Political Parties, Elections, and Pressure Groups


In a predominantly two-party system and in a largely consensual society political parties are almost bound to be coalitions. The Conservative and Labour parties have been good examples of catch-all parties, rejecting distinctive ideologies and sectional appeals and appealing to the nation as a whole.


The two-party system has had significant consequences for the conduct of British politics. Socially it has related to the class system (for there have been few other social cleavages to be expressed in politics); in Parliament, it has created the division between a coherent united government and a united opposition; and it has simplified the voters' choice at election time into voting for or against a government. The fact that the government is formed by members of the winning party also helps to promote cohesion in the cabinet.


Three features of the main British parties are worth noting. First, they are programmatic. At general elections parties present manifestos outlining the policies that they will pursue if elected to government. These are taken seriously by party leaders, and at election time local candidates are expected to support the policies. Although the winning party may claim to have a mandate, or support, for its policy—on the grounds that it won the election—in fact issues are only one factor in a voter's decision to support a political party. But compared with the personality and standing of the leaders and local candidates, the policies and perceived competence of the parties are more influential with the voters.


British parties are also disciplined. In voting in the House of Commons members are expected to vote in accord with the party line, and a politician who persistently breaks the party line can find himself or herself deprived of the party whip (i.e., effective membership in the party in Parliament). Although back-bench dissent has increased in recent years, British parties are still overwhelmingly united in voting.


Finally, the British parties are centralized.  Although local parties nominate candidates, their choice is made from a list of candidates already approved by the party headquarters, or else the choice has to be ratified subsequently. Decisions about a party's policies, election strategies, and political tactics are decided at the center.


There have been several periods in this century when Britain has departed from the "norm" of two main parties and one-party majority government. Until 1918 four substantial parties were represented in the House of Commons. In addition to the dominant Liberal and Conservative parties there were some 30 Labour and 80 Irish Nationalist MPs. In the 1920s the declining Liberal party and rising Labour party vied to be the main alternative to the Conservatives. Between 1914 and 1940 there were also a number of minority or coalition governments; there were coalition governments for much of the war years, between 1916 and 1918 and 1940 and 1945. Thus only the period since 1945 deserves to be characterized by the labels of two-party competition and one party government.

CONSERVATIVES

The Conservative party can trace its origins back to the seventeenth century and has had a continuous existence in its modern form for well over a century. The fact that it has been the normal party of government in the twentieth century has affected internal relationships within the party. Usually the party leader has been prime minister and its frontbench spokesmen ministers. It is not surprising, therefore, that the extra parliamentary elements have often deferred to the leadership. The party has also shown a remarkable ability to move from representing the landed interest in the first half of the nineteenth century to embrace the rising industrial groups in the second half of that century, then the professional middle class, and, since 1918, a substantial minority of the working class. A secret of the Conservative party's electoral strength over the years has been its ability to so appeal to many social groupings. Its sheer durability is proof of its success.


It is difficult to characterize the party as an ideological one or to describe a distinct Conservative ideology. Yet there are values which many Conservatives hold dear: For example, they regard freedom of choice as crucial for the development of individual character. Hence the leaders' support for low levels of direct taxation (so that people can spend more of their money as they choose), indirect over direct taxation, free enterprise rather than state ownership of industries, home ownership, and some private provision of education and health care. In foreign affairs Conservatives have traditionally been associated with an assertive voice for British interests, a strong defense posture and support for the domestic forces of law and order. The party is pledged to retain nuclear weapons and Britain's membership of NATO.


Yet the party has also been adaptable, or opportunistic, in its defense of these values. For example, Conservatives had to give way over the reduction of the powers of the House of Lords in 1911, accept the moves to independence of many colonies after 1945, tolerate and even introduce measures of state ownership and state intervention in the economy, and live with a steady expansion of state provision of welfare.


A major factor in the electoral success of the Conservative party has been the ineptitude and divisions of the opposition parties. The Liberal party split in 1916, the Labour party has frequently been beset by internal divisions, and a number of Labour rightwingers split from it in 1981 to form the Social Democratic party. In the interwar years the party profited as the non-Conservative vote was divided between the declining Liberal and rising Labour parties. Something like this has again been happening in British politics in the 1980s, as the Alliance (Liberals and Social Democrats) and Labour parties competed for non-Conservative support.


