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Parties are said to perform a number of functions both at the societal level and at the
governmental level (Merton 1957; Kirchheimer 1966: 188-9; Scarrow 1998). Gunther and
Diamond (2001: 7-8) make a list of seven functions that political parties perform in
democratic polities. First of all, parties provide candidates for election and participating in
government. Parties have a recruitment function through the selection and fielding of
candidates for election. Parties also perform a crucial function in the governance of
democratic polities by forming and sustaining government. Through their activities in
parliament, parties have the ability to influence the formation of government, either directly
through government participation alone or in coalition or by supporting a minority
government without direct participation in government. Other key functions include social
representation, interest aggregation, conveying them to the centre (expressive function) and
providing a link between the governed and government (linkage) (Chambers 1966: 89-90).
These functions contribute to the integration of citizens into the political system and
contribute to the homogenisation of political preferences. Jackman (1972: 512) defines
‘national integration as having occurred when citizens' geographical or spatial location in
the society does not help to predict their political attitudes and behavior’. These functions
are closely related, as expression, interest aggregation, social representation and integration
all contribute to the exercise of this function of integration of citizen into a national polity.

In a multi-level and multinational context, linkage and integration across regional
units become difficult, as parties not only have to address functional issues but also
territorial issues. The combination of functional and regional cleavages makes the task of
integrating the territory more difficult, not only for governments but also for political
parties. The capacity of a federal country, in particular of a multinational federal country, to
overcome the differences between its regional units rests in part on the manner in which
the political and institutional system allows different regional interests to be represented in
central decision-making processes.

The interests of regional units may be taken into account at the central level through
three different mechanisms: an institutional system that allows regional governments to
participate in central decision-making (via intergovernmental relations or a second chamber
of territorial representation); a party system that includes parties that represent the interests
of all the territories at the central level, either through statewide parties or through non-
statewide regionalist parties; and finally statewide political parties, which are present
throughout the country and may consequently include representatives of their regional
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branches and integrate the country’s territorial and multinational dimension into their
organisation.

Britain presents us with a case of a multinational, multi-level country with both
statewide and non-statewide parties. On the one hand, statewide political parties (Labour,
the Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats) present candidates throughout the whole
country for statewide and regional elections.” On the other, non-statewide parties demand
more autonomy or the independence of Scotland and Wales. These parties have very
different interests when it comes to territorial integration within the Union. Britain is also a
case where few mechanisms allow regional governments or representatives to influence
central decision making. This means that most of the burden of territorial integration rests
on the party system and the political parties.

This article focuses on the way in which the British party system and its statewide
parties manage to accommodate the different territorial interests of the Union. The first
part addresses the issues of territorial integration and linkage by political parties. The
characteristics of the British party system and the differences between the nations are
presented in a second part, and a third part addresses the issue of the role of statewide
political parties as integrative organisations in post-devolution Britain. Finally, the article
looks at the possible evolution of the system and potential problems ahead for the Union
and for statewide parties. It shows that in this context, stronger, more efficient institutional
mechanisms may be necessary to manage devolved Britain and efficiently include regional
interests in central decision making.

Political parties and territorial integration: representation and linkage in multi-level
systems

As is well known, political parties have played a crucial role in the formation of statewide
polities. In the process of mobilising the electorate, parties have contributed to the
integration of local communities into national political systems, breaking local resistance,
developing statewide organisations and mobilising the electorate along functional rather
than territorial cleavages (Lipset and Rokkan 1967). In most polities, parties have
developed their organisation nationally, reaching more or less every corner of the national
territory. For Rokkan and Urwin (1982: 4), this ability to mobilise nationally has been key
to their success: ‘political parties have been highly successful in mobilizing support cross-
regionally: for most parties in most countries, failure to compete successfully in one region
has usually reflected a similar inability over the whole state’.

As statewide organisations, parties can become agents of national integration ‘if they
serve as genuine brokers between disparate regional or social interests’ (Daalder 1960).
Integrated parties, that is, parties that compete in both statewide and sub-state elections,
can have a stabilising impact on federalism and encourage centripetal forces (Filippov et al.
2004). This may however be quite difficult in a context of heterogeneity based on territorial
and social divisions. In multinational states, there may be more variations between the
party systems and voting patterns of sub-state electorates. These differences may not only
be based on economic disparities as in culturally homogeneous societies, but also on
differences in historical experiences, cultural traditions and languages. This means that
statewide parties may find it more difficult to be present across the whole territory but also
that they may not enjoy the same level of support across all constituencies and regions.
Different levels of support across regions may also be due to the presence of different
parties in specific regions, for instance non-statewide parties such as regionalist or
autonomist parties (de Winter et al. 2000).

2 This article focuses only on Great Britain, excluding Northern Ireland, which has a party system that differs
from that of the rest of the country.



