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WARRINGTON BY-ELECTION
BACKGROUND BRIEF

1. Introduction

The by-election in Warrington has been caused by the appointment
of the sitting Labour member, Sir Thomas Williams, as a Jjudge.
Sir Thomas Williams had held the seat for Labour since he succe
defended it for them in a by-election held in April 1961 caused
by the elevation of the previous Labour member (Edith Summerskill)
to the Peerage. The constituency of Warrington has been held by
Labour at every election since 1945 - it should be noted that

the boundaries of the seat changed before the 1950 and 1955 General
Elections.

ssfully

Sir Thomas Williams held Warrington in the May 1979 General E
with a majority of 10,274 over a Conservative candidate, mak
Warrington the 53rd safest Labour seat in Great Britain.
details of the May 1979 election result in the constituency are
shown below:

MAY 1979 GENERAL ELECTION - WARRINGTON

Candidate Party Vote Percentage of Total
Votes Cast %

Sir Thomas Williams Labour 19,306 61.
George Povey Conservative 9,032 28
Tan Brodie-Browne Liberal 2.,838%
Colin Campbell Social Democrat 144*

Majority 10,274

Electorate: 43,921
Turnout : 71.3%

* Lost ‘deposit

Both the Liberal and Independent candidates in May 1979 lost their

deposits. Sir Thomas's majority of 10,274 in May 1979 fell by almost
2,000 votes (1,987) when compared with the October 1974 General Election.
Details of the votes obtained by the main parties in the February
1974, October 1974 and May 1979 General Elections are shown below:

FEBRUARY 1974, OCTOBER 1974 AND MAY 1979 GENERAL
ELECTION RESULTS - WARRINGTON

Party February 1974 October 1974

Vote % Vote %

Labour 195550 57 . 19,882
Conservative 8,444 24. 75621
Liberal 6,187 18. 4,158
Independent - - -

Majority 13,1086 305 12,261

Electorate 46,241 46,540
Turnout 73.9% 68.0%

* candidate lost 'deposit
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Out of the 12 Parliamentary elections (including the 1961 by-election)
that have taken place in Warrington since the War the Liberals have
stoad in eight and lost their deposits in five instances. The

Social Democrat candidate (Colin Campbell) who stood in Warrington .
in the May 1979 General Election obtained only 144 votes and lost

his deposit.

In the October 1974 General Election, Labour obtained 19,882 votes
(62.8% of the votes cast) in May 1974 this had fallen to 19,306 -
(61.6%) of the votes cast - a fall of only 576 votes. Conservative
support only increased by 1,411 between October 1974 and May 1979 -

we obtained 7,621 votes (24.1%) in October 1974 and 9,032 (28.8%)

in May 1979. The Liberal vote fell from 4,158 (13.1%) in October

1974 to 2,833 (9.1%) in May 1979 and their candidate 1lost his deposit.

Labour's majority fell from 12,261 (38.7%) in October 1974 to

10,274 (32.8%) in May 1979. The swing of 3% from Labour

to Conservative in Warrington was less than the national swing

of 5.2% to us and less than the regional swing which was 4.0% to us.

Turnout increased from 68.0% in October 1974 to 71.3% in May 1979
despite a fall in the size of the electorate from 46,540 in October
1974 to 43,921 in May 1979.

The 1981 local government elections in Warrington resulted in the
return of Labour Councillors for all the wards wholly or partly
within the boundaries of the Parliamentary constituency of Warrington.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT ELECTION RESULTS
WARRINGTON

Ward Conservative Labour Liberal Turnout

Vote % Vote % Vote % %

Fairfield & Howley 1185 30. 2,703 69. 40 .
Latchfield & Westy 1,044 232 2,913 . 2. 37
Longford & Hulme 351 95 3852 . 3
Orford & Beuéey 432 12.0 3,172 ; 35.
Penketh & Whitecross * 1,467 36.:5 25,553 37,

* Whitecross ward only in constituency.