The dominant strand in Conservative party philosophy has been the Tory or ”One Nation” tradition. As Samuel Beer has pointed out in his British Politics in the Age of Collectivism (1965), this view accepts a positive role for the state, particularly in providing welfare, achieving full employment, and taking care of the poor in society. Like the Labour party it has accepted a collectivist view of society. On the other hand, the neo-liberal element in the party prefers a smaller role for government, reduced state spending, and greater scope for the free market and individual choice.


There have been two key stages in the development of postwar Conservatism. After 1945 the Labour governments fashioned the main policies for the postwar era. It greatly expanded state ownership in major industries, established a national health service, and extended the welfare state. The Conservative party, under the influence of the "One-Nation" ideas, came to terms with these policies. The Conservative leaders in the 1950s and 1960s, Winston Churchill, Sir Antony Eden, and Harold Macmillan, believed that maintaining the postwar consensus was the best way to run the country and attract working class electoral support. In government in the 1950s, the party encouraged competition, greatly expanded home ownership, denationalized (or restored to private ownership, the steel industry, and abolished many of the Labour government's controls on prices. But there was a good deal of common ground with the Labour party (for example, no further denationalization and maintaining the welfare state). The strategy worked, and the party was continuously in government from 1951 to 1964, (see Table #1).


In February and October 1974 the party suffered two general election defeats and the "neo- liberals" in the Conservative party gradually achieved more influence. Under Mrs. Thatcher, who became leader of the party in 1975 and prime minister in 1979, the party won three successive general elections (1979, 1983, and 1987 (Table #2), and many Conservative policies have been designed to dismantle that postwar consensus.

TABLE #1     Post-War Prime Ministers and Their Terms, 1945 - 1997
        Date of Election

                                 Prime Ministers   
	August 1945
	Clement Attlee

	October 1951
	Winston Churchill

	April 1955
	Antony Eden

	January 1957
	Harold MacMillan

	October 1963
	Alec Douglas Home

	October 1964
	Harold Wilson

	June 1970
	Edward Heath

	March 1974
	Harold Wilson

	April 1976
	James Callaghan

	May 1979
	Margaret Thatcher

	May 1990
	John Major

	May 1997
	Tony Blair


TABLE #2  General Election Results, 1964-1987
Share of Vote 0btained by

     Date of Election
                  Conservative                        Labour                Liberal/Alliance/LD

	1964
	43.4%
	44.1%
	11.2%

	1966
	41.9%
	48.1%
	8.5%

	1970
	46.4%
	43.1%
	7.5%

	1974   February
	37.8%
	37.1%
	19.3%

	1974   October
	35.8%
	39.2%
	18.3%

	1979  
	43.9%
	37%
	13.8%

	1983
	42.4%
	27.6%
	25.4%

	1987
	42.2%
	30.8%
	22.6%

	1992
	43%
	36%
	21%


CONSERVATIVE PARTY STRUCTURE

The structure of the Conservative party largely reflects the circumstances of its historical development. The party developed first as a grouping within Parliament and its leaders created the extra-parliamentary organs to cater for a mass electorate in the late nineteenth century. In other words, the extra-parliamentary machinery was developed as a handmaiden of the parliamentary leadership. The basic unit of the party is the local Conservative association in each constituency. This body raises funds, promotes the party's policies, and selects the candidate to fight in parliamentary elections. The National Union of Conservative Associations represents the local associations and organizes the party's five-day annual conference which is attended by some 4,000 representatives. Although this body is addressed by the party leader and debates policy motions it has no formal policy making role.


The party also has a Central Office which is its professional bureaucracy. It is under the formal control of the party leader who appoints the chairmen of Central Office and Research Department and other senior officers. It consists of sections that supervise constituency organization, finance, policy research, and publicity and the Research Department acts as a secretariat to the party in Parliament.


There is no doubt that power clearly lies with the party in Parliament and with the parliamentary leadership. If the leader is prime minister; he or she selects the cabinet and in opposition chooses his or her own "Shadow Cabinet",  appoints the chief whip, and has the greatest political control on policy. But the Ioyalty of Conservative MPs to the leader is not unlimited. They expect to have their views listened to and above all, they expect electoral success. Back-bench dissatisfaction has helped to remove a number of leaders: Balfour in 1911; Austen Chamberlain in 1922; Neville Chamberlain in 1940; Sir Alec Douglas Home in 1965; and Edward Heath in 1975.


