

         Shore now found himself allied to Benn as a moderniser of the party’s campaigning who would bring it into the television age. They lunched regularly on the terrace of Parliament, discussing how to make the party a more effective campaigning machine, improve electoral strategy and tactics, and, most importantly, how to sell Hugh Gaitskell as a potential Prime Minister.26 Douglas Jay and Dick Crossman were frequent visitors to both men and, as Crossman had a habit of surrounding himself with bright young people, Shore was clearly a man to watch for the future. Shore and Benn now met daily for morning coffee as the two acted as sounding boards for each other’s ideas. Benn said of the morning meetings: ‘It’s the best part of the day and he always stimulates my mind immensely.’27

         MEANS AND ENDS

         However, rather rapidly Shore started to question his own trust in Gaitskell and began to move away from the ultra-modernising 14 position proposed by the likes of Tony Crosland. Crosland took a revisionist line that looked beyond nationalisation as a means of reducing inequality. Gaitskell needed little persuasion, and indeed already had a reputation as a right-winger who now believed that the methods used by the Attlee government were unpalatable to the British electorate. The intellectual case for revisionism was made by Crosland in his major work, The Future of Socialism (1956).28 He argued that the nature of the British economy had been so radically altered, both by longer-term trends (i.e. the transfer of power from business owners to managers, trade unions and the state) and the reforms of the 1945–51 Labour government, that Marxist analysis was now irrelevant – Britain had become post-capitalist. In order to make Britain into a more socialist country, there still needed to be a more decisive move in the direction of equality. However, it was thought that this could be achieved without further public ownership. Nationalisation was no longer a socialist priority: it was now a means to rather than the end goal of socialism, and not a particularly important one at that. Instead, a reduction in income and wealth inequalities could be achieved through fiscal measures, while the key to greater social equality was provided by comprehensive schools. Shore disagreed with this analysis and in his writings from this time tried to articulate an alternative model of socialism, one which continued to rely on the extension of public ownership.

         Shore assisted the economist A. A. Rogow in his study of the industrial policies of the 1945–51 Labour government, published in 1955.29 The study was a largely technical survey of the policies of the period and the obstacles to achieving the government’s objectives. However, in its conclusion, the book allies firmly with the left. The government’s policies, it says, amounted to a compromise between 15 the forces of labour and capital, and the limits of its agenda were clear when it came to the nationalisation of steel. Industry was willing to accept the welfare state, but only because it drew a clear line between that and socialism – indeed, some commentators, not least on the radial left, felt that the welfare state was a way to keep workers content rather than transferring power from capital to labour. Consequently, by 1951 Britain had reached a condition of stalemate between socialism and capitalism: ‘so viewed the welfare state represents an adjustment of conflicting social and economic interests which is acceptable to the major elements that comprise British society.’30 There was growing pressure for further reform in a socialist direction from the grassroots of the party, ‘to whom the welfare state brought material but not spiritual satisfaction’.31 The Labour Party ‘must reformulate its basic principles’ in order to meet this challenge, Rogow’s study concluded.32

         Shore believed that an extension of public ownership was necessary for the pursuit of greater equality, and he believed that the capitalist sector remained too large: ‘The continued existence of a capitalist sector of the present size cannot be reconciled with any significant further progress towards equality. For this reason, if no other, we cannot be content with fiscal remedies. It is necessary therefore to take another look at that old scarecrow, public ownership.’33 He did not oppose the continued existence of a private sector, but thought that the public sector should be sufficiently large enough to set the direction of economic activity, rather than picking up unprofitable activities as the Attlee government had done.34 The nation had its own interests, which often differed from those of industry: ‘the nation has objectives in the economic field which are wider than, different from and sometimes opposed to those of industry’.35 Moreover, the 16 case for further public ownership was justified by the trend away from competition within the private sector. This was caused by growth in the size of corporations, a trend also noted by Crosland. But whereas Crosland felt that this allowed a more public-minded managerial class to pursue goals other than purely profit maximisation, for Shore it called into question the necessity for shareholders: ‘The private shareholder has not only ceased to be indispensable to the economic system, he has become virtually functionless.’36

