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EXPLAINING AND ADDRESSING THE ‘DETACHMENT OF OFFICE 
BEARERS FROM THEIR CONSTITUENTS’: A STUDY OF LEADERSHIP 

ELECTION ARRANGEMENTS WITHIN A PROFESSIONAL ACCOUNTING 
BODY 

 
 
Abstract: This paper examines the difficulty of achieving representative and effective governance of a 
professional body. The collective studied for this purpose is the Institute of Chartered Accountants in 
England and Wales (formed 1880) which, throughout its existence, has possessed the largest membership 
amongst British accounting associations. We will explain why, despite a series of measures taken to make 
the constitution of the Council more representative between formation date and 1970, the failure of the 
1970 scheme for integrating the entire UK accountancy profession remained attributable to the 
‘detachment of office bearers from their constituents’ [Shackleton and Walker, 2001, p. 277]. We also 
trace the failure of numerous attempts to restore the Council’s authority over a period approaching four 
decades since that ‘disaster’ [Accountancy, September 1970, p. 637] occurred. 
Keywords: governance; Institute of Chartered Accountants in England and Wales; integration; merger; 
professionalisation. 
 

 
INTRODUCTION 

There exists a substantial critical literature on the professionalisation of accounting 
which is dominated by studies of closure strategies1 pursued by professional 
accountancy bodies. Works of this genre principally focus on external relationships – 
inter-organizational, inter-occupational and, particularly, state-profession – in the 
endeavor to offer a ‘coherent explanation of why some occupations (or segments) 
successfully become accepted as professionalized whilst others do not’ [Cooper and 
Robson, 1990, p. 374]. These studies, with important exceptions [e.g., Shackleton, 
1995; Chua and Poullaos, 1993; Poullaos, 1994; Carnegie et al., 2003], disregard the 
impact of internal (intra-organizational) dynamics on the strategies employed to take 
forward the professionalisation process. This omission may be regarded as an inevitable 
consequence of the issues which, as Walker and Shackleton [1998, p. 35] indicate, 
feature prominently in closure-based studies: (1) the exclusion of subordinated outsiders 
from eligible insiders based on some criteria, such as race, education, occupation, 
gender or wealth and (2) securing sanction from the state for monopolistic structures. 

There exists also a substantial traditional literature on institutional accounting 
history, that includes official histories of professional accountancy bodies such as 
McDougall [1954], Osbourn and Bell [1954], Garrett [1961], Robinson [1964] and 
Howitt [1966]. At the micro level, there are both critical and traditional biographical 
studies that explore the social origins, backgrounds, education, careers, outputs, 
contributions, or lives of prominent individual figures [e.g., Worthington, 1895; Parker 
(ed.), 1980; Kitchen and Parker, 1980; Lee (ed.), 1996], or groups of individuals [e.g. 
Stewart, 1977; Margerison, 1980; Walker, 1988; Kedslie, 1990; Edwards et al., 1997, 
Carnegie and Edwards, 2001 and Carnegie et al., 2003]. In contrast, there has been no 

                                                        
1 Murphy [1984, p. 548] defines closure as ‘the process of mobilizing power in order to enhance or 
defend a group’s share of rewards or resources’.  
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significant analysis conducted at the level of a constituent sub-system of an accountancy 
body; a locale where intra-organizational relationships between different groups of 
members might prove significant. The analytical subject of this study is the governing 
body of the Institute of Chartered Accountants in England and Wales (ICAEW): the 
Council. 

Recent events demonstrate how the membership of a professional body can 
constrain the capacity of its leadership to mobilize economic, social, political and 
organizational resources in pursuit of a professional project [Macdonald, 1995, pp. 57-
8, 204-5]. For example, Council’s 2001 proposal to restructure the ICAEW’s traditional 
district society system was overtly challenged and contended in a poll [Accountancy, 
August 2001, p. 12]. Council’s plans (1996 and 1999) to introduce electives (optional 
papers) into the ICAEW’s final examinations met strong opposition and were rejected 
by the membership [Accountancy, February 1996, p. 11; July 1999, p. 6]. Indeed, 
members have been proactive as well as reactive in challenging the authority of 
Council. Initiatives taken in 1996 and 1998, designed to achieve direct election of the 
ICAEW President by the membership, although defeated in a poll, have been judged to 
effect a diminution of the credibility of the Council [Accountancy, February 1996, p. 12; 
July 1998, p. 20].  

Momentous events that highlight the persistent lack of authority on the part of 
Council are the series of failed merger initiatives in which the aspirations of the 
ICAEW’s leadership were thwarted by the membership. The episodes are of particular 
importance to the history of accounting in Britain because they were designed to 
produce the advantages associated with a more unified accountancy profession 
[Shackleton and Walker, 2001, p. 166; Council Minutes Book Y, p. 148]. 
 
Merger initiatives 

There is no shortage of successful merger initiatives in the history of the British 
accounting profession. The leading examples are: merger of the five societies formed in 
English cities (Liverpool, London, Manchester and Sheffield) during the 1870s to create 
the ICAEW in 1880; merger of the three city-based (Aberdeen, Edinburgh and 
Glasgow) societies formed in Scotland in the nineteenth century to create the ICAS in 
1951; and merger of the London Association of Accountants and the Corporation of 
Accountants in Scotland to form, in 1939, what is today known as the ACCA. The only 
other major reorganization of the British accounting profession occurred in 1957 when 
the second largest accountancy body in Britain, the Society of Incorporated Accountants 
and Auditors, was dissolved with its members joining one or other of the then three 
chartered bodies [Edwards, 2003].  

There has been no merger involving any of the senior professional bodies in Britain 
since for nearly half a century. But in fact many initiatives have foundered over that 
same time period. Even when restricted to those concerned with the ICAEW, they 
include plans for the merger of: all six senior bodies in 1970; the ICAS with the 
ICAEW in 1989; CIPFA with the ICAEW in 1990 and 2005; CIMA with the ICAEW in 
1996 and 2004. The reasons for failure are seen to be broadly common: ‘Internal 
wrangling and fiercely guarded brand values’ [Perry, 2004].2 Also, every time a 

                                                        
2 See also: Membership ‘time bomb’ drives ICAEW merger plan [2004], 
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proposed merger fails, division between the ICAEW Council and its membership is 
highlighted [Wild, 2005], the authority of Council is problematized, and more 
representative arrangements in the Council’s composition are demanded. For example, a 
letter contributed to Accountancy [July 1996, p. 130] stated that: 

Elected but out of touch…Not only is there no means by which the elected Council members do 
receive the views of their constituents, but their behaviour in recent years has shown them to be 
seriously out of touch with members’ wishes. The issue of merger, for example, has shown time 
and time again that the Council members did not know, or chose to ignore, the view of their 
constituents (emphasis added). 