The most important party function of Conservative MPs is to elect the leader of the party. Traditionally when the party was in office the leader "emerged." When a Conservative prime minister died or resigned, the party left it to the monarch to invite, after consultations with senior party figures, a prominent Conservative minister to form a government. In 1965 the party adopted a system of formal election by the MPs and the rules were amended in 1975 to provide for an annual election. A candidate wins on the first ballot if he or she gets an absolute majority and a lead over the runner-up of more than 15 percent of those eligible to vote. If this condition is not satisfied, a second ballot is held a week later and new candidates may enter. To win on a second ballot a candidate must still have an absolute majority of votes. If a third ballot is required, it is held among the three leading candidates and only a relative majority is required. In 1975 Mrs. Thatcher decided to challenge the incumbent Mr. Heath and she was elected on the second ballot. She stepped down voluntarily in May, 1990, when it became evident she would lose a coming battle for party leadership.

LABOUR


The Labour Representation  Committee was established in 1900 and renamed the Labour Party in 1906. It was established largely at the behest of the trade unions which supplied the bulk of membership and funds. The trade union leaders at the time were not particularly interested in socialist ideas, let alone Marxist ones. The reasons for establishing a working class party were frankly sectional; they wanted to promote the interests of the trade unions, which at the time were being damaged by the decisions of the courts, and to get working men into Parliament. In the 1918 general election Labour profited from divisions among the Liberals and managed to become the second largest party in the House of Commons and, therefore, the official opposition. 


In the same year Labour adopted socialism in its program Labour and its New Social Order. That documents famous clause IV states that the object of the party is to "secure for the producers by hand or by brain the full fruits of their industry and the most equitable distribution thereof that may be possible on the basis of the common ownership of the means of production and the best obtainable system of popular administration and control of each industry and service ....". The program talked of replacing capitalism or production for profit by a system of state ownership or nationalization of industries and services. Only in 1945, when Labour formed its first majority government, did it have the chance to enact much of this program.

LABOUR IDEOLOGY

Marxism has been only one element, and a rather insignificant one, in the values of the Labour party. Most early Labour MPs mentioned the Bible as a source of their ideas and inspiration. Many Labour leaders and MPs have accepted the criticisms of the economic failings and social divisiveness of capitalism, without believing in the inevitability of class conflict and political revolution. Very few have wanted to overthrow the British parliamentary system. Rather, they wished to capture political power and use the system for their own ends. The values of other groups, like nonconformists, the early Fabians, the trade unions, and the cooperators have contributed many elements to the party's ideology, notably its support for the "have-nots", social equality, and cooperation. 


It is possible to discern a number of recurring elements in the party's ideology and objectives.

1. The public ownership (or nationalization) of the major industries. The early Fabians thought such steps essential to facilitate economic planning. After 1945 the coal, gas, electricity, railway, steel, and road transport industries were all taken into public ownership. This established the postwar mixed economy and gave the government more control over the economy.

2. The protection and enhancement of trade union activity by extending free collective bargaining and strengthening the negotiating rights of unions.

3. Redistribution to the less well-off through more progressive income taxes and the provision of state-financed welfare services. In 1947 the Labour government established the National Health Service, under which treatment was given free to all citizens who required it, and greatly expanded the welfare state.

4. The public provision (i.e., by state expenditure funded out of taxes) of social services, on the grounds that ability to pay should not determine one's entitlement to education and housing. In the 1987 general election Labour leaders said they would increase income taxes to pay for social programs.

5. An optimistic view of human nature and belief that state action to improve social and economic conditions will promote fraternity and social solidarity.


The Labour party has been prone to divide, at times bitterly, over the meaning of socialism, and there have been organized factions of the right and left. Those on the left of the party often attack the parliamentary leadership and Labour governments for not being "socialist" enough or betraying election promises. In particular, they have favored more egalitarian social and economic policies and sweeping measures of state economic intervention and state ownership of industry than those practiced by Labour ministers. The latter have often been accused by their left-wing critics of being mere "reformers." Those on the right-wing of the party have downgraded the importance of public ownership and sought to gain the confidence of industry and finance. They have regarded socialism as the promotion of greater equality, to be achieved through more spending on social programmes. Foreign policy and defense have also been recurring sources of division. On the whole the left is skeptical about the United States and NATO and has wanted Britain to give up her nuclear weapons and deny the United States bases in Britain for the use of nuclear weapons. The right has disagreed on all counts. It has also been more supportive of Britain's membership of the European Community, while the left has consistently opposed this on the grounds that its free competition policies limit socialist measures of economic intervention and planning.

