Devolution in the United Kingdom:
Institutional Change and the New Shape of the Brigh State

Jonathan Hopkin
Department of Government
London School of Economics and Political Science
Houghton St
London WC2A 2AE
J.R.Hopkin@lse.ac.uk

Draft of a chapter in Sofia Ventura (edg Unitario a Federale Territorializzazione
della politica, process devolutivi e adattamento istituzionale in Europa. Bologna: Il

Mulino, publication due 2007.



Introduction: The Multinational and Centralized State

The United Kingdom has a complex history of terrébpolitics, yet in the second half of
the twentieth century appeared to be one of thetmestralized of the advanced
democracies. For long periods of thé"l#nd 28" centuries the whole of the UK was
governed directly from the Westminster parliamentondon, and in the 1980s a further
centralizing drive under Margaret Thatcher leddwese restrictions on the autonomy of
even local governments (Bogdanor 1999). At the tohehe election of Tony Blair's
Labour government, the UK was the clear exceptiomoragst the large advanced
democracies in having no significant ‘meso’ or oegil tier of government. The lion’s
share of political, bureaucratic and economic poweas exercised from a relatively
compact area of central London: the Westminsteligmaent, the government ministries
in Whitehall, and the City of London and Bank ofgiand just a few minutes walk to the
East. In this context, the ‘devolution’ reformsroduced by the Blair administration from
1997 on appeared as a sharp break with the past.

In fact, the history of the Britiststate is rather more ambiguous and paradoxical
than the post-war experience would suggest. Palit@ntralization around the state
institutions in London has long coexisted with gresistent cultural, political, and often
also institutional distinctiveness of the componeations of the United Kingdom. Unlike
neighbouring European nation-states, the Britidmguelites never embarked upon the
project of administrative and legal uniformizati@haracteristic of the ‘Napoleonic’
model applied in France, and less successfullytaly land Spain. Distinctive legal and
educational arrangements have survived to this glayicularly in Scotland and Northern
Ireland. Scotland and Northern Ireland, despiteirfgamo independent monetary policy,
have distinctive banknotes, whilst Scotland, WalB®rthern Ireland and England
maintain separate national teams in such populeetafor sports as football and rugby,
encouraging the expression of separate nationailtifges in popular culture. Even the
famously centralizing government of Margaret Thatchponsored legislation aimed at
protecting and enhancing the use of the Welsh kaggun education and the media. In
short, the United Kingdom state has for the most peoided the kind of aggressive
institutional and symbolic homogeneization which ather cases has provoked the
emergence of peripheral nationalist movements.

Another characteristic of British history is — paps surprisingly —the territorial
instability of the state. Although the core of Btish nation-state — England and Wales
— has survived as a unified political entity siric¥86, the boundaries of the state have
changed regularly during the intervening five ceeta In 1603 King James VI of
Scotland’s accession to the English throne (as Jalheemented a dynastic union
between the two nations, which led to a formaltmall union in 1707, when the Scottish
parliament was absorbed into the Westminster paeid to create a unified Great
Britain. Further changes to territorial boundara@sne with the Act of Union of 1800
which incorporated Ireland into the United KingdofGreat Britain and Irelaridbriefly
bringing the whole of the British Isles under thahuella of a single state. This proved
unsustainable, as became clear with the emergdnite drish question’ as one of the
major issues in British politics in the second radlthe nineteenth century. The partition
of Ireland in 1921, in which six counties in theritoof the island remained under British
control whilst the rest of Ireland became a ‘FrésteS, left the British state in its present
form: the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Nath Ireland. But the terms of
partition gave substantial autonomy for Northemldnd, which had its own parliament



until the Northern Ireland Constitution Act of 197Bhe United Kingdom in its present
form was therefore governed directly from Westnensinly between 1973 and 1999. In
other words, the centralized state inherited byyTBlair's Labour government had only
existed for a little over two decades.

This history of territorial changes suggests thatdevolution reforms pursued by
the Blair government should not be regarded as@utonary break with a unitary past,
still less as ‘constitutional vandalism’. Howevtrey remain significant, with important,
and potentially even dramatic, consequences forwtbikings of the United Kingdom
system of government. This chapter will assesspfosess of territorial reconfiguration
at the turn of the twenty-first century, identifgiits causes, processes and drawing some
tentative conclusions as to its effects.

Diversity and the Constitution

The curious mix of centralization and diversityBnitain’s territorial arrangements can
only be understood properly by taking into accotim@ constitutional flexibility of the
state. The UK is almost unigue amongst democracielscking a written, codified,
constitution, with all that implies (Hopkin 2003)stead, the British constitution rests on
the concept of ‘parliamentary sovereignty’: thehtitp rule belongs to the parliament, or
strictly speaking, ‘the Crown in parliament’ (Dic&959). Parliamentary sovereignty has
a number of implications. First, although the maharin principle shares sovereignty
with parliament, in modern times parliament haselarbeen constrained by royal
pressures, and the Crown has reverted to a lagetbolic role, faithfully counter-
signing legislation (‘Royal Assent’). Second, pamiientary sovereignty implies that no
parliament can bind its successors: any piece glition Act of Parliament) can be
overturned by a future parliament. Third, no othedy (except in principle the monarch,
although this power has not been used in moderesfincan overturn legislation: in
particular, this means that the Courts cannot cbthésvs passed by parliament (although
the doctrine of supremacy of European law meansEtim@pean Court of Justice does
have this power, as long as the UK remains withinEuropean Union).

In terms of territorial politics, these constianal arrangements have two rather
contradictory effects. On the one hand, the supcgmé ‘parliament’ — which means the
British parliament in Westminster — makes the Ukammbiguously a unitary state, in
which ultimate authority rests with the institutsoaf central government (Bulpitt 1983).
In other words, without a major constitutional ugtal, the UK cannot easily move in a
federal direction, since the institutions on whith found a federal arrangement —
constitutional rules which bind parliament, a temal chamber, and a judiciary capable
of reviewing legislation — are not present. On titker hand, the lack of a written
constitution makes for an extremely flexible systesh government, based on
unenforceable ‘conventions’ which can, in the besde, evolve and adapt to political
circumstances, or laws which can be changed byapaght with simple majority votes
(Gamble 2003). Moreover, the lack of constitutiociarity allows institutional anomalies
or inconsistencies to persist indefinitely, prowglithe option of pragmatic inaction in
cases where clear definitions could spark politocatflict. This flexibility and ambiguity
makes it easier to leave intact distinctive ingiitos in different British territories,
defusing political tensions (Rose 1982). At the sdime, the ease with which parliament
can change the law allows for rapid adaptation anging political demands. Major
changes to the UK state’s boundaries, such asnthexation of Ireland in 1800, and its
partition in 1921, have been implemented throégts of Parliament passed by simple



majorities of Westminster representatives. Lessndtecally, a similarly straightforward
legislative process produced the devolution refooh4998-9, proposed in the Labour
party’s election manifesto in 1997, and swiftlyildgted soon after the Blair government
was elected. The second largest British party Gbeservatives, opposed these reforms,
but as a parliamentary minority their objectionslddbe comfortably ignored.

This set of constitutional arrangements may ingple be flexible, but the British
system of government does not lack stable charatitst Indeed the lack of a written
constitution is one of the features of the UK statieich led Lijphart to define the
‘Westminster model' as the paradigmatic case ofjomi@rian democracy’, which he
counterposed to the power-sharing of ‘consensusoderay’ (Lijphart 1999). In
majoritarian democracy, constitutional arrangemeeatsl to concentrate power around
the most successful political party, with few pgns for consultation with minorities.
With electoral institutions based on the pluralitje, most parliamentary seats in the
House of Commons (the lower house, and only electednber of the parliament) have
tended to be allocated to the two largest Britightips, Labour and the Conservatives.
This has enabled the winning party to govern alentgh a parliamentary majority
throughout the post-war period. In territorial tefrthe Westminster model implies a high
degree of centralization of political authority,tiwviittle specific recognition of ethnic or
regional minorities. The way the Westminster mdukes tended to work has reinforced
the dominant position of England within the Unit€shgdom, since England has 85% of
the British population, and therefore the vast mgjof parliamentary representation. No
party can win a parliamentary majority without wimgm most of its seats in England,
whereas (in the case of the Conservatives) it le&s Ipossible to win a majority with
relatively little presence outside England.

The UK’s majoritarian model of government has conmeler great pressure in
recent decades, both from a territorial point oéwiand more generally. Growing
opposition to the centralized state from within tlten-English territories of the UK has
led to a resurgence of nationalist movements whate won increasingly large shares of
votes and parliamentary seats in those territoEgen within England, the dominance of
the two main parties has been undermined on théhand by falling voter participation,
and on the other by a fall in their vote shareawolr of minor parties, particularly the
centrist Liberal Democrats which have consolidateslibstantial electoral base over the
last three decades. This crisis of the centraligiade model, and of the Westminster
model more broadly, provides the context in whioh tecentralizing reforms of the late
1990s must be understood.

The ‘Union State’ and the Resurgence of Nationalism

Although territorial politics never entirely disaggred from British politics, the partition
of Ireland in 1921 and the apparent resolution leadt for a time — of the ‘Irish question’
placed questions of territory and national identitythe background of the political

debate. In this period, the major dimensions oitipal competition were socio-economic
issues (the class cleavage) and, at times, foraigh security policy, which often

overlapped with the class cleavage. It was inlkisod of relative quiet on the territorial
front that the systematic study of the United Kiogdby political scientists developed,
and analyses of the British political system tendedfocus on the workings of

Westminster and Whitehall, or the competition betwehe Labour and Conservative
parties, neglecting the ethnic or geographical dsmans of politics. In the 1960s Oxford



University’s Peter Pulzer confidently declared tlwdass is the basis of British politics;
all else is embellishment and detail’ (Pulzer 1988).