         As Shore moved away from Gaitskell politically, he mischievously used the Leader of the Opposition’s rhetoric to put forward radical policies that Gaitskell was then forced to water down. A key example of this was Shore’s writing of the Industry and Society paper (1957) at Gaitskell’s request. Shore said later: ‘Since Gaitskell had himself claimed that “socialism is about equality” and that existing inequalities of wealth and income were unacceptable, the sooner private ownership was contracted and public ownership extended, the sooner would Gaitskell’s own goal of greater equality be reached.’37

         Shore’s draft was unequivocal. Of large firms he wrote that they ‘have clearly achieved an independent life and purpose of their own. So much so that one must ask the question: is there a case, in these large firms, for private ownership in its present form? Is there indeed, any case at all for private ownership of these firms?’ For Shore, if shareholders no longer had control and capitalists no longer took risks, why should they be rewarded? He was also concerned that companies were amassing profits without reinvesting them. So, with no risk-taking nor reinvestment of profits, just what was the point of the capitalist? He noted:

         
            in the past, socialist thinkers argued that the value of land increased 17 steadily and automatically over the years, thus bringing to its owners a completely unearned increment. This led to the proposals for public ownership of land, or for tax measures designed to remove this unearned income … it can fairly be said that many of the characteristics once ascribed to land are now possessed by the equity shares of industry.38

         

         Shore’s remedy was to take the top 500 companies into public ownership via gradual government share purchases, which meant there would be no sudden shock to the economy, but rather an incremental nationalisation. This wasn’t the revisionist break from nationalisation that Gaitskell wanted, despite Shore framing it quite clearly on the leader’s own statements. Gaitskell sent a heavily annotated copy of the draft to Crosland with instructions to revise the conclusions. Crosland was then neither an MP nor on the NEC, and few were made aware of the origins of the revisions at the time. Crosland watered down Shore’s proposals to a mere government shareholding in the major companies, not full ownership, and the left saw this as a retreat from socialist principles. Under a future Gaitskell government, only road haulage and steel would be brought back into public ownership, having been privatised by the Conservatives, and private rented housing would be brought into municipal ownership.

         Crosland’s new but ambiguous conclusions allowed the report to be interpreted however the reader saw fit. Gaitskell and Crosland were able to quote the document and give the impression that they intended to nationalise little, whereas Michael Foot called it ‘the most powerful, up-to-date statement of the case for public ownership issued officially by the Labour Party since 1945’, although he changed his mind when he heard Bevan was cool about the document.39 Some 18 saw through Gaitskell’s neutering of Shore’s original draft. Crosland’s amended version even managed to unite Jennie Lee, Herbert Morrison and Manny Shinwell, by no means natural political allies, who attacked the absence of a firm commitment to public ownership of the commanding heights of the economy, which they claimed demonstrated an ambivalence to traditional socialism. Lee fired that it was ‘too pink, too blue, too yellow’40 and Tribune also condemned the document.41

         Nevertheless, the 1957 party conference adopted Industry and Society almost four to one. Gaitskell had managed to mute the dissent from the left by forming a sub-committee to consider the report, which included Ian Mikardo and Aneurin Bevan. Both were the most likely to criticise the final draft for its less than firm commitment to nationalisation, yet both displayed little more than a nonchalant attitude towards it.42

         Crossman recorded in his diary that Shore’s original document had been ‘extensively redrafted by the office at Transport House, removing most of its radical trimmings and making it a great deal more reactionary’.43 He also noted the reaction the report received:

         
            There was a good deal of indignation, not only among Tribune circles but also outside, in the constituencies and, even more important, in the Parliamentary Party, where what you might call the working-class elements had taken the occasion to assume that the Wykehamists were corrupting the Gospel by a too-clever-by-half intellectualism.44

         

         Crossman’s ‘Wykehamists’, a term referring to former pupils of Winchester College, were Gaitskell and his coterie of Crosland and Roy Jenkins. Furthermore, as the Gaitskellites put increased faith in 19 opinion polls, to the cost of what Shore thought were key tenets of Labour’s politics (nationalisation and Clause IV), Shore distanced himself from Gaitskell. He felt that polling was ‘a powerful – too powerful – influence in [Gaitskell’s] thinking and initiatives’.45 Ultimately, though, Shore felt that Gaitskell ‘was simply not on the same emotional wavelength, nor could he artificially contrive to be, as the majority of active Labour Party members’.46 On top of this, Gaitskell had no connection to the working class. He was a product of the upper-middle-class elite, being public school and Oxbridge educated. This made it simpler, according to Shore, for him to become ‘almost a hate figure, variously accused as a traitor to socialism, a “cold warrior” and a nuclear rearmer for which crimes he was berated and abused’.47