General Election Results in |

Conservative Labour
Vote % Vote %

.1945 13,110 37:1.22,265 62-
1950 17,7230 38.0 26,482 56.
1951 17,623 381,826,225 57.
1965 17,875 425922 00 721 5
1959 17,791 437 22,890 56.
1961+ 9,149 81:160-16F,:149 55
1964 Tl 297 35:24-20,55%1 57,
1966 8,918 26.3 21,930 64.
1970 11,647 35.7 20,970 64.
1974 8,444 24, 719,550 57,
1974 1,621 24.1 19,882 62.
1979 9,032 28:8:19,30661.
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* Lost Deposit
+ By-election

3. By-Elections Since May 1979

Excluding the by-election in Fermanagh and South Tyrone there have
only been four Parliamentary by-elections since the 1979 General Election
and in none has there been a change in the party holding the seat.
By-elections have taken place in two seats held by the Conservatives
in May 1979 (Hertfordshire South West and Southend East) and in two
held by Labour (Manchester Central and Glasgow Central). In two
cases (Southend East and Glasgow Central) the by-election was caused
by the death of the sitting Member, in one case due ToO the Member
becoming a Peer (Manchester Central) and in one due to the
resignation of the sitting Member due to ill-health (Hertfordshire
South West). Details of the by-election results in these constituencies
are shown below:-
BY-ELECTIONS SINCE

CON LAB LT ! I WINNING TURNOUT

VOTE VOTE VOTE VOTI VOTE PARTY %
Manchester Central (%) (%) (%) ( % (MAJORITY)

May 1979 G. 13 14,117 1,052* 365* LAB 63.
¥ 470.8) 15.3) (1.8) (9,704)
75% 7,494 1,502 328* LAB 33.
03 £70.71(18.2) (3:1) (5,992)

ille
2

By-election 27.9.79

’
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Hertfordshire S.W.

May 1979 G.E. 33,112 839* CON
(54.7) . 16. (1.4) (16,328)

By-election 13.12.79 17,031 ‘ 1,033* CON
(45.9) : { . (2. (6,772)

Southend East
May 1979 G.E. 22,413 CON
(56.1) ( . -3 (1.7) (10,774)

By-election 13.3.80 13,117 CON
(36.8) . (28.1) £3.:5) (430)

Glasgow Cencral

May 1979 G.E. 1..93%
(16.4)

By-election 26.6.80 707 *

* Candidate




Conservative candidates lost their deposits in the Manchester Central
and Glasgow Central by-elections. The Liberals did not put up

a candidate for the Glasgow Central by-election and managed to keep
their deposits in the other three by-elections. The Conservative
candidate was beaten into third place by the Liberals in Manchester
Central - we had been in second place at the May 1979 General Election.
Our candidate in the Glasgow Central by-election was also beaten

into third place, this time by the SNP - we had been in second place

at the 1979 General Election.

Our majority in Hertfordshire SW was cut from 16,328 in the 1979 General
Election to 6,772 in the by-election and there was a swing of 4.4%

to Labour. In Southend East our majority in the by-election was only
430 compared to the majority of 10,774 in the previous General Election.
There was a swing of 12.9% to Labour in Southend East.

4. By-Elections 1974-79

Of the 30 by-elections that took place in the 1974-1979 Parliament,
ten took place in seats held by Conservative candidates in the October
1974 General Election and the Conservatives successfully defended all
these seats. Of the 20 by-elections in seats held by Labour in the
October 1974 General Election, 6 by-elections resulted in the gain

of the seat by the Conservatives (Woolwich West, Walsall North,
Workington, Birmingham Stechford, Ashfield and Ilford North), and in
one (Liverpool Edge Hill) the Liberals gained the seat. The average
swing from Labour to Conservative in the 27 by-elections that took
place in England (i.e. excluding the Glasgow Garscadden, Hamilton,
and Berwick and East Lothian by-elections) was 10.5%.