In the arena of electoral politics, there wererggrgrounds for such a claim. After
the Second World War, British party politics sedtlsmto a period of almost perfect
bipartism, with Labour and the Conservatives wigrtime vast majority of votes cast, and
an even larger share of seats in the House of Coramimn the 1951 election, the
highwater mark of the two party system, the twonarties took 95.8% of the vote, and
97.5% of parliamentary seats (see Table One). Tiherdl Party’s 2.5% of the vote (with
six Members of Parliament) completed the pictureaoparty system almost entirely
‘nationalized’ (Caramani 2004) in that almost adters were voting for parties present
more or less throughout the territory of the st@itee only exceptions to this were the 12
seats representing constituencies in Northernrdelaine of which were won by the pro-
union party the Ulster Unionists, the remainingethrby anti-union Republican
candidates. The Ulster Unionists in this periodbbgkd to the Conservative group in the
House of Commons and offered reliable support te @onservative leadership,
effectively becoming part of a UK-wide political rie themselves. The three Irish
Republican MPs were therefore alone in representergtorial distinctiveness in
Westminster, and in the four subsequent legislatthis Irish Republican presence was
even thinner.

(Table One about here)

Neglect of territorial issues was reinforced by ttmeminant ideological mood of
the immediate post-war period. The Labour partynmitted to egalitarian policies often
pursued through centralized state management ofioetic and social affairs, was
instinctively unenthusiastic about the notion offfatential treatment for different
territories within the UK. The Attlee government @945-51 brought a number of
strategic industries under state control, a patitynationalization’ in which the ‘nation’
in question was clearly the United Kingdom. Thisamethat the shipping industry in
Scotland or the coal mines of Wales would be masdxyel ondon-based politicians and
bureaucrats, in the interests of economic effigreaad social justice. Similarly, the
consolidation and expansion of the welfare statinénpost-war period was based on the
principle of equal rights and entitlements for Blitish citizens, irrespective of their
national identity, according to rules and budgetsided by Westminster and Whitehall.
Finally, the trade unions — which wielded a grea&ldof influence in the Labour party
itself as well as in the labour market — were oigroh at the UK level, and were hostile to
differential treatment of workers in different t#ories, suspecting that this would mean
lower rates of pay in economically peripheral arash as Scotland and Wales. Labour’s
feeling on devolution was summed up by Aneurin Bewval946: ‘Is it not rather cruel to
give the impression to the 50,000 unemployed mehveamen in Wales that their plight
would be relieved and their distress removed by dainstitutional change?’ Labour’s
dominance in Wales, and their increasingly dominaodition in Scotland too after the
mid-1950s, made an important contribution to céastinal continuity. For their part, the
Conservatives did not translate their oppositiondntralized economic management into
support for devolved government, largely becaush@fstrength of the unionist tradition
within the party. Conservatives had fraternal rete with the Unionists in Northern
Ireland until 1970, and until 1965 the Scottish Ssmatives called themselves the
Unionist party. Support for devolution did not fitith this unitary British nationalist
identity (Mitchell 1990). Only the Liberal Party,amginalized from national politics until
the 1970s, had any commitment to decentralization.



Although party politics in this period suggestededatively homogeneous and
centralized political system, the reality of poheaking was more complex. Central
government, although controlled by statewide psridho won most of their votes in
England, had to recognize the reality of diversgitutions and practices in different parts
of the state territory. The distinctiveness of &oud, Wales and Northern Ireland may
have mostly been absent from the ‘high politicsstidte affairs, but in the ‘low politics’
of local administration and grassroots policy inmpémtation it was inescapable (see
Judge 2005: 163-76). Certainly in Northern Irelantiich enjoyed ‘Home Rule’ under a
devolved Parliament from 1921 to 1972, there waplarapportunity for differentiation
in a range of policy areas: the Stormont Parliancentid legislate in all areas excepting
the Constitution, foreign and defence affairs, detrade and most of fiscal policy, and
the Northern Ireland Government administered a washgye of policies. This allowed the
Protestant-Unionist majority to impose discrimimgtpractices in the provision of public
services, particularly in the allocation of sodwmusing and recruitment of public sector
workers. The domination of the state school sdoyahe Protestant majority also led to a
compromise whereby the government would fund ‘nzan@d’ schools run by the
Catholic church, leading to an almost completelyregated education system. After the
return to direct rule in 1972, Westminster legiskatwould rarely apply automatically to
Northern Ireland. The Northern Ireland Office oétbentral government — established to
replace the devolved government - implemented lamugh secondary legislation
(Orders in Council) which would recognize the péauities of the social and political
context of the province. This allowed for distinetipolicies, such as for instance the
exemption of Northern Ireland from Westminster $tgfion legalizing abortion, so that
abortion remains a criminal offence there. Altho®gtotland and Wales remained under
direct rule from Westminster throughout the ninatBeand twentieth centuries, they too
retained a distinctive status. This was reflectethée creation of government ministries —
the Scottish and Welsh Offices — charged with ddgpiVestminster legislation for the
two countries and setting budgetary prioritiesjudeg separate administration of social
benefits in the early years of National Insurartbe, incipient welfare state emerging
before the First World War. In the Scottish caggslation had to be adapted to a distinct
legal system which in some areas remained quitierdiit from English law, and an
education system with different subject requirerseabd assessment procedures. In
Wales, the institutional tradition was not distificim the English one but the dominance
of the Welsh language in the North and West ofctintry led to differential educational
and broadcasting arrangements.

This institutional diversity, characteristic ofetfunion state’ (Rokkan and Urwin
1982), for a long time appeared successful in natiggy the Celtic periphery into a
United Kingdom political system dominated by thegksh. The Scottish and Welsh
Offices gave those nations an institutionalized cegoiat the heart of the central
government, although the convention of ‘collectiresponsibility’ — the notion that
divisions within the government should not be espesl publicly — made it difficult for
Scottish and Welsh ministers to make claims thatldvde politically controversial. To
this extent, the UK state recognized the need tegothe different territories differently,
but did so through administrative accommodationathar than democratically
accountable institutions. But changing pattern®lettoral behaviour in the 1960s and
1970s sent clear signals that such an approachnetisustainable, particularly for
Northern Ireland. The Civil Rights movement — pstiteg at discrimination and
disenfranchisement of Catholics by the Unionist mistration in Stormont — and the
revival of the paramilitary Irish Republican ArmfR@) in the late 1960s brought an end
to devolution in Northern Ireland and marked theibeing of the ‘Troubles’ (see



McGarry and O’Leary 2005). This conflict was retiedt in the party system, as the Ulster
Unionists withdrew from the Conservative parlianaentgroup in Westminster and rival
unionist groups (particularly the hardline Demoicrdfinionist Party [DUP]) emerged,
alongside increasingly well organized Republicartipst the moderate Social Democrat
and Labour Party [SDLP] and the radical Sinn Féiose to the IRA (see Table 1). From
the 1970s on, Northern Ireland’s party system toola life of its own, entirely separate
from patterns of party competition in the resthe UK.

Less dramatically, there was a resurgence of maigm in Scotland and Wales.
The Scottish National Party (SNP), although founded934, only won parliamentary
representation in 1970, whilst the Welsh natiomgdésty Plaid Cymru (PC) won its first
seat at Westminster in 1974. The high point of tratonalist challenge was reached in
the October 1974 election (see Table 1) where amalide showing for the two principal
statewide parties (polling only 75% of the UK vditetween them) was matched by an
exceptional increase in votes for non-statewideigsr with the Northern Irish parties
and Scottish and Welsh nationalists together adomyffior 6.1% of the UK-wide vote,
and 4.9% of the seats in the House of CommonsoAgh subsequent elections reduced
these shares, 1970 was a clear turning point. Ngttead the dominant party in Northern
Ireland asserted its independence from the Consegsa but the consolidation of the
Scottish and Welsh nationalists as serious pdlifaraes in their territories amounted to a
a clear ‘denationalization’ of the UK'’s electorallitics (cf Caramani 2004). Before 1970,
non-statewide parties had averaged 2.2% of the &k and 1.9% of seats in the House
of Commons; from 1970 on their average vote shaseich parties doubles to 4.4%, with
an average 3.7% of parliamentary seats. Althowgtigs present in only one constituent
territory of the UK still represented only a smalbportion of British voters, the growth
of non UK-wide political forces sent a clear sigttat the centralized model of the post-
war period was coming under significant strain, ahhior the Labour party in particular
posed a significant electoral threat.

Centrifugal Pressures and Parliamentary ConfusionThe Failure of Labour’s First
Devolution Reform

It is important to note that Labour’'s programmecohstitutional change after 1997 was
not the clean break with the centralist past thabay appear. In fact, Labour had first
addressed the question of devolution to Scotlanidvaales in its ill-fated period of office
in the late 1970s. Similarly, the escalation oflemze in Northern Ireland in the early
1970s, although initially provoking a centralizimgpve in the dissolution of the Stormont
parliament, led a succession of governments toidengossible institutional reforms
which could pacify the province. Even during thealidher years, an inhospitable time for
decentralizing claims, the status of Northern mdlaemained under discussion, with the
signing of the Anglo-Irish agreement in 1985, atfimove towards a greater involvement
of the Irish Republic in attempts to put an en@aébtical violence in the six counties.
Notwithstanding these efforts, the overall pictisrene of a quarter of a century in
which centrifugal pressures continued to grow, Hrel UK political elite failed to take
timely and appropriate measures to respond to thethe case of Northern Ireland, this
failure can be explained in terms of the intracaimture of the problem (see Wilford and
Mitchell 1999). The resurgence of Irish Republisami including the paramilitary
activities of the IRA, met an uncompromising resgwrirom the Unionist movement
which had dominated the devolved institutions ie firovince ever since partition in
1921. The Unionist authorities permitted an aggvessise of the largely Protestant



security forces against Catholic protests, andBitiesh governments’ attempts to reform
the devolved institutions by introducing mechanidorspower-sharing foundered in the
face of inflexible posturing. The Unionist elitemitially favourable to maintaining

devolution, agreed to a new Northern Ireland Asdgmddected by proportional

representation in the Sunningdale agreement of.119@®&ever in 1974 Unionist opinion
turned against this agreement and a general sifilkrotestant workers brought a swift
end to power-sharing. As relations between thedarmmunities broke down, the British
government responded by bringing Northern Irelandeu direct rule from Westminster,
which assuaged Unionists fears but alienated thiedla population of Northern Ireland.