         Shore’s separation from the revisionists was also evidenced in his contribution to a set of essays edited by Norman MacKenzie, Conviction, published in 1958. The essayists wanted to see something more radical than revisionism, which they felt was too complacent about contemporary conditions. Far from being a post-capitalist era as Crosland had argued in The Future of Socialism,48 it was in fact a stalemate situation, and a further push towards socialism was required.49 Shore’s essay can be regarded as a direct response to Crosland’s thesis. Like Crosland, he drew on James Burnham’s idea of the ‘managerial revolution’ to show that corporate ownership and control were becoming distinct, but argued that this was nothing to be complacent about since it created a new form of inequality: ‘What we are witnessing’, Shore wrote, ‘is the rise of a new order which in certain respects is far closer to medieval society than to the capitalism of the past two hundred years. Indeed, the closest analogy to the modern corporation is a survival from precapitalist days – the Church.’50 Shore did not ‘want a society in which an 20 elite, viewing the world through Board Room windows, makes the big decisions, collects the big rewards, while the mass of men deprived of power and responsibility dig their gardens or watch the telly’.51 There was still much to be done, therefore, to bring about socialism in Britain. Shore in this period was clearly to the left in Labour circles.

         CLAUSE IV CONTROVERSY

         According to Benn, Shore had begun to sketch out some ideas for a book about modern mass society, though this was abandoned when a general election was announced for 8 October 1959. When the two men met to discuss Labour’s prospects, both were pessimistic, and Benn told Shore that his chances in Halifax – the seat Shore had been selected for – were only ‘slightly better than average’.52 The general election saw the Conservative Party cruise to its third successive victory and Labour suffered a huge blow as Harold Macmillan increased his majority in the Commons.

         After the defeat in 1959, Shore was very much seen as one of the modernisers with a bright future ahead of him. With Benn he formed the 1964 Club, ‘to be based’, according to Benn, ‘on the simple objective of doing to the Party what we know has to be done – modernise and overhaul and make it a vehicle for progressive action in our society’. The club would include David Ennals, Anthony Howard, Ivan Yates, Gerald Kaufman, Shirley Williams, Reg Prentice and Dick Marsh, as well as Benn and Shore.53

         Responding to the 1959 defeat, Gaitskell saw a solution in attacking some of the foundation stones of the Labour Party. Clause IV of the Labour Party’s constitution committed it 21

         
            To secure for the workers 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, distribution, and exchange, and the best obtainable system of popular administration and control of each industry or service.54

         

         Shore reflected later:

         
            Hugh Gaitskell felt he had to react to three successive election defeats in a dramatic way and to show that the Labour Party was a modern party which wasn’t stuck with old commitments, so he turned on Clause 4 as a symbolic representation or representative of Labour’s past and he attempted to topple it. That would obviously have been a symbolic gesture of immense importance. But parties live by their faith and their history as much as they do by their requirements of the present… I thought it was a great mistake and actively opposed it.55

         

         He tried to urge caution and asked that Gaitskell take more time to think the policy through but was ignored. ‘He wasn’t a good person to reconcile differences’, remembered Shore; ‘he was not a conciliator in any sense and his strength lay in his strong combative instinct and the feeling that he was right.’56 As such, Gaitskell was loath to accept any counterargument and the move greatly antagonised divisions in the party, as Shore had warned. Wilson, considered by some as a possible successor to Gaitskell, famously remarked, ‘We were being asked to take Genesis out of the Bible.’57

         By the spring of 1960 Shore felt that the party leadership was in crisis. He thought the party was unable to connect with the younger generation of voters now emerging and if Labour lost this generation, 22 he feared, the party would not survive long enough to be there when they sought a change from the Tories. Although Shore, as well as Benn, was at this point seen as being in the political centre of the party, he felt that Gaitskell was failing to lead a united socialist party. This could only result in further defeat, he thought, and Gaitskell was, in Shore’s words, ‘an authentic and unapologetic figure of the Right’.58

         Shore now definitively moved towards Wilson and backed him in his unsuccessful leadership election bid in 1960, with Gaitskell winning two thirds of the vote. Shore admired Wilson’s pronounced conviction in the use of state intervention to reduce inequality. Both believed in better commercial relations with the USSR and in combating the spread of Communism by supporting poorer nations who may be tempted to turn to Moscow.