For most of the postwar period the parliamentary party was led from the center-right. But during the 1970s the conference and NEC moved to the left. In more recent years, particularly after the exit of more than a score of right wingers in 1981 and 1982, the left has gained in the parliamentary party. However the left wing has now split into two groups, a "hard," almost Marxist group, centered around Tony Benn and Eric Heffer, and a "soft" left. The last two leaders, Mr. Foot (1980-83) and Mr. Kinnock, and most of the latter's leadership team, are from the second group.


The important position of the trade unions within the Labour party (discussed shortly) has been an undoubted source of organizational strength to the party. But ideologically it also presents problems. The trade unions firmly believe in free collective bargaining. As sectional bodies they wish to use their market or bargaining power to improve the conditions of members and to maintain or perhaps increase their wage differentials over other workers. It has proved difficult, however, to reconcile such a free market mentality with policies of greater economic equality and economic planning. Both the Wilson governments of 1964-70 and the Callaghan government of l976-79 were involved in bitter confrontations with the trade unions.

LABOUR PARTY STRUCTURE

Individual members can join the Labour party through their constituency parties. In 1987 the individual membership figure was just over 300,000, a figure that has been in steady decline in the last three decades. In addition some 6 million members are indirect members, or affiliated through their trade unions. This membership (and the voting power that it confers) enables the trade unions to dominate two of the party's major policymaking institutions, the annual party Conference and the National Executive Committee, which is elected at the Conference and runs the party between Conferences.

The unions command five sixths of the votes at Conference and their votes elect 18 of the 29 members of the NEC. Conference decides the policy of the party though it is up to Labour MPs to decide when and how to implement it in Parliament. If a Conference resolution is carried by a two-thirds majority, it becomes part of the party's program. The party's manifesto for a general election is drawn up at a joint session of the Parliamentary leader and NEC. The National Executive Committee represents the different groups in the parties and consists of six groups:

1. Twelve of the 29 members are nominated and elected by the trade union membership.

2. Seven members are nominated and elected the constituency parties.

3. Five women are nominated and elected by the entire Conference (which is trade union dominated)

4. The Socialist Associations and Cooperative Societies nominate and elect one representative. 

5. The party treasurer is elected by the whole Conference (again trade union dominated)

6. The Young Socialists are represented by their leader.

To these 27 members are added the parliamentary party's Ieader and deputy- leader.

In 1981 the Labour party reformed its method of electing its leader and deputy-leader. Until then they were elected by Labour MPs. As part of its campaign to make the Parliamentary party more receptive to the party activists, the left sought to take the election away from MPs. Under the new system the Ieader and deputy leader are elected by an electoral college in which the voting strength is allocated to the trade unions (40 percent), the constituency parties (30 percent), and the Labour MPs (30 percent). In theory, it is possible for a leader to be elected who has little support among Labour MPs.


The Labour leader is more beholden to groups outside of Parliament than is the Conservative leader. In particular he or she has to maintain good relations with the leaders of big trade unions to make sure that both Conference and the NEC are manageable. In the 1970s the NEC came under the control of the left, and it proved extremely troublesome to Mr. Wilson and Mr. Callaghan when they were prime ministers. Under Neil Kinnock, the NEC has been more supportive of the leader. Similarly, the party organization is not under the control of the party leader but of the National Executive. Finally, in opposition, most of the Shadow Cabinet are elected by Labour MPs.


It is possible to read Labour's constitution in a way that suggests that the party's mass membership represented in Conference actually controls the party and decides policy. After all, the constitution formally vests party sovereignty in the Conference. Party leaders have down the years regularly pleaded with it not to "tie our hands" with inconvenient votes. Some observers have argued that the party's constitution is actually incompatible with the British constitution, in which Parliament is an independent body and MPs are not to be instructed by outside bodies. What would happen when Conference and the PLP were set on different courses? Whose will would prevail?