 
Purposes of paper 

The purposes of this paper are to explain why the ICAEW Council came to be 
‘detached’ from the interests of the membership, lost its authority with the membership 
and, subsequently, failed to re-establish it. To achieve these objectives, the remainder of 
this paper is constructed in the following manner. First, we trace and analyze 
arrangements made for the election of ICAEW Council members during the period prior 
to 1970, highlighting the tension that arose between the requirement for the Council to 
represent fairly the membership and to govern effectively the Institute’s affairs. Second, 
we consider the reasons for the failure of the 1970 scheme for integrating the entire 
British accountancy profession, drawing attention to, and presenting evidence to 
demonstrate, the ‘detachment of office bearers from their constituents’ [Shackleton and 
Walker, 2001, p. 277]. Finally, we trace the failure of numerous attempts to restore the 
Council’s authority over a period approaching four decades since that ‘disaster’ 
[Accountancy, September 1970, p. 637] occurred. 

The main primary sources consulted the purpose of this study are located at the 
Guildhall Library, London, and the ICAEW’s office in Milton Keynes. The research 
method adopted in this paper is the explained historical narrative.  
 

COMPOSITION OF THE COUNCIL, 1880-1970  
Challenging ‘apostolic succession’ 

The ICAEW is made up of a variety of sub-systems which include district societies 
and various Council-appointed committees. At its apex, the Council, as ‘the policy-
making body’, has reigned over the ICAEW throughout its history. The original bye-
laws provided for the Council to consist of 45 members of whom the nine longest 
serving were required to retire each year and were eligible for re-election. In the event 
of a vacancy occurring between annual general meetings, the Council was empowered 
to appoint a replacement who would retire and be eligible for re-election on the same 
date as the person replaced. Provision was also made for additional candidates to be 
nominated, in writing, by ten members. 

From very early on, these arrangements were judged, by both the membership and 
the accounting press, to create a self-perpetuating elite. Those retiring by rotation were 
routinely re-elected with, according to Accountant [5 May 1894, p. 408], it being ‘a 

                                                                                                                                                                   
http://www.accountingweb.co.uk/cgi-bin/item.cgi?id=133519&d=101&dateformat=%25o-%25B; 

Members split on ICAEW-CIMA-CIPFA merger [2004], 

http://www.accountingweb.co.uk/cgi-bin/item.cgi?id=128759&d=101&dateformat=%25o-%25B. 

 3

http://www.accountingweb.co.uk/cgi-bin/item.cgi?id=133519&d=101&dateformat=%25o-%25B


very invidious task for the ordinary members to object to persons who had once been 
elected’. Criticisms were also directed, persistently and vehemently, at the practice of 
the Council filling vacancies that arose between annual meetings; an action which, it 
was felt, deprived the membership from having its say at the next annual general 
meeting. For example: 

the Council is not representative as it should be by the Bye-laws of the Charter. For the last 
nineteen years (I think without a single exception) the Council have re-elected themselves! If a 
councillor dies or retires a Mr. Brown or a Mr. Jones is given the situation, and the members 
who annually retire by rotation are re-elected nem. con. [Accountant, 9 June 1900, p. 533, 
emphasis in original]3

Proposals that casual vacancies should be left unfilled until the next AGM, made at 
Council meetings by such luminaries as Frederick Whinney (1882) and George Walter 
Knox (1885),4 met with no greater success [Ms.28411/1, pp. 167, 402; see also 
Ms.28411/2, p. 300; Ms.28416/1, p. 97]. Indeed, on 14th October 1896 Council 
explicitly resolved ‘not to make any departure from the existing practice’ of filling 
casual vacancies [Ms.28411/4, p. 115]. In response to continuing criticism, Council 
countered that ‘[o]n one occasion a vote was taken, so that the rules of procedure did 
not prevent the introduction of anybody; or at any rate the testing of the feeling of the 
members in regard to any person who might be put forward’ [Accountant, 5 May 1894, 
p. 408; see also 9 May 1896, p. 396]. The case referred to was probably the only 
instance we have found of an election taking place, resulting in the appointment to 
Council of F. H. Collison, London, in May 1887 [Accountant, 2 May 1887, p. 271]. 

The consequences of these election arrangements included: the failure of 
Council to reflect the geographical dispersal of the membership [Howitt, 1966, p. 
28] and its domination by a limited number of the large, long-standing firms. As a 
leading article in Accountant [21 May 1904, p. 669, emphasis in original; see also 
Accountant, 9 July 1904, p. 41] put it, ‘the present Council … hold office…by a 
sort of “apostolic succession” from the original Fathers of the Institute, and in no 
real sense have the general body of members had a voice in either their nomination 
or election’.  

The non-representative character of the Council persisted throughout the period 
1880-1970 despite a series of initiatives, incremental in character, designed to improve 
the situation. These initiatives are now examined. 
 
Improving geographical representation  

The geographical distribution of Council membership was questioned at the very 
first annual general meeting of the ICAEW held on 7th June 1882, when A. Murray 
suggested that ‘in addition to Liverpool, Manchester, Sheffield, Bradford and 
Leeds…Such towns as Newcastle and Bristol should be represented’ [Accountant, 10 
June 1882, pp. 392-10]. G. B. Monkhouse, Newcastle upon Tyne, and E. G. Clarke, 
Bristol, were appointed to the Council later that year, and the 1883 AGM was informed 
that Council had been ‘strengthened’ by the election of these ‘eminent accountants from 

                                                        
3 See also Accountant, 13 May 1893, p. 453; 5 May 1894, p. 408; 12 May 1894, p. 423; 12 May 1894, 
pp. 424-5; 21 December 1895, p. 1031; 9 May 1896, p. 396; 23 June 1900, p. 573; 18 March 1901, p. 
327. 
4 Presidents of the ICAEW respectively 1884-8 and 1896-7. 
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districts hitherto unrepresented’ [Accountant, 5 May 1883, p. 439-13]. The signs are 
that the ICAEW’s leadership did not immediately embrace enthusiastically the notion of 
geographical equality, however, with the General Purposes (GP) Committee deciding 
(July 1888) that ‘it is not desirable to go into statistics of membership with a view to 
redistribution of the members of the Council among the various districts in proportion 
to the members of the Institute residing in those districts’ [Ms.28416/1, p. 97]. Within a 
decade, we detect a softening of GP Committee stance when recommending (October 
1897) ‘that a member from South Wales [R. G. Cawker] be elected’ [Ms.28416/2, pp. 
10, 15]. Council remained unmoved, however, appointing instead E. Edmonds in place 
of W. Edmonds of Portsmouth; a classic example of ‘apostolic succession’ at work. The 
Council was nevertheless mindful of the need for provincial representation, and, by 
1901, a quota system was in operation. Of the 45 available places, 12 were allocated to 
the four existing societies (Birmingham, Liverpool, Manchester and Northern) and a 
further eight to major cities. The remaining 25 places were reserved for London 
members.  