         Nevertheless, despite a growing distrust between Shore and Gaitskell, he was appointed head of the Labour Research Department following the 1959 election defeat. Though technically it was an NEC appointment, Gaitskell had to give his unofficial blessing. Shore noted that his ‘relationship with Hugh Gaitskell went through different phases. He thought that I was rather over-radical, over-left and that was quite a problem because he tended to be a bit distrustful.’59 Gaitskell had taken the advice of Crosland, who advised the Labour leader to make use of Shore’s ability as a speech writer, but the Gaitskellites were wary; any paper or speech produced by Shore was sent to Crosland to be vetted first. Wilson’s biographer Ben Pimlott referred to Shore as ‘a one man Wilsonian fifth column within the … Labour Party headquarters’.60 But Shore was not anti-Gaitskell per se; he supported him against Anthony Greenwood in the 1961 leadership election and soon an issue arose that would ideologically unite them. 23

         EUROPE

         On the issue of Europe and the Common Market, Shore and Gaitskell were instinctively much closer. Shore later recalled:

         
            I became directly involved in the Britain and Europe question in 1961 when the then Prime Minister, Harold Macmillan, made his historic announcement that the UK – in total reversal of its policies pursued between 1945 and 1960 – was now applying to join the European Community (the Common Market) as a full member. The then leader of the Labour Party, Hugh Gaitskell, at once asked my colleague, David Ennals, the International Secretary, and myself, as head of the Labour Party Research Department, to examine the issues and present a preliminary paper for consideration by himself and his parliamentary colleagues. It was then, with a genuinely open mind but with the background knowledge of events that all thinking people of my age group possessed, that I read that basic document, the Rome Treaty – it was difficult then even to obtain a copy in the English language – and made my first preliminary analysis of its contents.61

         

         Liz Shore remembered the Treaty of Rome as a huge document and trip hazard which lived on their bedroom floor for weeks as Peter analysed it page by page every night. There was even a standing joke in political circles that Peter was the only person to have read the document in full.62

         Gaitskell, like Shore, was a British patriot and felt an unshakeable loyalty to the Commonwealth, and Shore had been struck by the unanimous opposition of Commonwealth socialist leaders to Europe at a meeting called by Gaitskell in the autumn of 1962. He was also 24 shocked by the terms of entry. The deterioration of relations with the spokesmen of the six EEC countries had warned him off further, despite being initially impressed by the political case made by Roy Jenkins. Shore wrote the policy statement that lay behind Gaitskell’s party conference speech in Brighton,63 in which Gaitskell warned that entry into Europe would be ‘selling the Commonwealth down the river’ and ‘the end of a thousand years of history’.64 In the stuffy hall of the Brighton ice rink, Gaitskell’s speech was uncompromising, and George Brown commented that he sounded ‘emotionally totally opposed to Britain’s having any involvement with the continent of Europe’.65 The speech caused friction with erstwhile Gaitskellites and pro-Europeans Roy Jenkins and Tony Crosland. They found the patriotic content unpalatable,66 though what particularly irked the pair was Gaitskell’s reference to the sacrifices of Commonwealth troops in the Great War: ‘we, at least, do not intend to forget Vimy Ridge and Gallipoli’.

         However, on 4 January 1963 Gaitskell was rushed to hospital. He died two weeks later, just four days before the resumption of Parliament. Shore later reflected that Gaitskell had numerous qualities – ‘honesty, courage, intelligence, reliability, judgement, loyalty and industry’ – and that he ‘held firm to his principles and was intellectually convinced of the case for equality, liberty and international law’. Strikingly, it was not these qualities, standards or principles, nor his focus on the achievable rather than the ultimate goals, that marked Gaitskell as a leader of the right; instead it was his inability to recognise and respect the other qualities of the left:

         
            What was missing was the poetry, not the prose; the politics of the heart, not the head; that special brand of romanticism and idealism that 25 motivates so much of the Labour movement; the belief in the infinite possibilities of improvement, the perfectibility of man, the brotherhood that should unite the human race: a glimpse of Jerusalem. And that special abomination for an economic and social system that sets man against man. The imagination to see, and the will to accomplish, a new society.67
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