In 1978 there was ten by-elections (Ilford North, Glasgow Garscadden,
Lambeth Central, Wycombe, Epsom and Ewell, Hamilton, Manchester

Moss Side, Penistone, Pontefract and Castleford, and Berwick and

East Lothian.) The swing to the Conservatives in - by-elections$
during 1978 in England was B.3%. In 1979 up to the General Election
there: was only -three by-elections, in Knutsford, Clitheroe and Liverpool
Edge Hill; here the swings to the Conservatives were 11.5%, 9.9% and
8.4% respectively.

The highest swings to the Conservatives were in late 1976 and the first
half of 1977 (22.5% in Walsall North, 20-.-9% in Ashfield, 17.6% in
Birmingham Stechford). The Liberals had the biggest swing of all,
32.4% (from Labour) in capturing Edge Hill, Liverpool in March 1979.

BY-ELECTION RESULTS 1974-1979
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Garscadden swing to SNP from Lab 3.6%
Hamilton swing to Lab from SNP 4.5%
Berwick & East Lothian swing to Lab from SNP 4.3%
Edge Hill swing to Lib from Lab 32.4%

When Parliament (1974-79) was dissolved, by-elections were pending
in Derbyshire N.E., Chipping Barnet, Abingdon, and Batley and Morley.

5. By-Elections 1970-1974

Under the 1970-74 Conservative Government 30 by-elections took place,
9 of which resulted in a change in the Party that had held the seat
in the 1970 General Election. The Conservatives lost 5 seats, in

7o B 1

py-elections - four to Liberals (Sutton and Cheam, Isle of Ely. Ripon
and Berwick and Tweed) and one to Labour (Bromsgrove). Labour gained
three seats and lost three seats. They gained Bromsgrove from the
Conservatives and Merthyr Tydfil and Southwark from an Independent
Labour but lost Rochdale to the Liberals, Lincoln to Democratic Labour

and Glasgow Govan to the SNP.

Since the war the Liberals have gained 10 seats at by-elections and
lost one - full details are below:-

6. Liberal By-Election Gains Since War
1945 - 1950 NONE

1950 - 1951 NONE

1951 - 1955 NONE

1955 - 1959 ONE GAIN AND ONE LOSS

28th Feb 1957 Liberals lost Carmarthen to Labour
17th March 1958 Conservatives lost Torrington to Liberals

1964 ONE GAIN
14th March 1962 Liberals i i from Conservatives
1966 ONE GAIN

24th March 1965 Liberals
from Conservatives

1970 ONE GAIN
26th June 1969 Liberals in lrmir n Ladywood from Labour
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Liberal By-Election Gains Since War (continued)

1970 -

1974 FIVE GAINS

1974 (F

26th Oct 1972 Liberals gained Rochdale from Labour

7th Oct 1972 Liberals gained Sutton & Cheam from Conservatives
26th July 1972 Liberals gained Ripon From Conservatives

26th July 1972 Liberals gained Isle of Ely from Conservatives
8th November 1973 Liberals gained Berwick ondTweed from
Conservatives

Y - 1974 (0) NONE

1974 -

1979 ONE GAIN

Please

29th March 1979 Liberals gained Liverpool Edge Hill from Labour

see following page for analysis of Liberal by-election gains

since the War.
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. ANALYSIS OF LIBERAL BY;ELECTION

GAINS SINCE WAR

By-election

Turno

ut

Majority
GE

Majority
By-election

%
Carmathen (28.2.57) 85.1

Torrington (27.3.58) 69.2

1959-1964

Orpington (14.3.62)

1964-1966

Roxburgh, Selkirk & Peebles
(24.3.65)

1966-1970

Birmingham Ladywood
1970-1974

Rochdale (12.2.72)
Sutton & Cheam (7.12.72)
[sle of Ely (26.7.73)
Ripon (26.7.73)

Berwick on Tweed (8.11.73)

1974(0)-1979
Liverpool Edge Hill (29.3.79)61.2

%
87

87.