The form of federalism is also likely to affect the sort of vertical linkages within
statewide parties (Hopkin 2003; Tholakson 2009). While an integrated (or co-operative)
multi-level system will encourage the development of linkages between party levels and the
integration of regional leaders or representatives into central party organs, dual federalism
is expected to lead to looser ties between the levels (Chandler and Chandler 1987; Scharpf
1995: 32; Deschouwer 2003).

In the UK, territorial integration through the representation of sub-state interests at
the centre is confronted with two main problems: the asymmetry of devolution and of the
distribution of population and the limited influence of the Celtic nations in central decision
making. The demographic asymmetry between England, which represents 84 percent of
the population, and Scotland and Wales (8 and 5 percent respectively) means that English
debates tend to dominate political debates, making it difficult for Scotland and Wales to
make their voice heard at the centre.” Erk and Anderson (2009: 197) argue that the number
and size of sub-units play an important role in limiting or intensifying tensions between the
sub-state units. They observe that ‘federalism tends to be more stable with multiple
constitutional units rather than with two or three large units or a single dominant one’ (Erk
and Anderson 2009: 197). The UK clearly is a country with a strongly dominant sub-state
unit, which tends to exacerbate secessionist demands and create an ‘us versus them’
mentality in the smaller units.

In addition, since England has not been part of the movement of state reform and
the project of establishing English regional assemblies was abandoned after the failure of
the 2004 referendum to create an elected regional assembly in the North East, Westminster
has acted as both parliament of the Union and parliament of England. The so-called West
Lothian Question, which states the difficulty for a non-devolved England to accept that
Scottish and Welsh MPs may vote on English-only legislation, has become more acute in
recent years. The reduction of the number of Scottish MPs from 72 to 59 did not solve this
problem, however, and the West Lothian Question cannot easily be solved in a context of
asymmetrical devolution.

Finally, mechanisms of representation of the sub-state units in central decision
making are very limited in the UK. The second chamber, the House of Lords, does not
include representatives of the Scottish and Welsh governments or devolved chambers. The
Wakeham report on the reform of the House of Lords (2000) recommended to introduce
territorial representation as a criteria for selection of part of the new House, but this model
was abandoned and all debates on the composition of a reformed House of Lords have
since focused on the issue of the share of elected members as opposed to appointed
members and have brushed the issue of territorial representation aside. In addition, the
mechanisms of executive federalism are quite limited and have often taken the form of
informal meetings, in particular when ILabour governed at all levels. Finally, the
mechanisms of judicial review of legislation are also limited (Trench 2005: 195-97; Horgan
2003; Dorey 2005: 281-82).

The factors place most of the burden of territorial integration and interest
representation on the shoulders of the party system. The rest of this paper will look at the
way British statewide parties perform this integrative function after ten years of devolution.
The next section looks at the linkage in the party system: the congruence of the statewide
and devolved party systems and the differences between in election results of statewide and
devolved elections (Thorlakson 2006: 47-48).

3 ONS data http://www.statistics.gov.uk/cci/nugget.asp?id=6




The British party systems

A statewide party system dominated by two main parties

Table 1 below illustrates the territorial coverage of political parties in the House of
Commons. Out of 11 parties in 2005 and 10 parties in 2010, only three are statewide in the
sense that they present candidates across Britain: the Labour party, the Conservative party
and the Liberal Democrats. However, the Conservative parliamentary group is very much
dominated by MPs from England than the Labour and Lib Dem groups. The Green party
covers England and Wales but still fails to present candidates in all constituencies; a sister
party competes in Scotland. The table also shows that the party system of Northern Ireland
is completely different from that of the rest of the country, with Ulster-only parties. The
Conservative party entered an electoral alliance with the Ulster Unionists for the 2010
general election, presenting 17 candidates under the banner ‘Ulster Conservatives and
Unionists — New Force’, which failed to win a single seat, whereas the UUP held one seat
after the 2005 election.

TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

Statewide parties dominate the Parliament and used to form government alone until
the 2010 election. The Scottish National Party and Plaid Cymru only present candidates in
Scotland and Wales respectively and only manage to win a limited number of seats. Since
1945, few governing parties have needed the support of a small party. The 2010 election
gave the UK its first coalition government since Second World War. Before that, the Major
government briefly depended on the support of Unionist party when it was tearing itself
apart over BEurope in 1996. This period of the Major government and the minority
government of February to October 1974 were however exceptions and post-war
government were always been formed by a single party benefiting from a majority of seats
in Parliament. The Conservative-Liberal Democrats coalition formed after the 2010
election is therefore a clear break from habits in British politics.

Table 2 below shows that the combined share of the vote of the two main statewide
parties (Labour and the Liberal Democrats) has decreased across the country to reach
below two thirds of the vote. There is some level of divergence between the aggregate vote
of statewide parties across Britain and their aggregate vote in Scotland and Wales. In the
last general elections the two main statewide parties attracted only 59 per cent of the vote
in Scotland and the governing coalition represents 59 percent of the vote across the UK,
but only 35.6 in Scotland and 46.2 in Wales. This decline of the vote for statewide parties in
Scotland is mainly a consequence of the decline of the Conservative party since 1955 and
the growth of SNP support since the 1970s. The difference between statewide and Welsh
aggregate vote for the statewide parties is less important, mainly because of the continued
dominance of Labour in statewide elections, which means that Labour and the
Conservative still receive over 60 per cent of all votes and the three statewide parties
represent more than 80 percent of the votes in Wales (against 77 percent in Scotland).

TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

The evolution of the Lee index in both nations reflects this trend (Table 2). The Lee
index reflects the difference between statewide and regional vote (Hearl et al. 1996: 169). In
Scotland, it was particularly low in 1945, started to increase at the start of the 1970s,
reflecting the decline of the Tories and the emergence of the SNP as a third party in the
nation. By the second 1974 election, it had reached a value of 20. Since then, it has only
once gone below 20 (in 1983). In Wales, on the other hand, the traditional weakness of the
Conservative party means that the Lee index was already quite high in 1945 and has



increased only moderately since; it has only exceeded the value of 20 between 1983 and
2001.

In a purely arithmetical way, Scotland and Wales only constitute a small share of the
total number of seats in Parliament. Even if Scottish and Welsh MPs voted as a block in
the House of Commons, ignoring the strong party discipline enforced by the parliamentary
groups, they would still represent less than a sixth of the Chamber. Historically, Scotland
and Wales have been overrepresented in Parliament, with fewer voters per constituency
than in England. Since the 2005 election, the number of Scottish MPs was reduced from 72
to 59 to put an end to overrepresentation in Scotland after devolution. Wales remains
overrepresented but nevertheless elects a mere 40 MPs.

TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

Moreover, the electoral weight of non-statewide parties in Scotland and Wales means
that they are condemned to being small parties in Westminster (See Table 3). Their only
hope of influencing UK politics is in the case of a hung parliament. Indeed, in the run up
to the 2010 British election, Plaid Cymru and the Scottish National Party both claimed that
a hung parliament would be the ideal outcome of the election, creating the conditions to
gain access to more resources and increase their influence at the centre. It turned out not to
be the case, as the Conservative made a coalition deal with the Liberal Democrats. The
alternative, a coalition of Labour and the Lib Dems supported by the nationalist parties
would still have been short of a majority of the seats in the House of Commons. Non-
statewide parties are therefore condemned to remain a minority in the House of Commons
as well as in the Scottish contingent in Westminster, and the statewide parties dominate
representation at the centre.

The rise of non-statewide parties in Scottish and Welsh elections

As Table 4 illustrates, the situation is different in the National Assembly for Wales (NAW)
and in the Scottish Parliament. Elections to the NAW and the Scottish Parliament have
produced different political results, due in part to the electoral system but also to different
patterns of voting.

The electoral system used in Scottish and Welsh elections (a mixed system, the
additional member system) is more proportional than the plurality system used for
Westminster elections and has only provided a party with a majority once, in the second
Welsh election. The Labour party has remained the main party in all elections except the
2007 Scottish election. However, the more proportional electoral system means that it is
more difficult for one party to gain the majority of the seats, and coalition governments
have become regular features of devolved politics. Indeed there has been only one election
when a single party was able to form a majority government. It was Labour in Wales after
the 2003 election. The electoral system has allowed the Conservative party to maintain a
political presence in Scotland and Wales after they lost all their MPs in the Celtic nations in
1997, and the Liberal Democrats managed to enter coalitions with the Labour party.

Non-statewide parties have also benefited from devolution. The first Scottish
Parliament was remarkable by the number of parties it represented and by the fact that the
SNP was the country’s second political force with a level of representation to match its
electoral strength. In Wales, Plaid Cymru also became the country’s second party. After the
2007 election, the two autonomist parties gained access to power for the first time. Plaid
Cymru, which had narrowly ceded its position as Wales’s second party to the
Conservatives, and Labour formed a coalition in Wales, while the SNP formed a minority
government. This means that there are now more diverse governments across the UK than



at any time since the start of devolution: the Liberal Democrats and the Conservative party
in Westminster, the SNP in Scotland, and Labour and Plaid Cymru in Wales.

TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE

The increasingly divergent outcomes of elections at each level in terms of votes, seat
allocation and government formation and the fact that territorial interests have little chance
of being integrated at the central level through the representation of non-statewide
autonomist parties in Westminster highlight the importance of statewide parties as essential
elements of territorial linkage in the UK and their role as integrative instruments through
internal mechanisms and the construction of a collective political identity. The next section
compares the way British statewide parties have addressed the issue of territorial reform in
terms of party policy but also organisationally.