Tentative attempts to restore devolved institutienthe election of a Northern Ireland
Convention in 1974, and of a Northern Ireland Adslgnm 1982 — failed to produce any
workable compromise between Unionists and Repufdiclnstead direct rule, with high
levels of political violence and inter-communitynggons, not to mention a significant
British Army presence in the province, was mairgdifor 25 years.

The situation in Scotland was far less dramatit tihere too the failure to respond
adequately to nationalist demands led to increagiegsure on the unitary British state.
The Scottish Nationalists electoral successes -Shie won 30% of the Scottish vote in
the October 1974 election, giving it 11 of the ZbtHsh seats in the House of Commons
— made devolution a priority for the 1974-79 Laba@overnment. Building on the
findings of the Kilborandon Commission — a committéexperts charged with examining
the territorial question in constitutional termshe Labour government set about passing
legislation to create devolved institutions in bdBtotland and Wales; an elected
parliament with legislative powers in the first easn elected assembly with solely
executive powers in the second. The proposed rebmra many resemblances with the
reforms ultimately instituted in the 1990s, withetlexceptions that both devolved
assemblies would be elected using the same majaritaingle-member electoral system
used for the House of Commons, and would lack &uvalf powers. With support from
the Liberals, Scottish Nationalists and Plaid Cynthe parliamentary arithmetic was
favourable to Labour passing its legislation thtouthe Westminster parliament.
However, the Labour government failed to deliveradetion, for two main reasons.

First, the party itself was divided, with signifrdanumbers of Labour MPs,
including many representing seats in the industaatas of Scotland, hostile to
devolution. The Scottish Labour party had littletrersiasm for devolution, and to a
significant degree only embraced the policy as sulteof pressure from the British
Labour leadership, concerned that Scottish Labbaulsl not be outmanoeuvred by the
nationalists. Scottish Labour elites subscribeth@r majority to the view that devolution
was inconsistent with the pursuit of social justiteough state management of the
economy and welfare state, and the Scottish padgwgive formally rejected devolution
even as late as June 1974. Similarly, many Engldiour MPs objected to devolution as
incompatible with egalitarianism, fearing that $aontl could vote itself higher standards
of welfare protection than England. This internpposition was strong enough to ensure
devolution was absent from Labour’'s 1974 electi@nii@stoes.

The second reason for the failure of the devolut&forms, was that the Labour
government after 1974 did not command a workingomigj and was forced to seek
parliamentary support from other parties, includitiee nationalists. Faced with a
precarious parliamentary arithmetic and a divideatlimmentary group, the Labour
leadership had insufficient authority to imposeviif and was subject to parliamentary
harassment both from rival parties and from witthie Labour parliamentary group. In
particular, one amendment to the legislation pas#inough the House of Commons —
made by a Labour MP — required the confirmatorgnexidum on devolution to achieve



not only a majority of favourable votes, but alke support of 40% of the electorate of
each territory if the reforms were to go ahead.sTamendment ultimately proved

decisive in ensuring the rejection of the reforimewever, the most important reason for
devolution failing in the 1970s was the failuretbé Scottish and Welsh electorates to
show sufficient enthusiasm for it in the referemddd in March 1979. In Wales, a huge
majority (79.8%) voted against devolution, whilst$cotland a small majority of voters

supported the reform (51.6% to 48.5%), but this/ardnstituted 32% of the electorate.

With the failure of the referenda, devolution wasls and so too was the Labour
government, overturned by a vote of no confidernetly afterwards.

Centrifugal Pressures and Constitutional Crisis: Thatcherism and the Prelude to the
Devolution

The situation created by 18 years of a Conservageeernment fundamentally
unsympathetic to nationalist claims brought devotutback onto the political agenda.
First, Margaret Thatcher’'s open hostility to Scittinational feeling fed demand for
devolution north of the border, bolstering supgortthe SNP and seriously undermining
the position of Scottish Conservatives (MitchelB&® Second, the authoritarian political
style cultivated by the ‘Iron Lady’ encouraged thebour party to identify itself with the
broad cause of constitutional reform, and in paléic with demands for devolution of
political decision-making. The logic of Labour'sategy was unassailable: it had strong
political and electoral reasons for adopting prasisf constitutional change.

In programmatic terms, devolution could be presgénas a part of a broader
package of constitutional reform, of strong appedhe kind of middle-class intellectual
left which remained skeptical of Tony Blair's castfNew Labour’ project. Demands for
constitutional change had grown throughout the $98% well as closing the door on
nationalist aspirations in the Celtic peripheryg tBonservative governments of Margaret
Thatcher were accused of adopting an authoritastgle of political decision-making.
Despite fierce opposition, the Thatcher governmenthed through a harsh programme
of industrial restructuring, severely restricte@ ttights of trade unions, and cut social
entitlements in a period of high unemployment. Saroetroversial measures exploited
the flexibility of Britain’s unwritten constitutiofRidley 1988) and laid bare the limited
constraints on the powers of a government with kd smajority in the House of
Commons. Some of the most striking examples of tlmiscerned local government.
Many of Britain’s largest urban areas were goverbgdmetropolitan authorities’ which
had extensive powers to develop social, educatioth @ansport policy, and were
generally under Labour control: the Greater Lon@muncil (GLC) run by Labour left-
winger Ken Livingstone was the most high-profile ample. The Conservative
government first introduced much greater restnction the budgetary independence of
these administrations, and eventually opted to lsimapolish them, leaving London and
other major cities with a fragmented administratstricture (London was governed by
32 separate boroughs after 1988). A further mose deeply unpopular that it ultimately
contributed to Thatcher’s forced resignation in @99was to reform local taxation in a
regressive direction: the so-called ‘poll tax’, aad tax which replaced the previous
regime based on property values. This measure wed through despite strong
opposition, and the lack of constitutional checksl &dalances became clear when the
government was forced to call in a large numbeinattive Conservative peers who
never normally attended parliament in order to phasdegislation in the House of Lords.



The new tax, once legislated, was implemented ifrScotland, and only a year later in
England and Wales, further fuelling resentmentmoftthe border.

The experience of the Thatcher government thezgboovided strong support of
the desirability of constitutional reform, includirlectoral reform. Organizations such as
Charter 88 campaigned for a written constitutiothwalear statements of the powers of
the various state institutions and guaranteesdiVinual citizen rights. Decentralization
of power to local and regional institutions wasigngicant part of the reform package
proposed. Proportional representation for parlig@argnelections was also advocated by
Charter 88 and in particular by another pressusamrthe Electoral Reform Society. The
case for proportional representation had been irsorally strengthened by the perverse
effects of the majoritarian, single-member distacangements used to elect the House of
Commons. After the division of the Labour partylid82 and the creation of the Social
Democratic Party (SDP), the balance of the twoypaystem was upset, with Labour
winning only marginally more votes than the cemnt@DP-Liberal Alliance in 1983.
However, due to Labour’'s entrenched position iniftdustrial heartlands, the party
managed to keep hold of one third of the House @in@ons whilst the Alliance won
only 3.5% of the parliamentary seats, with justravguarter of the popular vote. This left
the Conservatives controlling the Commons on jwstr @0% of the vote, after a deeply
polarized election, highlighting the strongly majaran effects of the UK’s
constitutional arrangements. Although organizatisush as Charter 88 had limited
popular appeal, their influence over the intellattolasses and sectors of the Labour
party elite gave them an important role in shaph@gpolitical agenda.

The increasingly stark distortions in the workingjsthe electoral system had a
territorial, as well as a partisan, impact (Johnstbal 2001). Over the post-war period,
the territorial distribution of the Conservative t@o became progressively more
unbalanced (see Figure One). The party’s sharpindedh Scotland, added to their
historic weakness in Wales, exacerbated the Coatess’ reliance on English votes.
During the Thatcher/Major period of government, t@enservatives’ lack of any
substantial electoral support in these two coumttieed resentment, particularly in
Scotland. In 1987, Margaret Thatcher was able to avlarge majority of parliamentary
seats with just 24% of the vote in Scotland, anst junder 30% in Wales. The
Conservatives had so little representation in Waked ministerial responsibility for
Wales was frequently in the hands of English MPsstnaontroversially in 1993-95 when
Secretary of State for Wales John Redwood, whosstitoency was 150 km from the
Welsh border, became famous for ineptly mimingwioeds to the Welsh national anthem
at a ceremonial event. In 1997, the Conservatidesistrous electoral defeat left them
without a single MP elected outside England, makiagclaim to be a statewide party
representing the whole of the UK increasingly ttesae. Labour’s electoral support was
also skewed, with exceptionally high representatiotWales, and — in the 1980s and
1990s — Scotland, although Labour’s levels of supabthe UK level were rather similar
to their vote share in England (see Figure Two).