The opening move to further improve provincial representation occurred at the 1901 
AGM when W. R. Hamilton, of Nottingham, referred ‘to the very old grievance of the 
filling-up of vacancies occurring in the Council during the year by the Council, instead 
of leaving those vacancies to be filled up by the members’ [Accountant, 4 May 1901, p. 
534]. Hamilton complained of ‘the over-representation of London’ and requested the 
Council to take steps designed to achieve representation on the Council ‘in some 
measure corresponding to the distribution of accountants’ [Accountant, 4 May 1901, pp. 
534-5]. This pleas met with a stonewalling response from Ernest Cooper, President 
1899-1901, who insisted that ‘all they [the Council] desired was the best possible 
process of getting the best possible men on the Council’ [Accountant, 4 May 1901, p. 
536, emphasis added), further explaining that the role of the quota system was to help 
maintain ‘a fair proportion between the country members and the London members’ 
[Accountant, 4 May 1901, p. 536]. If, instead, the matter was left to the general body of 
members, Cooper believed that the inevitable result would be ‘to elect far more London 
men than at present, because the great body would be in London’ [Accountant, 4 May 
1901, pp. 536-7].  

Continued and persistent complaints from provincial members eventually produced 
positive responses,5 with the grant of Council representation often appearing to follow 
as a reward for forming a local society. A wider degree of provincial members’ 
representation on Council was therefore achieved, with the selection of members being 
made by the Council based on nominations from provincial societies. However, wider 
representation did not mean increased representation. The 20 seats available to the 
provinces since 1901 were merely redistributed; the majority (25) of the Council seats 
continued to be assigned to London members. 
 
Towards democratizing London members’ representation 

In July 1920, a group of younger London members issued a circular whose 
principal object was to create ‘a Society of Chartered Accountants for London on 

                                                        
5 South Wales (1913), Nottingham (1907), Leicester (1930), South Eastern Society (1939), East Anglian 
Society (1939). 
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lines similar to the existing Provincial Societies…to act together in a corporate 
capacity upon questions which arise from time to time affecting the interests of the 
profession’ [Accountant, 17 July 1920, p. 58]. In the endeavor to appear to respond 
positively to the London members’ concerns, the Council established, instead, the 
London Members’ Committee. This arrangement, however, failed to grant the 
London members aspirations which were to achieve ‘the privilege’, in common 
with provincial societies, of ‘nominating men to fill vacancies on the Council as and 
when such vacancies should arise for London men’ [Accountant, 29 January 1921, 
pp. 121-2]. The London Members’ Committee was, in the estimation of Accountant 
[29 January 1921, pp. 121-2; see also London Members’ Committee Minutes Book 
A, p. 4], designed only to facilitate social intercourse between London members. 
When a vacancy arose for a London Council member, nominations continued to be 
the sole prerogative of London members of the Council. 

It was to be a further 21 years (1942) before that anomaly was addressed and, even 
then, the London Members’ Committee [by this time called the London & District 
Society] was authorized to make nominations to Council for filling a vacancy only after 
consultation with the London members of the Council. A record of the 
recommendations made by London Council members and the nominations subsequently 
transmitted to the Council by the committee of the London & District Society is 
available for 11 of the 39 appointments made between 1942 and 1970 [London 
Members’ Committee Minutes Books B, p. 188; C, pp. 7, 108, 177, 200, 245, 263; 
London & District Society Minutes Books D, pp. 74, 155, 158; E, p. 3]. In almost all 
cases the listings were identical, indicating that the views of London members of the 
Council dominated the selection process. We can therefore conclude that the 
appointment of the majority (there were 24 London members by 1950) of the 45 
Council members remained, in substance, in the hands of the Council. The 21 provincial 
members were also selected by the Council, of course, though its choice was confined 
to candidates freely nominated by the democratically elected provincial societies. 
Overall, we conclude that in 1942 and beyond the Council still retained, substantively, 
the character of a self-elected body.  
 
Business members’ representation 

The outbreak of the Second World War saw pressure for reform of the Council 
move in a new direction with E. M. Taylor presenting the following resolution to the 
1941 AGM 

In the interests of the whole membership of the Institute, it is desirable that the Council shall 
include not less than five Associates, whether practising members or not, and that the members 
of the Council be invited to lay before the next Annual General Meeting of the Institute 
proposals to give effect to this policy. [Ms. 28432/19, emphasis added]6

As before, the Council introduced reforms that failed to address, specifically, the 
matter at issue. C. J. G. Palmour, President 1938-44, informed the 1942 AGM that non-
practicing members could ‘best serve the interests of those by whom they are employed 
and the country generally in taking an active part in those [technical] spheres rather than 
in attempting to apply their minds to matters affecting the administration of the affairs 

                                                        
6 There was nothing in the Royal Charter or Bye-laws that prevented the nomination of non-practising 
members as candidates for election to the Council. 
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of practising accountants’ [Accountant, 30 May 1942, p. 303]. The outcome was the 
formation of the path-breaking Taxation and Financial Relation (T&FR) Committee 
[Zeff, 1972, p. 8] to investigate technical matters and, through its mixed membership, 
‘establish an active and effective liaison between the practising and non-practising sides 
of the profession’ [Ms.28432/19]. 

The Council’s success in again side-lining the representation issue was this time 
short-lived. The fact is that the Council’s attitude towards the representation of non-
practicing members was softening, possibly because of the rapidly rising proportion of 
business members, and perhaps in recognition of business members’ valuable 
contributions to the work of the T&FR Committee. Between 1943 and 1948, the 
London & District Society nominated three business members (F. R. M. de Paula, P. M. 
Rees and B. Smallpeice) for membership of the Council, and the Manchester Society 
nominated J. S. Mackenzie. All were approved by the Council. The situation was 
extended and formalized at the 1950 AGM when the President, Russell Kettle of 
Deloittes, announced the creation of a pool of up to five Council seats,7 exclusively 
available to non-practicing members. But he also reaffirmed ‘the principle’ that ‘having 
regard to the objects for which the Royal Charter was granted, membership of the 
Council should as a general rule be confined to practising members’ [Accountant, 13 
May 1950, pp. 541-2]. 