Statewide parties and devolution: positions and territorial organisation

Statewide parties and the issue of devolution

The Labour party implemented devolution after its return to power in 1997, but there are
still some elements in its parliamentary group, including from Scotland and Wales, that
opposed the creation of the Scottish Parliament and the National Assembly for Wales and
would resist further attempts to devolve power. However, in Scotland and Wales, the
devolved parliamentary groups have supported further devolution in the Calman
commission on Scottish devolution and in the Richards commission

The Liberal Democrats, like their Liberal predecessor, are in favour of a federal
Britain and would support improvements to the current institutional settlement, including a
reform of the Welsh Assembly that would give it powers of primary legislation and a
reform of the financing of the devolved institutions that would gain more fiscal and
financial autonomy. They participated in the Scottish convention, supported devolution
and now support the implementation of two reports on changes to the devolution
settlement in Wales (Richards commission) and in Scotland (Calman commission).
Labour’s reception of these reports has been more lukewarm, leading to delays in the
implementation of the first and discussions over the schedule for reform in Scotland.

The dominance of England in the Conservative party (which lost all representation in
Wales in 1997 and regained three MPs in 2005, also lost all its Scottish MPs in 1997 and
only regained one seat in 2001) has been visible in the party’s discourse on the Union. After
it opposed devolution and campaigned against it in 1997, the Conservatives changed their
position after the referendums. Though it officially accepted devolution, the party remained
divided on the topic. On the one hand, in particular under the Hague, Duncan Smith and
Howard leaderships (1997-2005), a number of MPs regularly questioned devolution,
arguing that the Scottish Parliament and the Welsh Assembly should be dissolved. Such
remarks never failed to contribute to tensions with the Scottish and Welsh Conservatives,
who embraced devolution rather more quickly. In addition, a section of the party also
campaigned in favour of introducing a system that would allow English MPs to vote on
those bills that only affect England. Called ‘English votes for English laws’, this change
would prevent Scottish and Welsh MPs from voting on matters that were devolved to
Scotland and Wales (Lynch 2000: 65-6). Behind these claims could often be felt a certain
level of resentment against Scotland and Wales, which only strengthened the English image
of the party. On the other hand, most Scottish and Welsh Conservatives have now become
defenders of devolution and are in favour of reforming the system to increase the powers
and fiscal autonomy of the devolved institutions.

Current leader David Cameron has tried to work towards redressing the party’s
English, anti-devolution image, supporting both ‘English votes for English laws’ and



improvements to devolution, including changes to the Barnett formula, which manages the
distribution of resources across the UK. The Scottish Conservatives supported the report
of the Calman commission on devolution and want a reform of the Barnett formula that
would give the Scottish Parliament more financial and fiscal autonomy. Plans for reform of
the Barnett formula are not particularly advanced and they will not be easy to implement.
In Wales, the party became an enthusiastic supporter of devolution and recently voted in
favour of holding a referendum on increasing the powers of the National Assembly. In
both nations, the Conservatives have embraced devolution. In Scotland, they have become
a key partner of the SNP minority government, and Welsh Conservatives considered the
possibility of forming an anti-Labour coalition with the Liberals and Plaid Cymru after the
2007 election. Cameron, in his campaign to rebuild his party’s image and win the 2010
elections, has tried to moderate the Conservatives’ positions on devolution, arguing that he
would defend the Union but also support necessary institutional changes. This strategy
means that the party has tried to recognise the need to adapt to the devolved context, while
maintaining a UK-wide appeal with a strong English focus.

The new Lib-Con governing coalition has agreed to implement the report of the
Calman commission, which may give Scotland more tax-raising powers, to organise a
referendum on the devolution of further powers, including primary legislation, to the
National Assembly for Wales, and to review the role of Scottish MPs in Parliament when
England-only legislation is debated. This shows that the coalition has adopted most the
policies of the Liberal Democrats on devolution and added the Conservatives’ concerns
about the West Lothian Question. This means that the three parties are now supporters of
devolution.

The territorial organisation of the statewide parties

Even before devolution, the statewide parties already had some form of organisation in
Scotland and Wales, often varying in organisational strength and autonomy. All the parties
had more or less developed Scottish and Welsh branches with national conferences and
produced specific election programmes for Scotland and Wales, adapting the UK
programme to each nation. The Liberal Democrats adopted the federal organisation of the
former Liberal party, with English, Scottish and Welsh structures (Curtice 1988: 114). All
the branches already had some level of activity, but the Scottish and Welsh branches were
finally able to really use their powers with devolution. The regional branches of the Labour
party were little more than administrative arms of the central party, even though the
Scottish and Welsh Labour parties also organised annual conferences like the statewide
party. The Scottish Conservatives had a special status within the party because it was an
independent party until 1965. After joining the UK Conservatives, they retained the right
to select their candidates for Westminster elections and a special conference. The Welsh
structure, on the other hand, was rather weakly organised, with local organisations weakly
co-ordinated at the Welsh level.

With devolution, the statewide parties have mostly focused on issues of leadership
and candidate selection. For all the parties, like all parties in multi-level systems, the issue of
the degree of autonomy of their regional branches compatible with the parties’ overall
cohesion has been a major issue. The governing Labour party has been more challenged by
this issue than the Liberal Democrats and the Conservative party (Bradbury 2006; Fabre
2008). In contrast, the issue of the integration of the regional branches in the central organs
of the parties has remained rather left out.