Until 1960 the dilemma did not arise be cause the parliamentary leadership usually got its way in Conference due to the support of the major trade unions. In 1960, however, the Conference narrowly voted for a unilateralist defense policy. The party leader, Hugh Gaitskell, with the support of the majority of Labour MPs, refused to accept the policy and pledged himself to reverse it. He managed to do it the next year. The autonomy of the parliamentary party seemed assured. In the late 1960s, however, some of the major trade unions moved to the left and a breach opened up between the Parliamentary leadership and the more left-wing Conference. That breach has never been fully healed. On the whole, Conference delegates have generally been to the left of the PLP and favored more radical socialist policies than the parliamentary leadership. Conferences have often been embarrassing for the party leadership and presented the spectacle of a divided party to the public. Between 1974 and 1979 policies of the Labour government were regularly voted down and bitterly attacked in conference. Labour right-wingers were increasingly defensive after 1979 as the party adopted more left-wing policies and constitutional changes.

OTHER PARTIES

In March 1981 a number of Labour right-wingers broke away and formed the Social Democratic Party, which espoused many right-wing Labour policies. The leaders of the new party objected to changes in Labour party rules for electing the party Ieader and the reselection of MPs, and what they called "the drift towards extremism in the Labour party," particularly to unilateral nuclear disarmament and reversing Britain's membership of the European Community. Soon the party formed an electoral pact with the Liberal party and the two fought the 1983 an 1987 elections together as the "AIIiance."


In the postwar period, the main third party has been the Liberal party. The Liberals were a party of government until 1918 and have supplied some of the country's outstanding prime ministers—Gladstone, Asquith, and Lloyd George. But the party's electoral support declined rapidly in the inter-war years and after 1931 has had only a handful of MPs. Its electoral support gradually increased in the 1970s, and by 1979 it had 13 percent of the vote but still few seats. It has suffered from an electoral system that penalizes minor parties that spread their voting strength.


The SDP and Liberal parties formed an alliance for the 1983 and 1987 elections. In spite of gaining considerable electoral support, 25 percent and 23 percent, respectively, the new party gained few seats because of the electoral system. In 1983 the Alliance came within 200,000 votes of overtaking Labour as the second largest party in votes.  Again, it suffered from the first past-the-post electoral system. In 1988 the Liberals and a majority of the Social Democrats voted to merge in a new party the Social and Liberal Democrats (Today simply the Liberal Democrats). It elected a new leader Paddy Ashdown to succeed the Liberal leader David Steel. The dissenting minority continues to call themselves the Social Democrats.


The non-English parts of the United Kingdom have their own distinctive party battles. In Wales the nationalist party (Plaid Cymru) defends Welsh culture and language. In Scotland the nationalists campaign for independence or separation for Scotland. In Wales and Scotland the nationalist parties enjoyed a rise in support in 1974 but it has not been sustained. In 1987 the Scottish Nationalists gained 14 percent of the Scottish vote the Welsh Nationalists 8 percent of' the Welsh vote. In Northern Ireland the Protestant Unionists are divided into two groups Official Unionists and Democratic Unionists and in 1987 these captured 12 of the 17 seats. The pro-united Ireland Sinn Fein party (which supports the terrorism of the IRA) gained 1 seat. The Social and Democratic and Labour party which wants a united Ireland to come through peaceful and constitutional means gained 3 seats.

IMPACT OF PARTIES

There has been a debate among students of British politics about whether the parties make a significant difference to government policies. Richard Rose has argued for a "consensus" model. He is impressed by the continuity of policy outcomes in many areas from the mid l950s to 1983 particularly on the economy regardless of changes of party control in government. On rates of inflation, unemployment, economic growth living standards and economic equality the trends continued in the same direction, regardless of which party was in control. One may point to such forces for continuity as the civil service, external pressures, demands of pressure groups and the "reality'' of circumstances all of which limits the influence of party ideology.


On the other hand some observers  claim that Britain has adversary politics and point to abrupt discontinuities in policies when one party replaces another in office. When Labour replaced the Conservatives in 1974 there were abrupt reversals of policy over industrial relations, housing, education, and policies on incomes and the EEC. There was discontinuity again when the Conservatives returned to government in 1979 under Mrs. Thatcher. Her government scrapped the Labour government's incomes policy, consultation with  the unions over economic policy, and plans for devolution of power for Scotland and Wales and commenced a program of selling off state-run enterprises. Her government's record is perhaps the best proof that parties can make a difference.