Business members’ representation on Council was therefore improved, but the 
arrangements for appointment remained under the ultimate control of the ruling body 
based on the following sequence of events. First, suggestions were put forward to the 
GP Committee by the district societies and the T&FR Committee. Second, these names 
were ranked in order of preference by the GP Committee and transmitted to the Council 
which retained the right to make the final choice. 
 
1965 amendments to the constitution 

Pressure for greater representation of business members continued through the 
Consultative Committee of Members in Commerce and Industry, formed in 1957 to 
convey ‘broad and exclusively non-practising opinion held by persons of eminence in 
industry and commerce’ [GP Committee Minutes Book M, p. 175]. This Committee 
resolved (October 1962) that the attention of GP Committee ‘should be drawn to the 
paucity of the representation on the Council of members in commerce and industry’ 
[File 5-8-14]. It further suggested that ‘this situation is on the one hand unfair to the 
[Institute’s] committees as they do not thereby get an adequate expression of the views 
of members in industry and commerce and on the other hand it imposes an unduly 
heavy burden on the limited number of non-practising members who are at present 
available’ [File 5-8-14]. These sentiments struck a chord with GP Committee which 
recommended an increase in the size of the Council from 45 to 60, with 15 seats now to 
be allocated to members in commerce and industry [GP Committee Minutes Book R, p. 
137]. Also, to help achieve ‘the right balance of sound judgment and experience on the 
one hand and special skills necessary to conduct the wide range of its work on the other’ 
[GP Committee Minutes Book R:, pp. 135-6], GP Committee recommended the 

                                                        
7 As a consequence, the quota allocated to provincial societies was reduced from 21 to 19 and London 
from 24 to 21. 
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introduction of a system of co-option of up to six additional members as ‘a reserve to be 
filled at the absolute discretion of the Council’ [GP Committee Minutes Book S, p. 60]. 
These proposals were approved by a special general meeting of the ICAEW 
membership held on 23 September 1965 [Council Minutes Book W, p. 154]. As a result 
of seat reallocations, the balance between practitioners in London and the provinces, for 
the first time in the history of the ICAEW, favored the provinces: 24 seats compared 
with 21.  
 
Ninety years of incremental change 

In this section, we have studied changes made by the ICAEW in response to 
continuous and vehement criticism of the self-elected characteristic of the Council and 
the under-representation of a variety of sectional interests. Despite such changes, we 
conclude that the fundamental nature of the Council, as a self-elected oligarchy, 
remained in place throughout the period 1880-1970. The mechanisms employed to 
defend that characteristic included: (1) the re-election of retiring members; (2) the 
Council’s power to fill a vacancy arising between annual general meetings; (3) the 
Council’s power to choose between nominations put forward by the provincial 
societies; (4) the Council’s control over the consultation process with the London & 
District Society; (5) the creation of the ‘pools’ of non-practicing members with Council 
retaining the power to choose between nominations put forward; and (6) the co-option 
of additional ‘suitable’ members at the absolute discretion of the Council.  

We have studied the archives to provide some indication of how these powers 
impacted on the composition of the Council membership over the period 1880-1970. 
Our findings are as follows. 308 individuals (including 45 founder members) were 
appointed to the Council [Ms.28411/1-14; Council Minutes Books O-AB], of whom 29 
were members in industry and 10 (including two further business accountants) were 
recruited when the Society of Incorporated Accountants and Auditors was absorbed into 
the three chartered institutes in 1957. The remaining 269 were all practicing members of 
the ICAEW. To examine the extent to which the Council members derived by ‘a sort of 
“apostolic succession” from the original Fathers of the Institute’ [Accountant, 21 May 
1904, p. 669], we identified those firms which either had a member on the first Council 
of the ICAEW or were formed at least 15 years prior to 1880 [Boys, 1994, pp. 17-8, 56-
8; see also Parker, 1980, pp. 36, 39-42; Matthews et al., 1998, pp. 284-322]. This 
exercise produced a list of 90 ‘founder firms’, and we were able to calculate that 157 
(58.4%) of the 269 Council members in public practice stemmed from those origins. 
Even if we exclude the original 45 members, we find that 112 (50.0%) of the 224 
members subsequently appointed to the Council had the ‘founder firms’ root. Despite 
the restriction to two on the number of partners in the same firm and working from the 
same principal place of business serving on the Council at the same time [Council 
Minutes Book Y, p. 4; File 1490], 64 (57.1% of 112) Council members were recruited 
from just 19 large London firms.8 Moreover, 30 (46.9%) of the 64 members were there 

                                                        
8 These included: Price, Waterhouse & Co. (9 Council members); Cooper Brothers & Co. (7); Peat, 
Marwick, Mitchell & Co. (6); Deloitte, Plender, Griffiths & Co. (6); Turquand, Youngs & Co. (5); 
Whinney, Smith & Whinney (4); Kemp, Chatteris, Nichols, Sendell & Co. (4); Binder, Hamlyn & Co. 
(4); Barton, Mayhew & Co. (4); James & Edwards (3); Josolyne, Miles, Page & Co. (2); Harmood 
Banner & Co. (2); and Cash, Stone & Co. (2). Of the 90 founder firms, 34 (37.8%) were based in 
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as the result of ‘apostolic succession’, i.e., a partner from the same firm was appointed 
to replace a Council member who had resigned. We therefore consider that the Council 
governed the affairs of the ICAEW, as exemplified by its own election arrangements, 
from 1880 to 1970 based on a membership heavily biased in favor of large London 
‘founder firms’  

The biased composition of the Council, illustrated above, is significant for the 
purpose of this paper, because it was members who were either not represented or 
were under-represented on the Council that featured prominently in rejecting the 
1970 integration scheme. This watershed event is next examined. 
 