The three statewide parties all have a single integrated membership structure. The
regional branches do not have differentiated structures for their members and party
members join at the constituency level on behalf of the central party. It is impossible to
join at the regional level or to be the member of the Scottish or Welsh party without being



part of the UK party, as is possible in Canada (Dyck 1996). The links between central
parties and regional branches remain close, in particular in election campaigns, when
regional branches assist the central party’s campaign for regional elections and the central
party can support their Scottish and Welsh parties for Scottish and Welsh elections. In
contrast, political career paths are quite distinct, with relatively little movement between
Westminster and the devolved institutions, except on the occasion of the first devolved
elections, when 15 to 20 per cent of the new MSPs and AMs had a previous parliamentary
experience (Stolz 2002 and 2008).

The Liberal Democrats provide for a larger presence of regional representatives in
their central organs than Labour and the Conservatives. Their Scottish and Welsh branches
have each a representative in the federal executive (Federal Executive Committee), in the
committee that elaborates party policy, in the candidate selection committee, etc. the
tederal party however remains mostly interested in English affairs because England remains
governed by Westminster and because the Scottish and Welsh branches have a high level
of decisional autonomy. At the same time, while devolution has become more
institutionalised and people started to measure the importance of Scottish and Welsh
governments, the Scottish and Welsh party branches focus more on their own area and are
less interested in what the central party does. This shift in focus can also be observed at the
grassroots and local levels; it has been noticed that fewer delegates from Scotland and
Wales attended the annual conference of the UK party.

This tendency of Scottish and Welsh delegates to desert the UK conference, which
can often be held quite far from both nations, has also been observed in the other two
statewide parties, even though the Conservative party’s changing fortunes at the statewide
level have led to an increased number of Scottish delegates in the last couple of years. The
Scottish and Welsh Conservatives have one representative each in the party’s main
executive organ, the Board, while the Scottish and Welsh branches of the Labour party are
not represented on the National Executive Committee (NEC). The Scottish and Welsh
Labour parties are not involved in the selection of candidates for Westminster elections,
nor do they play a specific role in the elaboration of party policy. This means that the
integration of the Scottish and Welsh Labour parties in the party’s central organs is very
limited. Not only has the number of Scottish and Welsh delegates in the UK conference
diminished, but the role and importance of the conference have also decreased, as the party
became more centralised and gave its leadership more autonomy to decide party policy
(Seyd 2001).

The interests of Scotland and Wales were always well represented in the Labour’s
parliamentary group thanks to a large number of Scottish and Welsh MPs, but the share of
English MPs has increased significantly since the 1990s (Table 5). In the 2005, English MPs
represented over 80 per cent of the PLP, a share that decrease to 74 percent in the 2010
election. At the same time, it is possible to wonder whether Scottish and Welsh MPs are
good relays of the positions of the Scottish and Welsh Labour parties and their devolved
parliamentary groups, since they owe their positions to the UK party. They are selected by
their constituency parties from shortlists established by the UK party and their chances of
being promoted are in the hands of the UK leadership. In addition, as fewer Scottish and
Welsh issues are debated in Westminster because of devolution, their role as a relay of
Scottish and Welsh interests at the centre has become more difficult.

TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE

New Labour’s strategy was clearly designed to regain ground in the English heartland.
This strategy however also carried the risk of appearing as the abandonment the policies of
accommodation of the economic interests of its core regions: the North of England,



Scotland and Wales. The Scottish and, to a larger extent, Welsh parties have sometimes
tried to present an image that was still in touch with the more traditional positions of the
Labour party. This sometimes led to tensions between the levels, which the central party
has tried to minimise in particular through the selection of ‘friendly’ party leaders and
candidates (see Bradbury 2009 for candidate selection; Fabre 2008). For instance, the
Labour Scottish and British governments have disagreed on foundation hospitals (the then
Labour Scottish government refused to implement this reform that went through in
England and Wales), nuclear energy (which remains a reserved competence of the British
government) and immigration (Scotland is more eager to receive immigrants than the UK
government). The Welsh Labour party also displeased the central party when Rhodri
Morgan, who was chosen as party leader against Blair’s preferred candidate, declared that
there were ‘clear red waters’ between Wales and England, indicating that the Welsh party
had a more left-wing agenda than the London-based party. Frictions appeared Again in
2006 between the two parties when the UK government decided to implement only one
part of the recommendations of the Richards Commission on the reform of Welsh
devolution and the extension of the competences of the National Assembly for Wales.

The situation of the Conservative party is rather special. It still presents itself as a
unionist party, but its representation is predominantly English (see Table 5). In many ways,
Biffen’s warning made in 1974 has become true:

"Today the Conservative party no longer receives the support of MPs
from Northern Ireland, its representation in Scotland is lower than at
any time in this century and in England it has barely a Westminster toe-
hold in the large industrial cities. There is a real danger that the Tories
will become the middle class party of the English shires' (in Gamble
1994: 92).