56,

s

5

6

4.333
(Eib-1Lab)
9,312
(Con-Lab)

14,760
(Con-Lab)

1,738
(Con-Lib)

5,315
(Lab-Lib)

S 171
(Lab-Lib)
12,696
(Gon-Lab)
9,606
(Con-Lab)
12,064
(Con-Lab)
7,145
(Con-Lab)

6,171
(Lab-Lib)

3,069
(Lib-Lab)

219
(Lib-Con)

7,855
(Lib=Con)

4,607
(Lib-Con)

2,713
(Lib-Lab)

5,093
(Lib-Lab)
7,417
(Lib-Con)
1,470
(Lib-Con)

946
(Lib-Con)

57
(Lib-Con)

8,133
(Lib-Lab)

Notes

Liberal

Liberal

Liberal

Liberal

Liberal

Liberal
Liberal
Liberal
Liberal

Liberal

Liberal

to Labour*

from

from

Conservatives**

Conservativest

Conservatives?t

Labour =

Labour?
Conservatives*
Conservatives®t
Conservatives**

Conservatives**

* Held by Labour in subsequent General Election

**¥ Regained by Conservatives in subsequent General Election
+ Liberals held in subsequent General Election

= Regained by Labour at subsequent General Election




6. The Social Democrats

The table below based on results from our private unpublished Gallup

tracking studies shows what has happened to support for the main parties
«ince early March 1981. Support for the Social Democrats 'peaked'

in early and mid-April and has declined since. The standard Gallup

voting intention question does not mention the name of any of the parties.
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n polls have been conducted in War
S

ini
sulft

Selection (The Sun June 4t}

he an Audience Selection poll i ‘ i ton was published
in Thursday June 4th. The inf lewi the survey

as by telephone on Tuesday June 2nd. Audience Selection
is at present the only opinion research company in the UK to use
telephone interviewing techniques for political opinion research.

The accepted view in the opinion research industry is that such

an approach does not provide a representative sample as it does

not take account of the views of electors who do not have telephones.

Audience Selection found in Warrington that when elecftors were

asked 'If there was a by-election tomorrow, how would you vote?'

that 50% claimed they would vote Labour, 36% Liberal Social Democrati
Alliance and 13% Conservative. Audience Selection also asked
electors in Warrington how they would vote if four Social Democrats
stood as candidates in a by-election. They found:-

Voting Intention if Named Person
Social Democratic Candidate

Shirley Rovy David David

Williams Jenkins Williams Marqguand
% % % %
Labour 36 46 47 52
Conservative S 12 1.3 12

Liberal/Social
Democratic Alliance 55 42 40 36

(b) N.O.P. (Observer 7th June)

An-N.O.P. poll published in “he Observer on 7th June looked at
attitudes in Warrington. ~u”vey was conducted on 4/5 June
by normal face to face inf viewing with a representative
sample of electors in

In reply to a standard voting intention question as to which party
they would vote for in a by-election, N.O.P. found 11% claiming
they would vote Conservative, 68% Labour, 4% Liberals and 17%
Social Democrats.

N.O.P. then asked respondents how they would vote if a number

of leading Social Democrats stood as candidates in the by-election.
With Shirley Williams as candidate 39% said they would vote

Social Democrat, 52% Labour and 8% Conservatives. With Roy Jenkins
as candidate 25%.said they would vote Social Democrat, 64% Labour
and 10% Conservative. When David Marquand was suggested as

candidate 16% said they would vote Social Democrat, 72% Labour
and 11% Conservative.
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. 8. Balance of Strength in the House of Commons

The state of the parties in the House of Commons as a result of the
1979 General Election compared with the position after the February 1974
.and October 1974 General Election is as follows:-

After February After October After May 1979
1974 General 1974 General General
Election Election Election

Conservative 296 276 339
Labour 301 319 268
Liberal 14 1.3 11
Plaid Cymru

Scottish Nationalist Party

The Speaker

Independent Labour

Democratic Labour

Ulster Unionist*

Social Democratic & Labour
Democratic Unionist Party
Vanguard Unionists Progressive
Party

Independent Republican

Other ' Ulster Unionists**

1
-

(o))
W
(&} W e e N RN IV

Official Unionists in May 1974
*%* (One Ulster Unionist and one United Ulster Unionist