(Figures One and Two about here)

Devolution was an obvious institutional response this growing
‘denationalization’ of British party politics. Ba@bmmitment to devolution was also a key
part of Labour’s vote-seeking strategy. Just asQtwservatives won most of their votes
in Southern England, Labour had disproportionasélgng support in Northern England,
Scotland and Wales, where it won the vast majmftygeats. Winning power required
Labour to increase its vote share in the heavilyutated South, but it could not afford to



neglect its peripheral heartlands, particularly thewl and Wales, where nationalist
parties could exploit Labour’s focus on the Souwhricrease their support and reduce
Labour’s share of parliamentary seats. By comngtiiself to devolution in these two
countries, Labour provided itself with a protectisieield against the nationalist threat,
allowing it to focus on defeating the Conservatiwekngland. The choice for devolution
also ensured internal party cohesion, since thétiSed_abour party was compact in its
support for self-government, and even in Wales, re/fpopular demand for devolution
was weaker, the Labour machine accepted the prdpeserms, which it had supported
only half-heartedly in the 1970s. The success igfstrategy can be seen in Figure Two,
which shows Labour increasing its support in Endléhrough the 1990s without in any
way compromising its share of the Welsh and Sdottite.

New Labour’'s Reforms: The Good Friday Agreement andDevolution to Northern
Ireland

Labour’s return to government in 1997 with a conmneint to devolution in Scotland and
Wales coincided with a change of climate in Nontheeland, which had been tormented
by political violence throughout the 1970s and 1980ith approximately 3,600 deaths
caused by political conflict after 1968 (Tonge 20081). Althought the early 1980s saw
an intensification of tensions, particularly withet tough attitude of the Thatcher
government towards the claims of IRA prisoners aotieated as political prisoners, by
the late 1980s the Republican paramilitary growgsponsible for much of the violence
began to contemplate a negotiated way out of tbeldles. Two decades of harassment of
the British security forces and Unionist paramilga had failed to dislodge the British
presence from the North of Ireland, and indeed eémes ways appeared to have
consolidated it. On the other side, the UK goveminveas tiring of the high human and
economic costs of maintaining a semblance of ard&lorthern Ireland, and had come to
the conclusion that there was no prospect of aanjlidefeat of violent Republicanism.
The conditions had therefore arisen for negotiatimiween the UK state and the
Republican movement, whilst the Unionists, althouglhuctant to discuss Northern
Ireland’s constitutional status, were also intexdsh an end to violence and, potentially,
an enhancement of their political role in the gogrce of the province.

Although events behind the scenes are difficulteimonstruct reliably, the peace
process became public in 1993 with the DowningeStieclaration, a joint statement of
the UK and Irish Republic governments, in whichtiBh Prime Minister John Major
stated that Britain had ‘no selfish, strategic cor@mic interest’ in Northern Ireland, a
clear hint that if agreement with the Unionists Idobe reached, then Britain would
relinquish its claim to the province. Some monthted, the IRA responded to this
statement with a ceasefire, matched shortly aftefsvaby the principal unionist
paramilitary groups, and multi-party talks wereeabd begin. However Sinn Fein, the
party representing hard-line Republicanism andeclosthe IRA (or indeed part of the
same organization, as many argue) was excluded these discussions, as a result of a
Unionist veto. John Major’'s Conservative governmiesad a bare majority in the House
of Commons and were therefore easily pressuredrigrists whose parliamentary seats
gave them significant ‘blackmail potential’. Fagurto make progress under the
Conservatives was met with a violent response, with IRA exploding a large bomb
outside the offices of the BBC in 1996. But aftéaiBs Labour government was elected
in May 1997 the IRA called a second ceasefire agbtiations were able to resume with



a more authoritative British government, strongaofarge majority in the House of
Commons and of a party traditionally more sympathetRepublic claims.

This process brought an agreement on Good Fri@®8 Isee O’Leary 1999),
negotiated between the British and Irish governsiehbth of the main Republican
parties (Sinn Fein and the more moderate SDLP)tlaedJUP, the main Unionist party.
The Clinton administration in the United Statesptiyh its envoy George Mitchell, also
played an important role in brokering the deal. ®hy prominent political force to reject
the Good Friday Agreement was the DUP, the hardlnénist party led by radical
cleric lan Paisley. The Agreement worked on seVersadls, involving commitments from
the British and Irish governments, and from pardam} groups, and institutional
innovations regarding Northern Ireland and the ighitlsles as a whole. Its complex
architecture represents an innovative responsket@amplexity of the national problem
on the island of Ireland.

The Good Friday Agreement reiterates the ‘prirecigfi consent’, first stated in the
Northern Ireland Constitution Act of 1973. This muiple established that Northern
Ireland remains part of the UK and ‘shall not cetssée so without the consent of the
majority of the people of NI voting in a poll’ spécally on that question. Although this
was not a departure from the existing constitutiopasition, the novelty of the
Agreement was the formal acceptance of this priady the nationalist parties, and in
particular the radical Republicans of Sinn Feinmpoutted to a united Ireland.
Concomitantly, the government of the Irish Repuhblizeed to repeal Articles 2 and 3 of
its constitution, which expressed the Republicaml on the territories in the North. All
of this had the purpose of reassuring the Unigmegiulation that their interests would be
safeguarded and the North would not be integrateéd the Republic without their
agreement. On this basis, the Unionists were aldgitee to the creation of new devolved
institutions in which they would have to share powéh representatives of the Catholic
population of Northern Ireland.

The key plank of this devolution of power to th@ynce was the election of a
108-member Northern Ireland Assembly in Stormoraé Belfastwhich would have
responsibility for a range of policy areas, naméilyance, personnel, agriculture,
education, health, social services, economic deveémt and the environment. These
policies would be immediately devolved to the AsbBmwhereas two highly sensitive
areas - policing and justice — remained in the basfdthe UK government as ‘reserved
powers’, although there was an explicit aspiratmthese issues too being devolved once
sufficient trust between Unionists and nationalisid been achieved. The Assembly does
not have tax-raising powers, and given Northerah@'s relatively weak economic
performance it has been highly dependent on govemhspending over the decades since
the ‘Troubles’ began. Tax, along with defence, abaecurity, financial markets,
monetary policy and nationality issues remainetkasepted powers’ of the Westminster
parliament. The Assembly would not be sovereign,ts® Royal Assent would be
required to pass its legislation into law.

The most interesting feature of the Assemblydsnhovative design to ensure it
functions as a consociational chamber. First, enlike Westminster parliament, the
Assembly is elected by a form of proportional reprgation - the ‘single transferable
vote’ (STV), ensuring that the social divisionsNorthern Ireland society are accurately
reflected in the allocation of representativeshia Assembly. This overcomes one of the
main weaknesses of Northern Ireland devolution feefb973, where the use of a
majoritarian ‘First Past the Post’ electoral laloaked the Unionists to dominate the
Stormont parliament, effectively excluding Cathslie 35-40% of the population of
Northern Ireland at that time — from political ddons. Second, the Assembly would be



organized on the basis not only of political pagtgups, but also of ‘communities’. Each
Assembly Member (AM) is required, on election, &clkdre their community ‘identity’ —
unionist, nationalist, or other. This identificatios the basis for a power-sharing
arrangement within the Assembly based on ‘crossrsonity voting’, in which for key
decisions, the ‘parallel consent’ of representativcé both communities is required.
‘Parallel consent’ consists of a majority of thesersbly including a majority of each of
the two main communities; or 60% of members, inclgdat least 40% of each
community. Such cross-community majorities are aksguired for the election of the
First Minister and Deputy First Minister, who hedlde Executive Committee of
Ministers, the government of Northern Ireland. Tdggoointment of ministers is also
systematically consociational, with the First anebDty First Ministers (who by nature of
the ‘parallel consent’ procedure will inevitablypresent both communities) decide on the
number of ministries, and allocation of ministrigs parties being decided using the
d’Hondt formula. These institutional devices hahe effect of preventing the in-built
Protestant Unionist majority from excluding the I@dic Republican minority from key
decisions, as was the norm during Northern Irelafidst experience of devolution.

This consociational chamber and executive conetithe institutional forum in
which power-sharing within Northern Ireland is te bxercised. However, distributing
power within the province is only part of the pral, since the two main communities
have differing and incompatible national allegiasicaeither of which is to Northern
Ireland itself. The Good Friday Agreement therefeceight to provide reassurance to
both Unionists and Nationalists that their natioaspirations were recognized, a difficult
balancing act indeed. The Agreement establishesréaion of two transnational bodies
which recognize both the Irish dimension and thé&idr dimension in the politics of
Northern Ireland. The North-South Ministerial Coilrirings together representatives of
Irish government and Northern Ireland Assembly talde cooperation on issues of
common interest relating to the island of Irelamah, institution designed to satisfy
Republican aspirations for the Irish Republic teéha role in the politics of the North.
Concomitantly, another body, the British-Irish Coilinbrings together representatives of
British and Irish governmentand of the Scottish Parliament and Welsh and Northern
Ireland Assemblies to cooperate on issues of comimtenest relating to the British Isles
as a whole. This body has the purpose of reasstiiegJnionist community that the
Good Friday Agreement would not mean the Britislvegpment abandoning Northern
Ireland to a process of gradual absorption intdiis Republic.

Despite this clever institutional design, the Merh Ireland devolution settlement
has struggled to survive. Elections were succdgdfield in 1998 and the results augured
well for the future of the Assembly, with the masbderate Unionist and Nationalist
parties — the UUP and the SDLP - gaining pluraliteé the vote in their respective
communities. David Trimble of the UUP and John Huofighe SDLP, both architects
and supporters of the Good Friday Agreement, wiereted as First Minister and Deputy
respectively. An Executive was formed, using thepprtional d’Hondt method as
envisaged in the Agreement, which led to repres@etof Sinn Fein taking ministerial
responsibility (most controversially Martin McGuiss, a former IRA leader, became
education secretary). The Executive held togetheind the long period of almost 18
months in which the British government graduallgnsferred powers to the devolved
institutions, but very quickly problems arose ortbe Executive took over its full
functions.