This bias in favour of England and the Conservatives’ decline outside of the southern and
central part of England increased in the last twenty years, until the party dramatically lost all
representation from Scotland and Wales in the 1997 election. In the following general
elections, it failed to gain a single seat in Wales and won one in Scotland. It now counts
only one Scottish MP and three Welsh MPs. Since 1974, over 90 per cent of all
Conservative MPs come from England, whereas English constituencies only represent 80
per cent of all constituencies.

Paradoxically, devolution, which it opposed, allowed the Conservative party to remain
visible in Scotland and Wales. However, devolution has also sometimes led to some
problems. Indeed, after the 2007 devolved elections, some posed the question about the
relationship between the Scottish Tories and the rest of the party. At the central level, it
appeared that some people thought that separating from the Scottish party would allow
that party to develop a more English focus and attack Gordon Brown on his Scottish
origins and the fact that a Scot can decide for England on issues over which English MPs
have lost the power to affect Scotland (Barnes 2007). In Scotland, a break from the rest of
the party was seen as a way to develop a more distinctly Scottish identity away from the
Conservatives’ image as anti-tax English party (Peev and MacMahon 2007). However, both
UK and Scottish leaderships came out strongly against the idea, but these rumours reflect
the issues that have confronted the Conservative party since 1999.

The Conservative party as it is now is more a party with a wants to be statewide, as it
maintains a structure and presents candidates throughout Britain, than a party with a truly
statewide representation, and its vote is far from homogeneously spread around the
country. In the 2010 election, the Conservatives failed to increase their number of Scottish
and Welsh MPs (one and three respectively). The advantage of an alliance with the Liberal
Democrats is that they give the government a larger representation in the Celtic nations:



three Welsh MPs and 11 Scottish MPs, thereby increasing the legitimacy of the UK
government across the country.

Conclusion

Overall, territorial integration is maintained through the presence of statewide parties that
contribute to creating a statewide political debate, but formal mechanisms of territorial
integration are relatively weak. As mentioned in the introduction, the institutional system
allows only limited intergovernmental relations between the different executives, while the
demographic imbalance between England on the one hand and Scotland and Wales on the
other means that the representation of the Celtic nations at Westminster is too small to
carry any real significant weight, except maybe in the occurrence of a hung parliament. The
limited number of Scottish and Welsh MPs also means that non-statewide parties can only
gain a few seats in parliament and are unlikely to have a major impact on statewide decision
making. This is made even more difficult by the electoral system for general elections,
which facilitates the formation of one-party majorities.

The two main statewide parties have paid little attention to the issue of internal
territorial representation. The problem of the Labour and Conservative parties is that they
find it more difficult to conciliate English and peripheral interests now than they used to
(Brown et al. 1998: 127-29). The latest Scottish and Welsh elections have demonstrated
that the statewide parties were losing grounds, even though they may still gain a majority of
seats and votes in statewide elections. A mistake of the statewide parties, starting with
Labour, was to think that devolution would make territorial issues and autonomist parties
go away.

The current situation shows that devolution presents the statewide parties with
specific challenges, which may occasionally lead to tensions between the levels. In a context
of strongly asymmetrical devolution, it can be difficult for the parties to maintain their
internal cohesion and reconcile the interest of England, Scotland and Wales. In addition,
faced with a range of demands coming from all sectors of society (economic and social
interest, ethnic minorities, gender issues), Labour and the Conservatives have only given a
limited input to their Scottish and Welsh branches. Because of the disproportionate
importance of England in statewide politics, the representatives of Scotland and Wales,
when they are allowed to sit in central decision-making organs, have a limited influence and
are rarely party heavy-weights as it can be the case in Spain or Germany (Fabre and
Méndez-Lago 2009: 012-18; Detterbeck and Jeffery 2009: 63-85).

This draws a picture in which the institutional mechanisms of expression of territorial
interests are limited, and the statewide parties are reluctant to include too many Scottish
and Welsh representatives in their central decision-making organs and can find it difficult
to articulate the same message across the whole country, while autonomist parties are on
the rise in Scottish and Welsh elections. While the Labour party partly played a role of
articulating territorial interests internally in the first years of devolution thanks to its hold
on Westminster and partial control of the Scottish and Welsh executives, the increasingly
diverging patterns of party competition between the levels require new forms of territorial
integration. The Conservative party has more difficulty with this task, as its stronghold
remains firmly in England. The Conservative party still draws most of its support from
England, which may have further alienated Scotland and Wales had they governed alone. A
coalition with the Liberal Democrats gives the government a stronger presence in Scotland
and Wales.
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TABLES

Table 1. Territorial coverage of the parties represented in the House of Commons, 2005-10