THE 1970 INTEGRATION SCHEME 
The 1970 merger plan had been approved by five of the six professional bodies 

involved when, at ‘virtually at the last moment, a campaign was launched by two 
members of the English Institute’ [Tricker, 1983, p. 40]. H. T. Nicholson and B.W. 
Sutherland, amongst other things, criticized the integration scheme as involving ‘an 
unacceptable dilution of the high professional standards of the Institute’ [Accountant, 16 
July 1970, p. 73]. It is widely acknowledged that, principally as the result of latent 
opposition mobilized by their intervention, the integration scheme was rejected by 
16,845 votes against 13,700 with 64.1% of the ICAEW’s membership taking part in the 
poll.  

For Nicholson and Sutherland, the scheme had been projected by ‘“men in a hurry”, 
who refused to recognize that sound development could only come by a process of 
steady evolution, and were obsessed with the idea of creating the biggest body of 
accountants in the world’ [Accountant, 16 July 1970, p. 73, emphasis added]. As far as 
business members were concerned, integration resulted in ‘people [becoming] called 
chartered accountants who have never worked in a professional office’ [Accountancy, 
September 1970, p. 635; see also File 1477: 17 (34)]. For small provincial practitioners, 
integration was considered to produce ‘an unacceptable dilution’ of status [Accountant, 
16 July 1970, p. 73; see also Accountancy, September 1970, pp. 635, 637]. And for 
younger members, who had just gone through the trauma of qualifying examinations, 
integration was seen as a retrograde step that would lessen the value of the chartered 
credential [Accountancy, June 1966, p. 443]. 

The outcome was described by the ICAEW’s mouthpiece, Accountancy (September 
1970: 637), as ‘a disaster for the accountancy profession as a whole, and for the 
Institute especially’, while Accountant [20 August 1970, pp. 229-30] made the 
following assessment of events: 

it might have been tempting to accuse a few individuals, whose opposition has been particularly 
determined and perhaps more articulate than most, of having wrecked the scheme; but it seems 
plain that these gentlemen have done nothing more than to provide, at the most, a focus for the 
considerable measure of dissatisfaction and dissent which already existed.9

Within the confines of Moorgate Place, similar sentiments were express in a less 
gracious manner by the then President of the ICAEW, C. Croxton-Smith: 

Over the past ten years…some 20,000 new members had been admitted. Many of these were in small 

                                                                                                                                                                   
London. 
9 This interpretation was broadly accepted by Sir Ronald Leach, Chairman of the Joint Steering 
Committee responsible for promoting the integration scheme [Accountancy, September 1970, p. 634]. 
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industrial companies and felt that they derived little benefit from membership other than the 
qualification which they wished to retain at a minimum cost. The integration scheme had produced 
an unholy alliance between these members and some small practitioners whose motives for rejection 
of the proposals were quite different. [Council Minutes Book AC, p. 383] 

 
Detachment of office bearers from their constituents 

The people leading opposition to the scheme, Nicholson and Sutherland, partly 
attributed failure of the integration scheme to the fact that 

the Council [of the ICAEW] is not really in touch with the body of the members. They are all 
very busy men,10 and we are certainly not attacking them personally. It is more a fault of the 
system. There should be far fewer papers to read, and more chances to talk to the ‘constituents’. 
…If they are not careful they lose touch with grass-roots opinion, and this is what happened in 
this case. [Accountancy, September 1970, p. 636] 
An in-depth study of the integration episode conducted by Shackleton and Walker 

[2001, pp. 277, 278] locates the ‘detachment of office bearers [the Council] from their 
constituents [the members]’ as ‘perhaps the most notable feature of the unification 
attempt of the 1960s’. They continue [Shackleton and Walker, 2001, p. 277; see also 
Willmott, 1986, p. 571]: ‘[a]s was starkly revealed in August 1970, it is ultimately the 
memberships of the professional bodies who have the power to accept or reject 
constitutional change’, and conclude: ‘[t]he price of a disdainful and non-consultative 
approach towards the membership was revealed when the result of the ICAEW ballot 
was declared’ [Shackleton and Walker, 2001, p. 280].  
 
Evidence of ‘detachment’ and ‘distain’ 

Building on Shackleton and Walker’s findings, in this section we present specific 
evidence of a lack of respect, on the part of the Council, for concerns expressed by the 
membership in the decade or so prior to the members’ rejection of the integration 
scheme.  
 
Statements of Auditing A series of Statements of Auditing was launched by the ICAEW, 
in 1958, to help auditors fulfill their obligation, under the Companies Act 1948, to 
express an opinion on whether a company’s published accounts ‘give a true and fair 
view’ [T&R Committee Minutes Book B, p. 259]. The series was soon the subject of 
severe criticism from regional district societies. For example, the Statement dealing 
with the auditor’s duty in relation to stock-in-trade (1961) was opposed by five 
provinces (Manchester, Northern, Nottingham, South Eastern and South Wales) on the 
grounds that it was ‘in some respects in advance of current practice and might prejudice 
the position of auditors in law by appearing to render attendance at stocktaking 
mandatory’ [T&R Committee Minutes Book C, p. 164]. The Manchester Society was 
particularly worried about the work-load of the small practitioner [Council Minutes 
Book T, p. 235], while the London & District Society drew attention to the 
apprehension expressed by a ‘substantial minority’ of its membership to an official 
document that amounted to a ‘voluntary extension of the auditor’s responsibility’ 
[London & District Society Minutes Book D, p. 98].  

                                                        
10 Not until June 1979 were the first females (Jane Edith Robinson and Mary Anora Yale, both from 
London) elected to the Council of the ICAEW. 
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At one level, it is appropriate to applaud the Council for insisting on the adoption of 
auditing standards in advance of those deemed suitable in the Kingston Cotton Mills 
case over years earlier. At the same time, it appears that political considerations were 
also driving the leadership’s actions. Revelations surrounding the US case of McKesson 
& Robbins (1939) had revealed fictitious stock amounting to a gigantic $10,100,000 
[Baxter, 1999, p. 162]. When accepting the audit of McKesson & Robbins Ltd. in 1924, 
Price, Waterhouse & Co. had agreed not to make a physical examination of stocks, and 
one consequence of the audit failure that ensued was the introduction of US regulations 
requiring this to be done [Baxter, 1999, p. 157; Previts and Merino, 1979, p. 259]. The 
Chairman of the ICAEW’s Parliamentary and Law Committee (H. A. Benson) informed 
the January 1962 meeting of the Council that ‘it was in the interests of the profession 
that the document [on stock] should be issued as soon as possible particularly having 
regard to the [Ninth] International Congress [of Accountants] to be held in New York in 
September 1962 when it was important that the Institute should be able to demonstrate 
that it is a leader in auditing standards’ [Council Minutes Book T, p. 212]. It is therefore 
reasonable to conclude that the Council attempted to make ‘attendance to observe 
stocktaking’ an effective obligation for small as well as large public practices partly, at 
least, to enable the ICAEW to be seen as leading the development of UK auditing 
standards at the upcoming international congress.11