From the Good Friday Agreement to the time of wgtithe devolved institutions
have only functioned for a relatively small propantof the time. The British government
suspended devolved government in Northern Irelaod fimes: from February to May



2000, for 24 hours in August 2001 and again in &aper of that year, and finally from
October 2002 until spring 2007. During these pesjddorthern Ireland reverted to direct
rule from Westminster. The reasons for the suspessiere related to tensions between
Unionists and Nationalists over the issue of thé\ IRecommissioning’ its military
equipment and weapons, although the fourth suspersdso involved an alleged spying
operation by Sinn Fein representatives in the Ag$gnThese suspensions indicate the
difficulties involved in getting power-sharing tarfction in practice, since the lack of
trust between the two sides makes cooperation aslutn early 2007, the Blair
government attempted to make its way out of theassp by calling new elections to the
Assembly, hoping to then reinstall devolved govesnm with newly legitimized
representatives.

Despite the difficulties the devolved institutiohave encountered, before the
March 2007 elections the ceasefires of the partmnjiliorganizations on both sides of the
sectarian divide had been maintained, with onlatietly small-scale acts of violence
persisting. For all the Assembly and Executive hatlbeen able to function normally,
the peace process undoubtedly achieved a pericalative peace and social order lasting
a decade. From the point of view of Irish natiostali the significant reduction of the
British army’s presence in Northern Ireland is ajonaain of the peace process, and
powersharing has also meant a nationalist roleeicisibn-making denied them under
direct rule. From the Unionist point of view, dewed institutions give much greater
direct policy influence than was the case undezatiirule, and the effective Republican
ceasefire, which has held for the best part of @ade, is of obvious benefit. However,
frustration at the slow pace of change has undemhofevolution in Northern Ireland.
Unionists have expressed anger at the perceivetttagice of the IRA to accede to
demands to disarm, whilst Nationalists see Uniomsistence on very visible acts of
‘decommissioning’ of IRA arms as a provocation. 3daisagreements have contributed
to an increased polarization of party politicshe fprovince, and at the 2005 election the
moderate UUP lost most of its representation in Westminster parliament to the
intransigent DUP, whilst Sinn Fein made gains atdkpense of the moderate Nationalist
SDLP. This new electoral map, reproduced in the726l@ctions to the NI Assembly,
suggest a radicalization of the political contefxNorthern Ireland which does not augur
well for the future of devolution. However, initigigns after the 2007 Assembly elections
pointed to a historically unprecedented agreemetwden Sinn Fein and the Democratic
Unionists to cooperate in the formation of a newaive. If a devolved administration
is formed bringing together such antagonistic figuas DUP leader lan Paisley (who
once theatrically protested against the visit & Bope to the European Parliament by
waving a placard bearing the words ‘Antichrist’)daBinn Fein leader Gerry Adams
(regarded by many as a key figure in the IRA), thiea would suggest an extraordinary
transformation in Northern Ireland politics.

New Labour’'s Reforms: Devolution to Scotland and Wkes

In the context of resolving such a difficult issae Northern Ireland, the creation of
decentralized government institutions in Scotlandd aWales appeared rather
straightforward. Unlike Northern Ireland, where ajanity of the population was at the
very least sceptical, and in part openly hostdedevolution, in Scotland and Wales there
was broad support for institutions of self-govermmdéloreover, in the Scottish case, all
the major parties with the exception of the Conatives had been working together to
plan devolution for some time through the Scotidbnstitutional Convention, which



drafted a devolution reform which closely resembieel legislation actually put forward

by the Labour government in 1997. The vast majaiftyhe Scottish political class was

therefore broadly in agreement on the path to ¥glland the Labour party in Scotland,
itself closely aligned with the national leadership London, was an enthusiastic
proponent. In Wales there was less enthuasiasmefaslution, but the issue was far less
controversial than it had been in the 1970s, amedojpposition to devolution within the

traditional and trade unionist Labour left had bekssipated through the hard years of
opposition in the 1980s and 1990s. After devolutimd played a major role in the

Labour government’s defeat in 1979, party dissislenere reluctant to threaten the
stability of Tony Blair's new administration ovéiis issue.

The Blair government chose to hold referenda aoldéion in order to ensure the
reforms were not derailed by a lack of a cleartelet mandate. A referendum was held
in Scotland in September 1997, only four montherafie Blair government was elected,
on the assumption that Scotland was overwhelmisgpportive of devolution and would
provide strong popular backing. This proved to beoaect calculation: 74 per cent of
Scots voted in favour of the creation of ScottighliBment, and 64% voted ‘yes’ to a
subsidiary question, on whether the new Parlianstrauld have tax-raising powers.
Turnout, at just above 60%, compared relativelyl weth participation in legislative
elections. Scottish devolution could go ahead aithunquestionable electoral mandate.
The same could not be said of Wales. The Welsharfim took place soon afterwards,
in the hope that the Welsh electorate would be @emced by the Scottish example to
vote for devolution. In the event, only a bare m&joof Welsh voters (50.3 per cent)
voted in favour, and the project came within a liahdf votes of failing at the first
hurdle. Failure to win a favourable majority in trederendum would have made Welsh
devolution impossible, but Labour managed to phsbugh the reform despite this very
limited electoral backing.

Devolution to Scotland and Wales had many sintiés;j although the Scottish
case clearly involved a much greater degree ofrdeadezation (Bradbury and McGarvey
2003). Partly this was down to Scotland’s far geeantstitutional distinctiveness, and in
particular its separate legal tradition, which laeady required a significant proportion
of policy decisions to be made by the Scottishd@fftven under direct rule. Scotland also
exhibited much clearer popular demand for devolytisuggesting that a restrictive
reform would undermine Scottish voters’ attachmenthe Union. The Scotland Act of
1998 established a Scottish Parliament in Edinbemghposed of 129 members (known
as MSPs), which would elect a Scottish Executivdenra First Minister responsible for a
range of policy areas, including education, healtec housing, transport, culture,
agriculture and environment, and local governmehie Parliament, elected by
proportional representation, has full legislativ@mers and can pass laws on any issue
except those ‘reserved’ to Westminster, the mogtontant of which are constitutional
issues, foreign and defence policy, monetary asdafi policy, and social security.
Although the Scottish Executive, like the Scoti@3tiice before it, relies on the Treasury
in London to finance its activities, it does halie tight to vary the rate of income tax —
the main source of government finance in the UKy-3lpercentage points either up or
down. This means that a Scottish administrationiccancrease or reduce the budget
allocated by central government, allowing for a Brdagree of macroeconomic policy
influence. Notably, until 2007 none of the prindiggcottish parties had advocated
varying rates of income tax north of the border.

The Wales Act of 1998 established devolved goverminfier Wales, but with
more limited powers. The Welsh Assembly of 60 membgknown as ‘Assembly
Members’, or AMs), elected on similar principlesthe Scottish Parliament, was granted



only secondary legislative powers — the power &ftdso called ‘statutory instruments’-,

meaning that it could only develop the detailed langentation of legislation emanating

from the Westminster parliament, rather than makawg of its own. These secondary
powers related to similar areas to Scotland: magalycation, health, housing, economic
development, environment, culture and local trarspnlike Scotland, which had minor

tax raising powers, Wales was entirely dependenthencentral government in London

for its budget. This situation reflected Wales’ awistrative similarity to England and the

more limited scope for policy creativity of the &ssbly’s predecessor, the Welsh Office,
but also the Welsh electorate’s lack of enthusiémnadevolution. It also made the Welsh
administration far more dependent on Westminsiacesthe UK Parliament would be

able to restrict Welsh room for manoeuvre, if ished, by drafting more tightly worded

primary legislation.

Devolution made an immediate political impact iegh two territories, and less
directly, on the nature of the British politicalssgm more broadly. The first step towards
devolution was the election of representatives itoinsthe new institutions, and the
elections in Scotland and Wales in 1999 suggestethjar change in the workings of
British politics. First of all, the elections togilace under a form of proportional
representation, a departure from the majoritaritecteral rules which had governed
elections to the Westminster parliament and loaatharities throughout Britain’'s
democratic history. The system adopted for the l¥edo institutions in these two
countries was the Additional Member System, used tfee lower house of the Federal
Republic of Germany. In AM, voters elect a numbkrepresentatives in single-member
districts according to majoritarian rules, but atdwose a party list for their electoral
‘region’®, in which further ‘top-up’ representatives would blected using the d’Hondt
method. As in Germany, the proportional list vostedmines the ultimate shares of seats
in the devolved assemblies, so that parties wineilegtion through the single-member
district route have their votes won in each winnitigfrict subtracted from their score on
the list vote. The resulting allocation of seats baen relatively proportional, although
parties winning a very large number of single-mentistricts tend to be overrepresented
(because seats won in the constituency vote wilrdtained even if they exceed the
party’s proportionate share for the whole Assemlay)d the use of the d’Hondt method
for allocating list seats also tends to favour dargarties. In practice this has led to
Labour winning a disproportionately large sharesefits in the new institutions (see
Curtice 2003).

The use of proportional representation in Scotland Wales has had important
consequences. First of all, it has made it verftadilt for Labour — the dominant party in
both territories — to win sufficient support to gom alone. Although Labour had
regularly taken the lion’s share of parliamentaggts in the two countries, its vote share
had never amounted to more than 50% in Scotland,rarely exceeded that figure in
Wales. Even though the form of AMS adopted in thealved institutions over-rewarded
Labour, it was almost impossible for the party ¢thiave an absolute majority and govern
alone. Labour emerged as the largest party in &uwbtin both 1999 and 2003, but fell
short of a majority by a considerable margin. Inl&8alLabour came close to an absolute
majority in 1999, and achieved it by the narrowelsimargins in 2003. The resulting
experiences of coalition government and inter-padayliamentary cooperation, coupled
with initially frequent changes of executive leatep in the devolved assemblies,
marked a stark departure from the patterns of gowent stability observed in
Westminster over the post-war period. A second majplication of the adoption of PR
was that if Labour could not easily win majoritiesthe devolved institutions, it was
equally if not more unlikely that the Scottish orelsh nationalist parties could do so.