In fact, many of the most significant discontinuities in economic policy have occurred within the lifetimes of government rather than after changes of party. This applies to government decisions to seek entry to the European Community in 1961 and 1967, to virtually all incomes policies, and the U-turns in economic policy of the Heath government in 1972 and of the Wilson and Callaghan governments in 1975-76.

ELECTIONS 

To be entitled to vote in British elections a person must be aged 18 or over, a citizen of Britain or the Irish Republic and have their name on the electoral register in a constituency. The register is compiled each year but because of inaccuracies in registration deaths end movements of people the actual register is out of date when it is published. The average official turnout figure in general elections of 75 percent is probably closer to 80 percent of those actually eligible to vote.


British election campaigns arc rather short compared with the length of campaigns for the American presidency and Senate. Unless the government loses a key vote or a vote of confidence in the House of Commons (when general elections are virtually certain to follow), the prime minister is free to choose the date of the election within the five-year lifetime of the Parliament. Once the monarch dissolves Parliament (as requested by the prime minister), elections have to be held in less than a month.


The opportunity to name the date of the election is clearly an advantage to the government. The prime minister can take advantage of an upturn in the economy, divisions in the opposition parties, and evidence of increased support for the government in the opinion polls to choose the most helpful date for his party. Mrs. Thatcher's decisive victories in 1983 and 1987 certainly owed a lot to good timing. The government had been languishing in the opinion polls for much of 1981 and early 1982 (until the Falklands war) and for much of 1985 and 1986. Table #3 shows that in postwar elections governments have been as likely to lose ground (and elections) as to improve their position.

TABLE #3    Fate of Incumbents in British General Elections, 1950-1992
    ELECTION YEAR          INCUMBENT PARTY        % CHANGE IN VOTE
	1950
	Labour
	-2.2%

	1951
	Labour
	+2.7%

	1955
	Conservative
	+1.7%

	1959
	Conservative
	-0.3%

	1964
	Conservative
	-6.0%

	1966
	Labour
	+3.8%

	1970
	Labour
	-4.9%

	1974   February
	Conservative
	-8.6%

	1974   October
	Labour
	+2.1%

	1979
	Labour
	-5.3%

	1983
	Conservative
	-1.5%

	1987
	Conservative
	-0.1%

	1992
	Conservative
	+0.8%


Britain is divided into 651 constituencies, each of which elects a member of Parliament. Every decade or so Boundary Commissions redraw constituency boundaries (or districts) so that electorates are approximately equal in size. The average size of a constituency electorate in 1987 was 66,000. Recent redistributions have shifted seats to the south of Britain and the suburbs and away from the north and inner cities to take account of population movements. In the process, the reallocation of seats have helped the Conservatives and penalized Labour.


Under the British first-past the-post electoral system, the candidate with the most votes in the constituency wins. Because more seats are now fought by at least three candidates, more MPs are elected by a minority of votes in the constituencies. In 1983 and 1987 fewer than half of the 650 MPs had 50 percent or more of the vote in their constituencies.


The first-past-the-post majoritarian electoral system, in a predominantly two party system, has usually helped one parts to emerge with a majority of seats. Conversely, proportional electoral methods in multiparty systems help the emergence of coalition governments. The first are found largely in Anglo-American societies, the second in West European societies. Defenders of the British system point to its undoubted virtues. A predominantly two party system facilitates meaningful electoral choice of a government. Only once in the postwar period (in February 1974) has an election failed to produce a party with a majority of seats. Voters are therefore able to hold the governing party accountable for its record at the subsequent election. This adds another dimension to the idea of responsible government.


But the first-past-the-post electoral system has also come under criticism in recent years. It has always worked against parties which spread their vote evenly. In 1983 and 1987 there was a new order of distortion when the Alliance gained only 3.5 percent of seats for 25 percent and 23 percent of the popular vote respectively. In the two elections the Conservatives were able to win landslide victories (61 percent and 57 percent of the seats in the House of Commons) with only 42 percent of the popular vote. The system has also made the parties' parliamentary representation more regional. The more economically prosperous regions of Britain (the south and the Midlands) have cumulatively become more Conservative while the less prosperous north and Scotland have become more Labour. The electoral system works to "over-represent" the parties in these regions. In 1987 for example the Conservatives gained 69 percent of the 516 seats in England with 46 percent of the vote; Labour gained 70 percent of the 71 seats in Scotland with 42 percent of the vote.