 
Fellowship rules The ICAEW’s Royal Charter divided membership into two categories 
– fellows and associates – with senior (fellowship) status confined to those who had 
been continuously in practice as a public accountant for five years. With business 
members often leaving public practice soon after qualification, it was therefore unusual 
for them to achieve fellowship status. As early as 1922, several issues of Accountant 
published letters from business members requesting an extension of the fellowship 
arrangements: 

Large numbers of the Institute’s members have taken up responsible administrative positions 
such as financial directors, secretaries, chief accountants, & c., to public companies and various 
large undertakings, such posts being quite equal in status to that of a practising accountant. 
…the time is opportune for the Council to consider the reframing of the laws governing 
admission to the Fellowship, with a view to remedying what is an apparent injustice. 
[Accountant, 11 March 1922, p. 331; see also 18 March 1922, p. 384; 15 April 1922, p. 507] 
As the number of business members increased so did pressure for reform expressed 

in letters to the Secretary of the ICAEW. Because of the present arrangements, in H. F. 
Bowser’s estimation, ‘the view is fairly generally held that Associate Members of the 
Institute in England are a kind of inferior brand of Chartered Accountant’ [Ms.28435/2; 
File 0436]. J. Sandford Smith also focused on the implications of the fellowship rules 
within the public domain: 

While all accountants know that 5 years in practice is the only qualification at present called for 
to obtain the fellowship, the business world generally is not aware of this fact and attaches a 
notable degree of importance to the difference between an A.C.A. and a F.C.A. [Ms.28435/2; 
File 0436, emphasis added] 
The request of business members was referred to the Charter and Bye-laws Sub-

                                                        
11 Another example occurred in 1966 when ‘a majority of the regions’ opposed the issue of a statement 
on ‘auditing procedures in connection with the verification of investments’ [Various Sub-Committees 
Minutes Book D, p. 102]. 
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Committee (1946) consisting of five practitioners. Sir Russell Kettle of Deloitte, 
Plender, Griffiths & Co. expressed sympathy for the business members’ case whilst 
acknowledging practicing members’ support for its retention [Ms.28435/2; File 0436]. 
In contrast, Sir Harold Howitt of Peat, Marwick, Mitchell & Co. made clear his personal 
opposition to the proposal, and continued: 

It seems to me that the basic justification of our Institute is its professional calling and that 
fellowship should be restricted to those who have followed that calling in practice for a 
prescribed period. The commercial members would be the first to admit that their success is, at 
any rate in large part, due to their professional grounding, and they should not wish to dilute in 
any way the main purpose in life of the Institute. [Ms.28435/2; File 0436] 
The Charter and Bye-laws Sub-Committee’s support for the status quo [Ms.28435/2; 

File 0436] was approved by the Council, and the decision was communicated to a 
special AGM (April 1948) to consider the revision of the Royal Charter and Bye-laws 
[Accountant, 1 May 1948, p. 344]. The critical response from business members 
attending the AGM [Accountant, 1 May 1948, p. 345] elicited a promise to review the 
matter and solicit the views of district societies [Accountant, 1 May 1948, p. 345]. 
Despite the discovery that seven societies either favored or had no objection to reform, 
compared with five against, the committee reported that ‘there is no real demand for 
fellowship from the general body of associates not in practice’ and that ‘fellowship 
should continue to mark responsibility of the accountant in practice’ [File 0436]. The 
Council (January 1950) confirmed the GP Committee’s conclusion that ‘it is 
undesirable that a new bye-law be introduced to provide for the election to fellowship of 
members not in practice’ [Council Minutes Book O, p. 47].  

Dispute over the extension of fellowship status to business members rumbled on, 
but was not settled until the proposal that ‘associates [automatically] become fellows on 
the first day of January which follows the completion of ten years’ membership of the 
Institute’ [Council Minutes Book S, pp. 2-3] was carried at the 1959 AGM and 
confirmed, overwhelmingly, by a vote of 14,231 in favor and just 3,825 against.  

Consistent with the above illustrations, the detached and disdainful attitude of the 
Council towards the wider membership is further reflected in a report prepared by a GP 
sub-committee (1964) at round about the time that the move for integration was about to 
surface. It contained the following somewhat arrogant assertion in relation to its 
governance of the ICAEW’s affairs: 

Whilst constitutionally members of the Council are elected by the membership as a whole, the 
Council cannot absolve itself from the responsibility for ensuring that only men of right calibre 
and who between them cover the wide range of knowledge which is needed on standing 
committees [of the Council] are selected. [GP Committee Minutes Book S, p. 58] 

The report added: 
whilst it is right that due regard be paid to services rendered to a district society, the emphasis when 
considering the election of new members [of the Council] must be designed to secure the services of the 
best men in the profession compatible with the current needs of the Council. [GP Committee Minutes 
Book R, pp. 135-6] 
 

ELECTORAL REFORMS POST 1970 
Despite 90 years of incremental change, the composition of the Council in 1970 

remained substantially under the control of existing Council members. As a result, 
it continued to be biased in favor of the London ‘founder firms’ with detrimental 
implications for the representation of business members and provincial 
practitioners. We have also seen that the 1970 scheme for integrating the British 

 12



accountancy profession, which the ICAEW’s Council had vigorously promoted, has 
been attributed to the ‘detachment’ of the leadership from the members. 

Rejection of the integration scheme dramatically revealed the willingness and 
ability of the rank and file to challenge the authority of the Council. Moreover, it 
provided ‘a dramatic shock to traditional ideas about [its form of] governance’ 
[Tricker, 1983, pp. 40-1] and, as an immediate response to the ‘disaster’ 
[Accountancy, September 1970, p. 637], the Council appointed the Morpeth 
Committee with broad terms of reference: namely ‘to consider the objectives of the 
Institute and the policies it should pursue’ [Council Minutes Book AC, p. 275]. The 
accounting press welcomed the appointment of a young committee, with ‘an 
average age of 44’ [Accountant, 15 October 1970, p. 502], which comprised 
‘members from all sides of the profession, including those in practices both large 
and small, those employed in a range of capacities by industrial companies of 
various sizes, and those in education’ [Accountancy, November 1970, p. 756]. 