This was an important safeguard against the dewalsettlement being used to generate
pressures to dismantle the Union, since it wasett@icit policy of the SNP to hold a
referendum on Scottish independence if it were to sufficient seats in the Scottish
Parliament to push through such a measure. The uragovernment was therefore
prepared to sacrifice some political power at tewolved level in order to prevent
devolution from setting off centrifugal pressures.

From Centre to Periphery? Parties and Policies AfteDevolution

A decade after Labour’s devolution reforms werecésd one can begin to draw some
preliminary conclusions as to the new form of thaited Kingdom state. The
consequences of devolution have been both low-kelyfar-reaching at the same time.
On the one hand, the Labour party’s continued dantge in the Westminster parliament
and the devolved assemblies in Scotland and Walee minimized the potential for
conflict between different tiers of government, ahé London-based media’s lack of
interest in ‘peripheral territories’ has meant tmaost of the British population has
remained relatively ignorant about, and indifferénot devolution. On the other, the
creation of new political institutions at the subte level has radically changed the
constitutional arrangements of the United Kingdgmgbably irreversibly. In Northern
Ireland, the new devolved institutions at Stormioae remained suspended for much of
the decade since the Good Friday Agreement, aisdtiterefore difficult to discuss the
long-term constitutional and political impact ofvdéution. This section will therefore
focus on developments in Scotland and Wales, aed telationship to the political
system of the UK more widely, during the decaddenfolution.

One of the most significant implications of devaut has been the emergence of
multiparty government and ‘consensus politics’ asatablished part of British political
life (Jeffery 2006). In Scotland, Labour was fapshof a majority in the first devolved
elections in 1999, and therefore formed a coalitgovernment with the Liberal
Democrats. Cooperation between these two parties aadogical response to the
parliamentary arithmetic. Labour had 43% of thdigarentary seats, and could achieve a
majority only by cooperating with one of three st the Conservatives, who had
opposed the devolution reform, the Scottish Natistsa who wished to use it to create an
independent Scotland, and the Liberal Democrats) hdd long advocated devolution
and had already cooperated with Labour in Westminslver constitutional issues.
Labour/Liberal coalitions therefore governed Saadldhrough the first two terms of the
new Parliament. These coalitions worked quite éiffety, in large part because of the
programmatic similarity between the two partiesot8sh Labour was prepared to
contemplate distinctive Scottish policies demandgdthe Liberal Democrats because
these policies were mostly consistent with a celefiteprogramme: thus Scottish students
were exempted from the university tuition fees isgm on England by the Blair
government (the Scottish Parliament opted for anfaf graduate tax), and Scottish
pensioners were given the right to free persona @a England this is only available to
those with no assets). The Scottish Parliament @gi¢éed not to adopt controversial pro-
market reforms to the running of the National HeaBervice passed by the Blair
government at Westminster. However, the costs tmuaof the coalition became clearer
in the second term of the devolved Parliament, wienLiberal Democrats obtained a
major concession: the introduction of proportiomapresentation in Scottish local
government elections. This undermined Labour’s lseqower base in Scotland’s local
authorities, which majoritarian electoral rules hatlowed the party to dominate.



Coalitional politics in Scotland did not howevereate too many difficulties for the
Labour party in office at the UK level, partly besa there was little awareness in
England of the inconsistency between policies fedld by Labour at the devolved level
and at the UK level.

In Wales devolution initially appeared to provoke @lectoral earthquake, with
Plaid Cymru winning dramatically increased suppiortLabour’'s heartlands in the
industrial South in the 1999 elections, deprivingbbur of a majority in the new
Assembly. The 1999-2003 Assembly was notable fdyou&'s difficulties in managing
devolution, and for the emergence of a consensumgsh the main political forces that
the powers devolved by the 1998 Act were insuffitieThe Labour administration’s
precarious position in the Assembly — it won 28 ofi the 60 seats — encouraged
dissident Labour members to assert their indeperedeifter only a few months Blair's
choice as First Secretary in Wales — Alun Michaebs forced out of office and replaced
by Rhodri Morgan, an opponent of the Prime Minigdéan Biezen and Hopkin 2006).
Labour's leadership crisis was coupled with an aiplst coalitional strategy, with
attempts made to govern alone, before making dedls both the other main pro-
devolution parties: first the Liberal Democratsgrinthe Nationalist Plaid Cymru. As in
Scotland, Labour’s need to cooperate with othetigmhas led to policy distinctiveness,
with the Assembly refusing to implement the NHSorafs proposed for England by the
Blair government, and adopting the Scottish potitfree personal care for the elderly. In
particular, the deal with the Liberal Democrat®alsvolved major institutional change,
with an independent review of the Assembly’s powerthe Richard Commission. The
Commission reported in 2004, and advocated an sixterof the Assembly’s powers,
including the ability to levy additional taxes atite power to pass primary legislation
(Richard Commission 2004).

On one level, devolution has had relatively mieffects in terms of public policy.
Notwithstanding high-profile policy choices suchthe abolition of tuition fees, public
policy in Britain has remained relatively uniforin,large part because the centre-left, in
the form of the Labour party governing alone otresdominant party in a coalition, has
governed at both the UK and the devolved levelliPtdimance has remained in the hands
of the UK Treasury, in the hands of a Scottish Mitdén Brown, who wields significant
influence over the Scottish Labour party. Not sisipgly, the Scottish Parliament
deciding not to use its limited tax-raising powarsts first two terms. The most obvious
potential source of conflict between Westminstat e new devolved institutions — the
distribution of public resources — has been mitdaby devolution coinciding with a
period of economic growth and substantial increasegovernment spending. These
spending increases have been concentrated parfycute the education and health
sectors, the two main policy areas devolved to I&edtand Wales. The new devolved
institutions have therefore been able to preside en expansion of services, allowing
them to take political credit for decisions madseelhere. This situation leaves the UK
government in the potentially frustrating positioh providing funds out of UK tax
revenue to the two territories but having littlentol over how these funds are spent. The
possible costs of this strategy have already beadeas, with the comparative evidence
available suggesting that the Scottish and Welslittheervices have proved less efficient
in reducing patient waiting times than those in l|Bnd (McLean 2005: 355). However,
since 85% of the British population lives in EnglaiWestminster still retains control
over the health and education policy for the vaajomity of the national population.

Another reason devolution has not led to very \gsibstitutional conflicts is that
much of the tension emerging from the decentrajizeforms has been absorbed by the
Labour party itself (Laffin and Shaw 2087 he selection of party candidates for the new



elective institutions and party leaders in the de@ executives was a tense process
which destabilized the Labour party’s internaklitnder Tony Blair's leadership, the
Labour party became a very disciplined organizatiath a highly centralized decision-
making process (see Russell 2005). This organizaltimodel was consistent with the
highly centralized nature of the British state bef@997. With devolution, however, the
Labour party’s peripheral elites would be ableltro their own electoral legitimacy and
wield autonomous political power, threatening tlaetyis cohesion at the UK level. The
Labour leadership therefore intervened in the mea# elite recruitment before the first
devolved elections, seeking to block the selectibnandidates that they felt threatened
party cohesion, and attempted to avert the selectigparty leaders which deviated from
the Blairite line.

These attempts to bring the party’s activitieshe tlevolved institutions under
national control met mixed success (Van Biezen Hogkin 2006). For example, in
1999, Labour refused to select Dennis CanavamnagioWestminster MP, as a candidate
to the Scottish Parliament, but he stood as anpirgent and won election anyway,
defeating the official Labour candidate. This eméssment was the exception, however.
Labour’'s candidate selection process involved umers by the party’s General
Committee to create a shortlist from which partynmhers choose candidates by vote.
These procedures were exploited to exclude largebeus of candidates, which had the
effect of severely curtailing the choices availablg@arty members in the selection ballot.
In Scotland, out of a total of 534 party member®wapplied to be candidates, only 167
were able to enter the membership ballot (Shawl288-39).

Leadership issues were even more difficult for ltladour party to manage. In
Scotland, Labour was led by Donald Dewar, a Blayalist, who oversaw the
development of the devolution reform and becamst Riinister of the new Scottish
Executive in 1999. However, his sudden death in02@@ to a period of leadership
instability, with his successor lasting little larg before being forced out over a minor
party funding misdemeanour. Labour’s third Firstnidter, Jack McConnell, succeeded
in surviving through the 2003-7 parliament, suggesthat a new balance of power had
been finally achieved. In Wales, leadership isqlaged out even more dramatically. The
initial choice as candidate for First Minister wagn Davies, Secretary of State for Wales
in the government formed by Tony Blair in 1997, amk of the main architects of the
devolution reform of 1998. However Davies resigitesl same year because of a scandal
involving his personal life, opening up a periodimgtability similar to that experienced
in Scottish Labour. A Welsh Westminster MP, Rhailirgan was a popular choice
within the Welsh Labour party, but an unpopular doe the Labour leadership in
London, which instead imposed Alun Michael, a BlairMichael was blamed by many
in the Welsh Labour party for the failure to acl@ean outright majority in the 1999
elections, and in 2000 he was the subject of a wht@o confidence in the Welsh
Assembly, which forced his resignation. Morgan aepld him, and brought about a
change of strategy, promising ‘clear red waterwssin Welsh Labour and the UK
government in London. This strategy was electoralligcessful, and under Morgan
Labour performed better in the 2003 devolved ebestiLaffin, Shaw and Taylor 2007).