Number of candidates in

Parliamentary seats won in

England Scotland ~ Wales Ulster England  Scotland ~ Wales  Ulster

2005 max: 529 max: 59 max:40 max: 18

Conserv. 529 58 40 3 194 1 3 0
DUP 0 0 0 18 n.a. n.a. n.a. 9
Labour 529 58 40 0 286 41 29 n.a.
Lib. Dem. 528 58 40 0 47 11 4 n.a.
KHHC 1 0 0 0 1 n.a. n.a. n.a.
Plaid C. 0 0 40 0 n.a. n.a. 3 n.a.
Respect 24 0 2 0 1 n.a. 0 n.a.
SNP 0 59 0 0 n.a. 6 n.a. n.a.
Sinn Fein 0 0 0 18 n.a. n.a. n.a. 5
SDLP 0 0 0 18 n.a. n.a. n.a. 3
uurp 0 0 0 18 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1
2010 max: 533 max: 59 max:40 max: 18

Alliance 0 0 0 18 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1
Consetv. 532 59 40 0 297 1 8 n.a.
DUP 0 0 0 16 n.a. n.a. n.a. 8
Green P. 322 0 13 0 1 n.a. 0 n.a.
Labour 532 59 40 0 191 41 26 n.a.
Lib. Dem. 532 59 40 0 43 11 3 n.a.
Plaid C. 0 0 40 0 n.a. n.a. 3 n.a.
SNP 0 59 0 0 n.a. 6 n.a. n.a.
Sinn Fein 0 0 0 18 n.a. n.a. n.a. 5
SDLP 0 0 0 18 n.a. n.a. n.a. 3

Abbreviations: Conserv.: Conservative Party; DUP: Democratic Unionist Party; Lib. Dem.: Liberal
Democrats; KHHC: ; Plaid C.: Plaid Cymru; SNP: Scottish National Party; SDLP: Social
Democratic Liberal Party; UUP: Ulster Unionist Party; n.a.: not applicable.
Note: The total number of seats in the table is 645 for 2005: an independent (defection from
Labour) was elected in Wales; and it is 648 for 2010: an independent (defection from UUP in
opposition to UUP-Conservative alliance) was elected in Northern Ireland, and the poll one

English constituency was postponed until 27t May after the death of a candidate.
www.psr.keele.ac.uk/area/uk/ge05/candidates.htm and

Source: Richard Kimber’s website http:
http://www.politicsresources.net/area/uk/gel0/candidates.htm, and own elaboration.
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Table 2. Results of statewide parliamentary elections since 1945

Conserv. Labour Liberal D. Other Con+ Con+ L  Con+ L
o Seats o Seats o Seats o Seats Lab  LabScot.  Tab — Wales
Votes Votes Votes Votes UK  Scot. Wales
1945 39,7 210 47.7 393 9.0 12 36 25 874 882 34 824 17.8
1950 433 297 46.1 315 9.1 9 1.5 4 89.4 91.0 25 85.5 16.6
1951 480 321 488 295 26 6 0.7 3 96.8 965 1.0 913 17.4
1955  49.6 344 464 277 2.7 6 1.3 3 96.0 968 1.1 87.5 19.7
1959 494 365 43.8 258 5.9 6 1.0 1 932 939 41 89.0 17.5
9 1
2

1964 433 303 441 317 112 1.4 874 893 6.7 872 18.2
1966 419 253 479 363 85 12 1.7 89.8 875 94 886 16.6
1970 464 330 43.0 287 75 6 3.2 7 89.4 825 116 793 19.9
1974F 37.8 297 372 301 193 14 58 23 750 0695 197 727 18.8
19740 35.7 276 393 319 183 13 6.7 27 750 610 273 734 19.1
1979 439 339 369 268 138 11 54 17 80.8 729 20.1 792 16.9
1983 424 397 27.6 209 254 23 46 21 70.0 635 18.0 685 16.8
1987 422 375 308 229 226 22 44 24 730 0664 242 746 @ 206
1992 419 336 344 271 178 20 58 24 763 0646 240 781 22.6
1997  30.7 165 432 418 168 46 93 30 739 0631 222 743 200
2001  31.7 166 40.7 412 183 52 94 29 724 589 206 69.6  20.6
2005 324 198 352 355 220 62 104 30 67.6 553 21.8 64.1 19.8
2010  36.1 306 29.0 258 230 57 119 28 65.1 584 300 623 16.5

Con+Lab: sum of scores of Conservative and Labour parties; : Lee index measuring the degree of
differentiation of electoral results in one region compared with statewide results. It is calculated by
dividing by 2 the sum of absolute values of the differences in percentage of votes at the statewide
and regional levels in statewide parliamentary elections (Hearl et al. 1996: 169).

Source: House of Commons (2003) for electoral results 1945-2001, Electoral Commission (2005) for

electoral results of the 2005 election, BBC News website for the results of the 2010 election
(http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/shared/election2010/results /), and Fabre (2009) for the rest.