The Morpeth Committee’s interim report (March 1971) recommended that 
‘elections for Council membership should be on a District Society basis to give 
members a greater sense of involvement in Institute affairs’ [Council Minutes Book AC, 
p. 606]. Its final report to the Council (January 1972) reiterated the concern that 
appointments were not made on a ‘fully democratic basis’ [Accountant, 24 February 
1972, p. 237]. For example, although a fifth of the Council retired by rotation each year, 
existing arrangements normally resulted in them being re-elected unopposed due to ‘the 
difficulty of finding candidates who are sufficiently well known to the generality of the 
membership to make a national ballot meaningful’ [Accountant, 24 February 1972, p. 
237]. The accounting press interpreted these arrangements in a manner more critical of 
the Council: ‘the great majority of Council retirements have hitherto been announced at 
intermediate dates, so that at the next meeting the membership is confronted with a fait 
accompli in the form of an already co-opted candidate’ [Accountant, 24 February 1972, 
p. 229; see also 6 July 1972, p. 2].  

The Morpeth Committee’s recommendation for district society-based elections by 
postal ballot was judged to have three advantages; elections would be democratic; there 
would be a greater likelihood of members knowing the candidates; and it might 
stimulate the interest of members in their district society’s activities. Accountancy [June 
1971, p. 293] welcomed the proposals on the grounds that ‘[m]any members look upon 
the Council as some form of self-perpetuating oligarchy’ whereas ‘a postal ballot will 
appear more democratic to the average member’. 

Concerns were nevertheless expressed regarding the likely effectiveness of the 
new arrangements. The General Purposes & Finance (GP&F) Committee, following 
consultation with district societies, reported ‘reservations about the effect which the 
new Council election procedures may have upon the quality of Council 
membership’ [Council Minutes Book AF, p. 241; GP&F Committee Minutes Book 
F, p. 639]. Among the accounting press, Accountancy doubted whether an 
appropriate balance between the main job interests would be achieved under the 
new electoral system. The journal also drew attention to the continuing difficulty of 
recruiting suitable candidates from under-represented sectors, suggesting that ‘it 
will be no easier for senior employees of larger companies to serve on the Council 
under the new system than under the old’ [Accountancy, August 1972, p. 4]. 
However, it was anticipated that at least some of these concerns could be effectively 
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addressed by substantially increasing the Council’s powers of co-option from 6 to 
20 members.  

The Council put the proposals forward to a special meeting held on 27th 
September 1972 where they were approved with 6,792 (97.5%) votes in favor and 
just 173 against [Accountant, 5 October 1972, p. 416]. Accountancy [April 1983, p. 
25] later assessed the underlying philosophy of the reforms in a broadly favorable 
manner: 

The original ability of members in general meeting to instruct Council – dating from a time 
when there were only 1,000 members – was removed (in 1972). However, at the same time, a 
system of regular Council elections by District Society areas was introduced, giving members a 
decisive role in the selection and control of Council…In particular, the Council considers it both 
‘entirely proper and in accordance with modern practice’ that a democratically-elected Council 
should have the power to manage the Institute’s affairs. 
We can conclude that the Special Committee’s central recommendation – direct 

election at district society level by postal ballot – was an important break with the 
past system for electing the leadership of the ICAEW. 
 
Subsequent developments 

At the time of the 1972 reforms, Accountant [6 July 1972, p. 3] conjectured that 
the new arrangements might ‘place upon the membership a heavier burden than 
some have hitherto shown themselves prepared to bear…apathy and inanition, 
unless checked, could rapidly prevent the new measures from accomplishing 
anything better’. These concerns proved well founded with annual elections 
conducted under the new scheme between 1973 and 199412 attracting turnouts 
ranging only from 15.2% to 24.1% (File 1490). In Tricker’s [1983, p. 30] 
estimation, ‘the Institute is remote from the immediate concerns of most members 
and its governance is a matter of singularly little importance to them’. As in 1970, 
however, issues with clearly identifiable implications for the membership did 
galvanize them into action. For example, plans for the introduction of radical, new 
current cost accounting-based financial reporting models were the subject of 
revolts, led by Keymer and Haslam, that produced turnouts of 46% (28,696) of the 
membership to reject ED18 in 1977, and 41.4% (30,557) to vote on calls for the 
‘immediate withdrawal’ of SSAP16 two years later [Tweedie and Whittington, 
1984, pp. 135-6, 147-8]. Merger initiative involving CIPFA in 1990 and 2005 also 
generated significant turnouts: 36% and 44% respectively. 

As suspected, democratization of the new electoral arrangements failed to create a 
proper balance on the Council between the main job interests. The number of elected 
business members increased from 15 (25.0%) in 1972 to 18 (30.0%) in 1981, but then 
fell to 10 (16.7%) by 1994. In proportion to total UK membership (37.8% in 1983, 
40.2％ in 1990 and 57.3% in 2001), business members remained heavily under-
represented on a Council still dominated by practising members.13 This imbalance gave 

                                                        
12 In 1995, further important amendments to the basic system of election was made, which included the 
term of election shortened from six to four years, the number of elected members enlarged from 60 to 70 
and the introduction of ‘assured’ seats of elected members exclusive for business members. 
13 File 0433; File 7-8-5; Accountancy, August, p. 162; 
http://www.icaew.co.uk/institute/statistics/document.asp
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rise to concern about the availability to the Council of the full range of specialist 
knowledge impinging upon the activities of the ICAEW’s membership. Another cause 
of anxiety concerned with the lack of continuity in the expertise available to the 
Council, with 137 new members elected as the result of vacancies arising during the 
period from 1973 to 1994. To address these issues, the Council, as planned, made good 
use of its power of co-option, with such members rising from 3 (4.8% of the total) in 
1972 to the full complement of 20 (25%) ten yeas later [Council Minutes Books AA-
AV; File 1490]. This enabled the Council to bring in business members and academics 
to supply specialist knowledge not otherwise available to it, and also past-presidents 
and former chairs of Council committees to supply ‘executive talents’ [Tricker, 1983, p. 
27], experience and continuity in the governance of Institute affairs.  