9. Quotes from Roy Jenkins

5
A series of quotes from Roy Jenkins are given on the follwing pages.




Jenkins became Chancell« £ allaghan resigned following

the devaluation of November

In his first Budget/he éut
full year, a2 record amount. This
0%, increased taxes on drink and tobacco, and
tax. Jenkins had previocusly threatened, '"Unless firm restraint in-

increases in all forms c¢f incomes becomes a reality;'1<shall'be

forced to take away the excess increases by extrz taxation'.
(Hansard, 17th January 1268). The Government tocok fr

‘powers to control incomes and prices.

This Budget was one of the
war. 7The following two gquotes zre
'the Labour Party's policy, provided
st year, which nobody has
confortably without any question of
On the ccntrary, they should lezave room

iuctions'". (Roy Jenkins, The Labour Case,

esh statutery’...



1ini-budget,

the regulator.

Jenkins and his , on public expenditure
quote from hi: ] > been vast increases
ic spending. .. 1 tc power public

™
-

en nearly four times as | t as national income".

S
eptember 1568).

~

His April 1969 budget raised ci a2 further £340 million,

including a2 further 28% increase ip 5r the second ranning
Mr. John Sainsbury, Vice-Chairman = ery chain said, "'What
everyone should realise is that SET i nid tax on food"
(Financizal Times, 17th April -1959).

. Other taxes rzised included petrol tax and

se
2%% on Corporation Tax, raising it to 45%.

The 1870 budget was expected

ictes on Current Politics state

re to encourage

lzation it bore z2ll

even a




Totally
(Hansard,
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Home Secretary in 1974-3 he came under considerable left

ism for refusing. to release the Shrewsbury

ckets.

however, be remembered for his { ted revocation of
licences. He anncunced proposed i in licences

pecple bought fresh licences at t! : te before their

ting ones expired - a perfectly legal i Mr. Jenkins
used threatening letters to be sent €l demanding

payment at the new rate der pain of having their licences revoked.

un >
The Ombudsman reported that there had been '"muddle'" and "inefficiency!’

in the ‘handling of these cases, and the Court of Appeal decided “thas.
the Home Secretary's attempt was '"unlawful, ir id L of

(Times Report, 4th December 19753).
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. and,
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event was
weli-wishers zaad
hazie and abraad
momeantous
s -ef” 2 leng-
messiai:. If the seul of
was 1ot enzir:ly
redemotion, Mr Jen-
kins was porirayed 2s the man
to save it g :
ilere at fast, it was said, was
‘the 91.“.:.11 of staturs needed
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ne
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and

mazcnines. Here was the far-see- ®

inz stitesman who would maliet
rae Zuropean idea relevant to
tie housewife, rthe factory
werker and the clerk. :
*The prospecius. was, of
absurdly overbiown,
ta be fair, Mr Jenkins
tosk 2. more modest view of
lus transier to Rrussels than
some of Ris admirers. Bur he
ecncnurased some of the expec-
tations that - preccded him
- azrass the C"xa:mcl aad ro that
extergy deserves ta.be judged
by them s, he prepares for his
re-entry-next week to dcmuqc'
pnhu"&

In an mau:un!-
the CEuropean\Pariiament in
lanuary, 1977, \he rpo&e of -
“"zhm the idea of Eumpe
inta the lives of its people™
aad makinzg the maxvxuual
citizen aware of the EEC “not
ss an  abeiraciion, however

s;‘)eech .to

®uashle, bur as 2 cnatinuum ex-

sning irom worid influence to
is2 opporiunity’

No one \\nu‘d prerenc’
the ccanomic climate of
past {our vears has been
a= canducive 1§ brave new ven-
yurss, hut even the charitably
m:lined wauld?he hard put teo
find mucit cydence that Mr
Tenkins's tenure af the
CCummissiann  presidency  has
rougiht the crusading promise
¢ a3 eiuzens’ Europe uch

that
tbhe
easy
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noarer,
The
The
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oen what the
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against the determined opposi-
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of miany,

Mr Jenkins
seldom put
his head
above the

parapet

vice, clearly subordinate to the
Council of Ministers, whnich
represents cthe governments ot
the member states.