Table 3. Scottish and Welsh non-statewide parties in the House of Commons
% SNP vote SNP  Number of % PC vote PC seats Number of Total number

in Scotland seats Scottish MPs in Wales Welsh MPs of MPs
1970 114 1 71 11.5 0 36 630
1974F 21.9 7 71 10.8 2 36 635
19740 30.4 11 71 10.8 3 36 635
1979 17.3 2 71 8.1 2 36 635
1983 11.8 2 72 7.8 2 38 650
1987 14.0 3 72 7.3 3 38 650
1992 21.5 3 72 8.9 4 38 651
1997 22.1 6 72 9.9 4 40 659
2001 20.1 5 72 14.3 4 40 659
2005 17.7 6 59 12.6 3 40 646
2010 19.9 6 59 11.3 3 40 650

Sources: House of Commons (2003), Electoral Commission (2005) and BBC News website
(http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/shared/election2010/results/).
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Table 4. Elections and governments in Scotland and Wales

Conservative Labour  Lib. Dem. SNP/PC Other
Government
% Seats % Seats % Seats % Seats %  Seats .
composition
votes votes votes votes votes
1999 154 18 33.6 56 124 17 273 35 113 3 Lab-LD
= (0+18) (53+3) (12+5) (7+28) (1+2)
= 2003156 18 294 50 118 17 209 27 223 17 Lab-LD
3 (3+15) (46+4) (13+4) (9+18) (2+15)
2007139 17 292 46 113 16 31.0 47 146 3 SNP min.
(4+13) (3749) (11+5) (214206) (1+2)
1999 16.5 9 354 28 125 6 305 17 5.1 0 Lab min. (1999-2000)
(1+8) (27+1) (3+3) (9+8) Lab-LD (2000-2003)
LE 2003 19.2 11 36,6 30 127 6 19.7 12 8.4 1 Lab
= (1+10) (30+0) (3+3) (5+7) (1+0)
2007 21.4 12 29.6 26 11.7 6 21.0 15 16.3 1  Lab min (06-07/2007)
(5+7) (24+2) (3+3) (7+8) (1+0) TLab-PC (07/2007-)

The data for % votes corresponds to the list ballot; the numbers between brackets represent the
number of seats in single-members constituencies first and the number of seats from the list ballot
second).

Source: Fabre 2009: 84.

Table 5. Geographical distribution of Labour, Conservative and Liberal MPs since 1970
(/)

Labour Party
England Scotland Labour Distribution of MPs
in the UK*
1970 75.3 15.3 9.4 81.1/11.3/5.7
1974F 78.7 13.3 8.0 81.3/11.2/5.7
19740 79.9 12.9 7.2 81.3/11.2/5.7
1979 75.8 16.4 7.8 81.3/11.2/5.7
1983 70.8 19.6 9.6 80.5/11.1/5.8
1987 67.7 21.8 10.5 80.5/11.1/5.8
1992 71.0 18.0 10.0 80.5/11.1/5.8
1997 78.5 13.4 8.1 80.2/10.9/6.0
2001 78.5 13.3 8.2 80.2/10.9/6.0
2005 80.4 11.5 8.1 81.9/9.1/6.1
2010 74.0 15.9 10.1 82.0/9.1/6.2
Conservative Party
England Scotland Wales Distribution UK*

1970 88.5 7.0 2.1 81.1/11.3/5.7
1974F 90.2 7.1 2.7 81.3/11.2/5.7
19740 91.3 5.8 2.9 81.3/11.2/5.7
1979 90.3 0.5 3.2 81.3/11.2/5.7
1983 91.2 5.3 3.5 80.5/11.1/5.8
1987 95.2 2.7 2.1 80.5/11.1/5.8
1992 95.0 3.2 1.8 80.5/11.1/5.8
1997 100.0 0.0 0.0 80.2/10.9/6.0
2001 99.4 0.6 0.0 80.2/10.9/6.0
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2005 98.0 0.5 1.5 81.9/9.1/6.1

2010 97.1 0.3 2.6 82.0/9.1/6.2
Liberal Democrats**
England Scotland Wales Distribution UK*

1970 333 50.0 16.7 81.1/11.3/5.7
1974F 64.3 21.4 14.3 81.3/11.2/5.7
19740 61.5 23.1 15.4 81.3/11.2/5.7
1979 63.6 27.3 9.1 81.3/11.2/5.7
1983 56.5 34.8 8.7 80.5/11.1/5.8
1987 45.5 40.9 13.6 80.5/11.1/5.8
1992 50.0 45.0 5.0 80.5/11.1/5.8
1997 73.9 21.7 4.4 80.2/10.9/6.0
2001 76.9 19.2 3.9 80.2/10.9/6.0
2005 75.8 17.7 0.5 81.9/9.1/6.1
2010 75.4 19.3 5.3 82.0/9.1/6.2

* Percentage of seats in House of Commons from England/Scotland/Wales (total inferior
to 100 because Ulster is not included).

** Liberal Party up to 1979, Alliance SDP-Liberal in the 1983 and 1987 elections, and
Liberal Democrats since 1992.

Source: Fabre 2009: 84 and own elaboration.
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