Nevertheless, continuing concern with the lack of interest and involvement of the 
members in Institute affairs and, therefore, the Council’s own legitimacy, led to a series 
of committees being appointed (Worsley 1983-5, Green 1990-1, Woodley 1993, 
Gerrard 1996) that resulted in a plethora of administrative changes to: 
• the composition of the Council (e.g. membership increase to 70, extension of powers 

of co-option to include large-firm partners, younger members and chairs of Board 
and Faculties); and consequentially to: 

• the system of governance (e.g. creation of: office of Chief Executive; Executive 
Committee; office of Secretary-General). 
Within the UK, the ICAEW is not alone in grappling with problems of governance 

facing a modern professional association. A recent academic study [Friedman and 
Phillips, 2004] of models of governance within professional associations reports the 
conclusions of a seminar held at Birkbeck College, University of London, on 28 
November 2000 entitled ‘Governance for professional associations in the 21st century. 
The seminar, arranged by the Professional Association Research Network (PARN), was 
attended by representatives of 35 professional bodies including the ICAEW.14 These 
delegates  

shared a concern that their governance structures were inadequate for the demands 
placed on them. In particular, they identified size of council, composition of council, 
and poor communication between council and inner executive board as leading to 
difficulties in conducting policy debate and arriving at strategic decisions, and they 
reported that these difficulties had a negative impact on their organizations. 
[Friedman and Phillips, 2004, p. 195] 
These kinds of issues have repeatedly surfaced in the recent history of the revised 

arrangements for effectively governing the ICAEW. For example, the implementation 
(1991) of Worsley’s [1985, p. 27] recommendation for the creation of an Executive 
Committee [Accountancy, November, 1985, p. 186] created a division of Council’s 
functions. The development and implementation of policy concerning ICAEW affairs 
became the responsibility of the co-opted members represented on the Executive 
Committee, with the elected members’ role being reduced to that of approving or 
disapproving policies that the Executive Committee put forward. Moreover, this 
division of functions produced further tension within the Council. It imposed an unduly 

                                                        
14 The seminar led to PARN undertaking a research project co-sponsored by the ICAEW. The research 
findings were presented at a seminar, entitled ‘Governance: the management of change and the 
management of risk’, held at Woburn House, Tavistock Square, London, on 8 January 2003. 
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heavy burden on the limited number of co-opted members, which on the one hand 
intensified the dependence upon the Executive Committee, but on the other 
disempowered the entire Council [Friedman and Phillips, 2004, p. 195]. The creation of 
the Executive Committee gave that body strong powers in developing agendas, 
collecting information, and preparing background documents ‘without guidance from or 
significant reference to…[the whole] council’ [Friedman and Phillips, 2004, p. 195], 
which, in a worse case scenario, caused antagonism between the Executive Committee 
and the Council [Council Minutes Book AF, p. 15; Friedman and Phillips, 2004, p. 
195]. Indeed, the overbearing power of the Executive Committee was criticized by 
Council members when the Committee attempted to introduce electives into the 
examinations in 1996 [Accountancy, March 1996, p. 14; January 1997, p. 75]. We can 
therefore understand why Friedman and Phillips [2004, p. 195] conclude that, today, 
‘the council is regarded as a hurdle to be overcome rather than a body that would add 
value to the organization’.  

With what appears to have been more success, the Council also strove to reach out 
to different segments of the membership and, thereby, stimulate their interests in 
Institute affairs by establishing ‘Boards’, ‘Faculties’ and ‘Focus Groups’ [Accountancy, 
November 1985, p. 181; Accountancy, June 2000, p. 10]. These initiatives succeeded in 
stimulating members’ interests judged by the numbers joining [Accountancy, January 
1991, p. 15; July 2000, p. 24; August 2000, p. 24], but they failed to connect the 
members’ interests with the elections of Council members because the elections 
continued to base on the geographical areas represented by the district societies. 

In the Council’s own words, since 1970 it has searched for ‘the methods by which 
we could ensure that Council is representative of the membership; the steps to be taken 
to involve members fully in policy development; the [better] relationship of district 
societies with Moorgate Place; and the way in which we look after the interests of our 
members’ [Accountancy, June 1991, p. 8]. The fact that members remained 
disconnected in 1991, and there is no evidence that the situation is any better today, is 
indicated in the following comment made in the same journal in the same year 
[Accountancy, December 1991, p. 20]: 

a growing number of members have been asking whether the services the Institute provides 
represent value for money. From their point of view, the increasing financial burden of 
maintaining the chartered accountancy title, at a time when resources are under pressure, 
involves a substantial outflow of those resources for which they say that they see little in return 
in terms of protecting and representing their interests. 

 
CONCLUDING COMMENTS 

Between 1880 and 1970, the Council of the ICAEW responded to membership 
requests for better representation by making changes of an incremental character. These 
changes did not alter the fundamental nature of the Council as a self-elective oligarchy 
significantly biased in favor of large London ‘founder firms’. This deep-seated 
characteristic of the Council was protected through: (1) the continuous re-election of 
retiring members; (2) the Council’s control over the process of filling vacancies; (3) 
arrangements for the Council to co-opt ‘suitable’ members. This historical study has 
also revealed that the self-elective nature of Council may have caused the leadership to 
become complacent, possibly disdainful, and certainly detached from the interests of the 
membership. It was the disregarded sections – business members and small provincial 
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practitioners – who were mainly responsible for the rejection of the integration scheme 
in 1970.  

Between 1970-2, the electoral system of Council was reformed, with an internal 
review acknowledging the fact that under the new arrangements there could  

be no restriction on the way the electorate nominates or votes and no attempt by the Council to 
‘rig’ elections by insisting on a specified type of candidates or preventing certain candidates 
from standing. It was for the electorate itself to determine such matters. [File 1490] 
The electoral reform of 1970-2 has been hailed as ‘[a]n attempt … to involve 

members in the governance process, to emphasize the geographical constituencies and 
to highlight the representation of members on Council’ [Tricker, 1983, p. 41]. In 
practice, the new system failed to overcome members’ apathy towards ICAEW affairs. 
Nor have numerous subsequent initiatives proved successful in increasing the general 
level of membership involvement in their leadership elections. When, however, the 
leadership has attempted to take the ICAEW in some radical new direction,15 the level 
of interest becomes relatively substantial, and opposition to the Council’s plans often 
unambiguous. In brief, actions taken by the rank and file have persistently demonstrated 
the fact that Council’s authority remains fatally flawed. While we do not claim that the 
1970 debacle irretrievably damaged the authority of the leadership, it is certainly the 
case that the ‘disaster’ fundamentally problematized the governance arrangements and 
heralded the start of a period of continuous reform that has not borne fruit. Indeed, the 
disempowerment of the Council and antagonism between the Council and the Executive 
Committee, resulting from implementation of some of these reforms, has, in the view of 
Friedman and Phillips [2004: 195], diminished the Council to little more than ‘a hurdle 
to be overcome’. 
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