By the time of the second term of the new devolireditutions, these internal
party conflicts had settled. It may or may not héesn a conscious strategy, but the
Labour party’s UK leadership had managed to inteevstrongly at the beginning of the
devolution process in order to ensure some dedreerntral oversight, to then withdraw
once the new institutions began to function norynallfter the initial instability, the
Labour party became a more decentralized partyhiiclwScottish and Welsh elites were
permitted some freedom to develop policy in theolleed areas of responsibility. The



lack of media exposure in England for devolvedtmdihelped the Labour leadership in

London disengage and accept some degree of paficgnsistency as an integral

component of devolution, since it did not have obei electoral costs in England.

However, this situation was aided considerablyH®gyloose fiscal climate and the lack of
significant ideological divergence between statevadd sub-statewide elites. It is easy to
see how a change in government at the UK leveldcptdduce a very different scenario,

leading to conflict between different tiers of gaveent.

Conclusion: Asymmetric Federalism in the United Kigdom?

The political system at the UK level emerging frtdm devolution settlement is complex,
ambiguous and uncertain. Dealing with Scotland,e&and Northern Ireland as specific
guestions requiring specific institutional soluoproved a successful strategy in the
decade following the election of the Blair govermmeHowever devolution has also
opened up a number of thorny constitutional quastiwhich the Labour government has
been reluctant to address, preferring instead toage intergovernmental relations in an
ad hoc manner through the party organization.

The most obvious question left unresolved by tleotution reform is the
situation of England, which continues to be govdrm®re or less exactly as it was before
devolution. The main reason for this is the lackirdérest or enthusiasm for devolved
administration in England, documented by severatyef opinion surveys. Despite these
unpromising circumstances, Labour decided to prassad with plans to extend
decentralization to England for regions which espesl sufficient support for the idea in
a referendum. The reasoning for this was two-f6lidst, some form of regional tier of
government for England would make for a more teriadly balanced distribution of
political authority. Second, England, like the UK a whole, suffers from significant
regional disparities in economic performance, aglonal government could contribute
to promoting economic regeneration in poorer regi@omaney 2001).

The first region to attempt to found a regionaleaskly was the North East, an
area suffering from economic decline and geographdstance from the economic and
political dynamism of London. A campaign for regabrgovernment in the North East
dating back to 1992 suggested that there was semamt for decentralization, and the
government encouraged the holding of a referencheretin the hope that a positive
outcome would stimulate similar moves in other oagi However, the result of the
referendum was an unmitigated disaster for suppodidecentralization — a spectacular
78% of voters (on a 47.8% turnout) voted againstdreation of an assembly, a clear
rejection of regional government from the regiomsidered most likely to adopt it. The
failure of the English regions project left the UKith a very lopsided territorial
arrangement, with devolved government for just 1&%he population, whilst the most
populous and economically dynamic country, Englacohtinued to be governed by
‘direct rule’ from the UK state institutions based_ondon.

These arrangements do not appear problematic fnenpoint of view of citizen
satisfaction with the geographical closeness ofist@tmaking, since those UK
territories which have shown an interest in de@dztition have been provided with
decentralized political institutions. However, tewly asymmetric shape of the UK state
does create constitutional ambiguities which ary qust beginning to emerge. First of
all, there are questions about how much representtie different territories of the UK
should enjoy in the Westminster Parliament. Duridigcussions of the ill-fated
devolution proposals of the 1970s, the Labour M Talyell famously raised the issue



of the ‘West Lothian question’: that under devaduati English MPs in Westminster would
not be allowed to vote on issues concerning dedopadicy areas in Scotland and Wales,
but Scottish and Welsh MPs would be able to votepolicy for the very same areas
affecting Englantl This issue has been present in discussions @flutéon ever since the
‘Irish question’ emerged in the late W @entury. When the devolved government of
Northern Ireland was established in 1921, its Wasstar representation was reduced in
order to take account of its lack of legitimateenatst in much of the business of the
Westminster parliament, which was in large partceoned with the government of
England, Scotland and Wales. When Stormont wasshisal in 1974, Northern Ireland
received extra Westminster representation. Conlgrsgcotland and Wales, which
lacked institutions of self-government, were congaged for their perceived institutional
disadvantage with parliamentary seats in Westminstexcess of what their population
would have entitled them according to the existungs for drawing electoral boundaries
(this over-representation was remedied in the newnbaries adopted for the 2005
election).

The ‘West Lothian question’ is more than a questibrtonstitutional neatness.
Given the territorial imbalances in electoral supdor the different statewide British
parties, the purported advantage to MPs repregpategas with devolved government has
the potential to affect legislation in Westminstém. recent times the Parliamentary
Labour Party has been disproportionately compo$edm-English MPs, and in the 2005
election 80 of Labour’s 356 parliamentary seatseweon in Scotland and Wales. Indeed,
in 2005 the Conservatives narrowly beat Labouemns of the English vote share, and it
was only due to the distortions of the electoradtesyn that Labour was able to win a
majority of English seats. Labour's greater suppartScotland and Wales than in
England makes possible a scenario in which a Lagouernment in Westminster could
lack a majority amongst English MPs, meaning thatduld push through English
legislation on devolved policy areas with the hafiphe votes of Scottish and Welsh MPs
whose constituents would not be affected by thgislation (Judge 1999). Indeed, on one
controversial policy measure adopted by the Blairegnment - the introduction of higher
tuition fees for universities in England — a retosll of Labour MPs reduced the
government’s majority to such an extent that it ldobave been defeated had only
English MPs taken part (McLean 2005: 354). Thistethe Conservatives — albeit half-
heartedly — proposing a constitutional reform to b#Ps from the devolved territories
from voting on devolved issues in the Westminstati@ment.

However, this proposal poses significant problenisit® own. First of all,
excluding members from some votes would seem toemmidie the constitutional
principle of parliamentary sovereignty, whereby Westminster parliament in its entirety
is the legitimate source of political authority fitte United Kingdom state. Secondly,
defining ‘English’ and ‘non-English’ laws in pracé appears difficult, since many laws
would be likely to affect the whole of the UK staé least indirectly, and therefore
‘excluded’ MPs could protest that they were beiremidd the right to represent their
constituents. The extent to which devolution inesha sharing of power, rather than a
simple transfer of authority from one level to dret implies that a neat demarcation of
‘devolved’ and ‘Westminster’ issues would be difficto sustain. For example, although
the Welsh Assembly has powers in a broad rangeeafsancluding health, education and
agriculture, it has no primary legislative powetlmse areas, and has to work within the
framework of the laws produced by Westminster.hiese circumstances it is difficult to
justify Welsh MPs being denied the right to vote this legislation in the House of
Commons. Similarly, although the Scottish Parliatroes now have primary legislative
powers over a range of policy areas, its fiscabaoiny remains negligible. Budgetary



and fiscal issues, which are at the heart of thetWiaster Parliament’s activities, could
not conceivably be confined to English MPs aloneemwlthe powers of the devolved
administrations depend on Westminster's decisionthése areas. In practice therefore,
the constitutional untidiness of the West Lothiamesfion cannot be easily resolved
without risking a genuine constitutional crisis.

The discussion of the West Lothian question alest$o a rather less abstract and
immediate consequence of the devolution reforms:ititerconnectedness of decisions
made by political institutions at different leveis a system of multi-level government.
Already a number of examples of unexpected or urelbsconsequences of this
interconnectedness can be observed. For exam@édgdtfislation on university tuition
fees mentioned above ostensibly applied only toldy (the devolved Scottish and
Welsh institutions refused to adopt the increased), yet it had ramifications for the rest
of the UK, since the lower fees charged by Scottisd Welsh universities would be
likely to attract larger numbers of English studesgeking a cheaper university degree. In
2000, the Scottish Parliament voted to abolish ekisting tuition fees for Scottish
domiciled students, transforming them into a forirg@duate tax; the increased tuition
fees in the 2005 Westminster legislation were mbdpéed in Scotland. The Welsh
Assembly decided to apply the new English tuitieed regime to non-Welsh students
only, a policy decision which again would affecvils of students to universities in other
parts of the UK. This means that English studeatsstudy more cheaply in Scotland, but
not in Wales. As lain McLean points out (2005), t@nfusion surrounding university
financing after devolution was enhanced by the gkario funding for scientific research,
which unlike tuition, remains largely the respoiigib of the central government. Thus,
the financing of universities in the United Kingdam the responsibility of different
devolved and central institutions, whose decisimieract strongly, but which are not
bound to coordinate their policy agendas in anyeceht way.

These examples of the complexities of policy-makimgder devolution are
probably little more than a foretaste of the proidewhich are likely to arise when there
is a change of government at either the devolvatietJK level. The devolution reforms
discussed in this chapter were designed and impitadeby Tony Blair's Labour
government, and Labour’s continued electoral sicoe®JK-wide elections has allowed
the new institutions to consolidate in the contefkia sympathetic central government.
Moreover, Labour has either governed alone or bleemlominant party in the governing
coalition throughout the first two terms of the desed institutions in Scotland and
Wales. This means that policy conflicts and incstesicies can be ironed out through
internal party channels, and there are strong ineenfor the Labour party elites at the
various levels to contain inter-jurisdictional clicts. However it is very likely that at
some point there will be a change in the majorftthe House of Commons, and it is also
possible that Labour could lose control of one arenof the devolved administrations.
Possible scenarios include a Conservative majorithe Westminster Parliament facing
Labour-dominated devolved assemblies, a Labour mbgjon Westminster and a
nationalist presence in the devolved institutiams;- the most problematic scenario - a
Conservative majority in the Westminster Parliaméating nationalist dominated
coalitions at the devolved level (most probablySootland). In any of these possible
situations, the relationship between the devolvewegrs and the government of the
United Kingdom would be likely to prove far morense than was the case in the first
decade of devolution.