Nothing can happen without
the Commission because z pro-

pesal from it is needed to start’

the legislative process.
the end »f the day it is the
Council which disposes, and
there is no way the Commis-
sion can-impose its ideas, howe
sensible or imaginauve,

But at

tion of mamber states.

Within the Commisston
itself, the President's. zuthonty
is no less circumscribed, and
cerzainly much lass than that
of a prime minister over his
cabinez. He has little say in
the choice of his: feliow
Commissionars and nof
contro! aver the jobs they are
given. Hs can neither dismiss
nor easily reshuffie them once
appointad. *

RBroadly, 1two . courses are
anen to 2 president. Given :nat
his powers are those nf exhor.
ration mther rhan decision, he
can appesl directlyv to Zuro-
pean public opinian, partiy
througn the -larze resident
nress corps in S-v'«c’s, and
seek g zenerate a climate cf
opinion {avourzble ta Europe-
wide soiutions to the ecogomic
and social problems Ddesetung
nationa) zovernments.

Alternatively, he can seek
ply his influence Bbehind
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much.
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ment leaders

to assest  his
rizhe, like Bzgehot’s monarch,
to be consulted, co encourage
2né to warn. ons-"zrorial oy
nature, Mr _;enkms ,enerzll)_
prafected the role of high-
plac:d manipulator to that of
public evangelist. .

An early atiempt at popu-
lism—by stoppinv what Mr
Jenkins as i 3riton ;ud”d i{-
be unpopuhr cut-price sales of
surplus butter ¢ the Soviet
Unicn—demeonszated the haz-
ards of trying to ideatily a
""rop-n public opinion 2s
disdnct from a mosaic of oftan
conflicting natiomal . arcitudes.
The Commission was castigated
in: Britain for .doing o0 licile
too lzte and. .in. Fraace Jfor
doing anvthing ar all.

In ®he eariy months of his’
Presideacy Mr Jenkins spent
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from the French whe felt that'’
Jenkins was getting ideas
zbove his station. Qutnum-
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faintly obtrusive impertinenc:.
Relatinns with Chancallor’
Scamidt, on the other hand,
wers always good.
Mr ,_Ienx.m alsa  devored
much more effort thaa his pre-
decessar to develnning an
active -role for himself and the
Commission in the Zurapean
the TEC's own thrice-
vearly sum meeting which
he saw, rightly, as increasinzly
the place wheres the most im-
poriant dscisions affecting the
of Community were
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future
likely to be taken.
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Roy Jenkins was Labour Member for Southwark Central from a by-election
in 1948 when he successfully defended the seat for Labour to 1950

and was Labour Member for Birmingham Stechford from 1950 until he .
resigned in February 1977 to become a European Economic Communit
Commissioner. The Conservatives captured Birmingham Stechford

in the subsequent by-election - it was re-captured by Labour in

the 1979 General Election.

10. The Constituency of Warrington

The Parliamentary Constituency of Warrington is made up of the old
Warrington County Borough. Until local government reorganisation
in 1973, it was a South Lancashire industrial town, but it is now
in Cheshire and part of the Warrington non-Metropolitan District.

Warrington's industry is based mainly on old traditional industries
including steel, heavy engineering, wire manufacturing, pin making

and breweing. With the advent of New Town Development, there has
been an influx in recent years of new industries - soap, silicates,
chemicals, paints, oils, paper and board, rubber, plasters, and

food and drikRks. There is also some manufacturing of cars and trucks.

Housing in the constituency consists in large part of old terraced
property with council houses and some new owner-occupied estates.

Press Comments

A series of press comments on the by-election are attached.
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I attach a detailed brief on the forthcoming Warrington
by-election. It includes a section of quotes from Roy Jenkins.

A brief on the forthcoming Croydoh North West by-election
will be produced in early July.