The possibility of antagonistic political partieowgrning at different levels
reveals the risks involved in the rather typicaiiBin approach of flexible incrementalism
adopted in the initial phase of devolution. Thekla€ any clear constitutional framework



for the politics of the United Kingdom allows gometents to adopt a pragmatic attitude,
‘muddling through’ in the face of decentralizingepsures. This constitutional flexibility
also implies a lack of clarity and consistency loé terms of the devolution settlement,
which can be exploited by political actors — bogimitalizers and decentralizers - seeking
to redefine the settlement. For example, the lagmsi establishing devolved institutions
insists that sovereignty ultimately remains withe tiCrown and the Westminster
Parliament, which is reflected in the Royal Asserihe signature of the Queen — being
required before Scottish legislation can be enadtkmivever, as Vernon Bogdanor has
pointed out (1999, 2003), this is a mere formalisas, it would be politically
extraordinarily difficult for the central institains of the British state to reverse any
legislation emanating from the Scottish Parliame@ertainly, devolution has
fundamentally undermined the concept of parliamgntaovereignty, since the
Westminster parliament could not legitimately disthathe devolved institutions if that
was not the expressed wish of the Scottish, WelshNorthern Irish populations
themselves.

In Bogdanor’s view, devolution does in fact implyshift in sovereignty to the
new devolved chambers, but there is no reliablétit®nal mechanism to ensure the
different sovereignties in the British politicalségm do not enter into conflict. But the
UK constitution, such that it exists, remains tbata unitary state, lacking the kind of
formal federal institutions that hold together othdecentralized states. So far,
arrangements to resolve disputes over the competeand powers of the devolved
institutions and the oversight of central governmieave relied on a Joint Ministerial
Committee established by the Blair government i88l9vhich includes ministers from
the central government and the devolved executiesiever, the procedures of the Joint
Ministerial Committee are not legally binding, arely on the goodwill present between
Labour ministers in London and members of the deablexecutives who are usually
Labour party politicians, or representatives of duats coalition partners. A robust
arrangement for bringing together more represemstof more antagonistic political
parties is lacking. Similarly, constitutional clécations about the reach of the devolved
institutions are the responsibility of the Judicdmmittee of the Privy Council, a body
lacking any democratic legitimacy, and lacking ttumstitutional weight of a formally
constituted supreme court (Bogdanor 1999: 293T%)e solution most commonly used to
achieve coordination in federal states — an elesgethnd chamber with the specific role
of representing different territories — is difficub apply in the British case, largely
because the vast majority of the British populatigas in just one territory, and has no
interest in further decentralization within thatrigry (Bogdanor 2003: 235-7).

More prosaically, a further ambiguity concerningvaleation in the UK is its
financial sustainability. Unlike in other Europeemuntries, where assertive regionalisms
and nationalisms have often emerged in the mostaunir dynamic territories (Bavaria,
Catalonia and the Basque Country, Lombardy), presr decentralization in the UK
has come from the economic periphery. The UK gawemt, through the operation of the
public sector and welfare state, transfers largasstrom the economic powerhouse of
London and the South-East to Wales, Scotland, Kamntlreland and the more peripheral
regions of England. This has important consequerfoesthe UK’'s future as a
decentralized state. On the one hand, it meanslémands for further fiscal autonomy in
the devolved territories remain rather muted, asy tare all net beneficiaries of the
redistributive spending of the state (particula®lgotland). On the other, it creates new
sources of tension in the relationship between gowent at the different levels, and
potentially, between the territories of the UK. Tp@wers devolved by the Westminster
Parliament include some of the biggest items ofipuxpenditure, such as the health and



education services, transport and the environntémizever the new devolved institutions
have relatively little control over the sums avhiéato spend in these areas, which are
allocated by the UK government in London accordmghe so-called ‘Barnett formula’,
which is calculated on the basis of the generadl&euf expenditure in the UK as a whole.
In the first decade of devolution, the Labour goweent in London presided over a rapid
expansion in public spending, particularly targetedievolved areas such as education
and health. This provided the new devolved insting with the opportunity to develop
differentiated policies in a context of a growinig,pallowing them to increase spending
in some areas without having to reduce spendirghers. The largesse made available
by the UK Treasury financed distinctive policiessas the limiting of university tuition
fees, extensions of free medication, and free patstare for the elderly in the devolved
territories. However it is likely that a future ammstration at the UK level will at some
stage wish to rein in spending, reducing the resmiravailable to the devolved
authorities. This would make budgetary conflictvitable, laying bare the lack of settled
institutional arrangements for combining decergeadi policy-making with a centralized
system of public finance. More broadly, a periodfioincial constraint at the centre
would make clearer to voters both in the devolveditbries and in England that
devolution is not costless. Popular spending pedieidopted by the new institutions have
to be financed, and their financing has distribeitensequences, which have been largely
masked in the first decade of devolution by a beregonomic and budgetary climate,
and the ability of Labour-led administrations athbtevels to keep the financial issue
under the surface.

Notes

! Here | use ‘Britain’ and ‘United Kingdom’ interchgeably, there are subtle differences betweenthe t
names, since geographically Northern Ireland i plathe latter but not the former.

2 In 1536 Wales was formally incorporated into Engldy an Act of the Westminster parliament, altioug
there had beende facto union between them since the English conquestalegvin 1254.

% As in the case of Wales, Ireland had long beejestdx to British domination, and the Act of Union
represented to a large extent a confirmation af ¢iisting state of affairs.

* House of Commons debate, 28 October 1946; cit@&bguanor (1999: 152).

® Non-statewide parties are those that are not prélssughout the whole territory of the statealstrict
sense, all UK parties are ‘non-statewide’, as tbagervative, Liberal Democrats and Labour parteesat
generally compete for election in Northern IrelaHdwever, here | regard these three parties as
‘statewide’, and parties competing only in one Wgkritory as ‘non-statewide’.

® Scotland is thus divided into eight electoral oegi, and Wales four.

’ For an analysis of how the major British partidapted to devolution, see Hopkin and Bradbury (2006

8 Dalyell contrasted the diverse powers of Membéith® House of Commons representing West Lothian
(a Scaottish constituency) and West Bromwich (anliShgne).
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Table 1

Vote and Seat Shares of Main Statewide and Non-S&tide Parties, Parliamentary
Elections, 1950-2005

1950 1951 1955 1959 1964 1966 1970 1974a

%V %S %W %S %V %S %W %S %W %S %V %S %V %S %V %S

CONS 42.2 46.1 47.0 49.9 48.0 53.2 47.8 56.1 41.8 46.3 40.5 38.4 449 51.1 379 46.8
LAB 46.1 50.4 48.8 47.2 46.2 44.0 43.7 41.0 43.8 50.3 47.9 57.6 43.0 458 37.2 47.4
LIB 91 14 26 10 27 10 59 10 1124 6 19 75 10 19.32.2
Uu* 1.2 16 10 14 17 16 16 18 15 19 14 18 153 10 14
DU** 01 02 01 0.2
OTHUT 0.2 05
SDLP 05 0.2
Sp*e 05 03 04 05 07 03 02 01 04 00 03 02 065 01 00
SNP 61 00 01 0O 01 0O 01 00 02 00O 05 00 102 20 112
PC 01 00 01 00 02 00 03 00 02 00 02 00 o080 06 03
TOTSW 98.1 98.1 98.4 98.1 97.3 98.1 97.8 98.1 97.7 98.1 97.6 98.0 96.1 97.8 96.5 96.3
TOTNSW 1.90 190 160 190 270 190 220 190 2.3m00 240 2.00 3.90 2.20 3.50 3.70
1974b 1979 1983 1987 1992 1997 2001 2005

%V %S %V %S % %S %V %S %W %S %Y %S %V %S %V %S

CONS 35.8 43.7 439 534 424 61.1 422 579 419 516 30.7 25.0 31.7 252 324 30.7
LAB 39.3 50.2 369 424 276 322 30.8 352 344 416 432 63.6 408 625 352 55.0
LBt 183 21 138 17 256 35 224 34 179 31 168 7.0 183 79 220 96
Uu* 14 16 08 08 09 17 09 14 08 14 08 15 08 09 05 0.2
DU 02 02 02 05 05 05 03 05 03 05 03 03 07 08 09 14
OTHUt 03 05 01 02 01 02 01 02 01 02 01 02 01 00 0.0 00
SDLP 05 02 04 02 05 02 05 05 06 06 06 05 06 05 05 05
Sp+* 02 02 01 02 03 02 03 02 02 02 04 03 07 06 06 08
SNP 29 17 16 03 11 03 13 05 19 05 20 09 18 0S8 15 0.9
PC 06 05 04 03 04 03 04 05 05 06 05 06 07 06 06 05
TOTSW 939 951 964 975 96.2 96.6 96.2 96.2 95.6 96.0 953 95.7 94.6 958 954 957
TOTNSW 6.10 490 3.60 2.50 3.80 3.40 3.80 3.80 4.40 4.00 4.70 4.30 5.40 4.20 4.60 4.30

TOTSW: Total Statewide Parties TOTNSW: Total Nétatewide Parties

* Before 1964, in Conservative parliamentary grdapl974, Un UU Council. In 1983 Official Unionist.

** |n 1970, Protestant Unionist. ***Before 198@arious Irish republican candidates.

11983, 1987 SDP/Liberal Alliance. From 1992 on,drdd Democrats.

$1970 and 1974 Vanguard Unionist Progressive PaAy9, United Ulster Unionist, 1983-1992 Ulster
Popular Unionist, 1997 UK Unionist



Figure 1
Conservative Vote Share (%) in UK Territories 19502005
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Figure 2
Labour Vote Share (%) in UK Territories 1950-2005
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