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Introduction

There are no substantial changes in format between this and previous editions of Scottish Regional Elections.
The tables in the text do vary from time to time as interests and events demand, but the Summary Tables and
Appendices are comparable from one election to another. It might, however, be helpful for new readers to recap
on some of the conventions (or idiosyncracies) that feature in these reports.

1. It will have been noted that the Regions are not listed in alphabetical order. We have, since the first
publication, followed a Scottish Office ordering of the Regions in what is a rough geographical North to South
sequence. Although there are some advantages in alphabetical order the virtue of consistency has led us to retain
the original form.

2. Our Summary Tables report the results in the Regions and exclude the three Islands Areas authorities. The
main reason for this was that these Areas were almost entirely Independent in electoral competition and
composition; in addition they are, unlike the Regions, all-purpose authorities. Partisanship may eventually
increase to such an extent that we shall have to include the Islands in our analysis.

3. As usual, we have grouped no label, variously labelled Independents (except INDLAB, INDCON, INDNAT
and INDLIB), and ‘non-political’ candidates as Independents. We have also rationalised the variety of anti-poll
tax labels under APT. In cases where the candidates have claimed to be party candidates of any kind we have
treated them as such.

The various incamations of the political centre in recent years have posed some problems for us. In 1986 we
attempted to distinguish between Liberals and the SDP as well as treating their Alliance as a whole. Changes
since the 1987 general election, the dissolution of the Alliance and the merger of the two parties have meant that
some former SDP councillors have now appeared as SLD candidates. On this occasion we have treated SDP held
seats that now have an SLD councillor (sometimes the same person as held it for the former) as SLD gains from
SDP. But in calculating SLD vote changes we have compared their status in 1990 with that of the Alliance in
. 1986. We have had some problems in identifying ‘continuing’ Liberals because even the official party candidates
are inconsistent in their labelling. We offer our apologies to any whom we may have misdescribed. All the main
parties except Labour usually have Scottish in their labels. Indeed, it should be noted that the usual label SLD
stands for Scottish Liberal Democrats—only a handful of candidates described themselves as Social and Liberal
Democrats, but there were also Liberal Democrats, Liberal Democrat Focus Team and so on. We have included
them all under the conveniently ambiguous SLD label.

There were also some surprising variations in Conservative descriptions; a relatively small number of candidates
described themselves simply as Conservatives. Most, outside of Strathclyde, used the label Scottish
Conservative, but a large number in the West of Scotland called themselves Scottish Conservative and Unionist
candidates. The SNP candidates differed only in the additions they made to their labels. There was a great variety
of such additions, usually referring to the poll tax, such as ‘Scottish National Party —No Poll tax’ or even ‘Nae
Poll Tax’, or ‘No Warrant Sales’, but there was also a sprinkling of ‘Independence in Europe’ additions. The
Greens too, especially in Strathclyde, added to their Scottish Green title in such ways as ‘Politics for Life’,
‘Against Glasgow’s Motorways’ and there were also anti poll tax slogans, Whether these additions, which
appear on the ballot paper, have any impact at all on the way people vote is an interesting question,

4. Gains and losses indicated are in relation to the results in 1986 and disregard by-election changes and changes
of party by councillors.

5. Women candidates are identified with the prefix Ms and the following symbols are used in the presentation of
the results:

Retiring councillor elected in 1986

Retiring councillor elected at a by-election since May 1986
Retiring councillor who has changed parties since May 1986
Retiring councillor standing in another or a new division

+ * |l
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6. The abbreviations used for party affiliations in tables and results are as follows:

APT Anti poll tax

coMM Communist

CPGB Communist Party of Great Britain
CON Conservative

GREEN Scottish Green

IND Independent

INDLAB Independent Labour

INDLIB Independent Liberal

INDSN Independent Scottish Nationalist
LAB Labour

LIB Liberal

SLD Scottish Social and Liberal Democrat
SNP Scottish National

SDp Social Democrat

SRS Scottish Republican Socialist

SSM Student Show Mounthooly

SSp Scottish Socialist

WRAG Wishaw Ratepayers’ Action Group

There were only very minor boundary changes for this election. These have not been indicated because they had
no electoral significance.

We should like to thank Hugh Bochel of Humberside Polytechnic for his usual willing assistance in the
preparation of this publication, Terry Burke of the University of Dundee for producing the user friendly
computer programme, and the Retuming Officers who were good enough to provide us with the results.

The responsibility for any errors is ours.



iii

Commentary

Throughout the 1980s the Labour party utterly dominated Scottish electoral politics at every level. In the general
elections of 1983 and 1987 they won respectively 42 and 50 of the 72 Scottish seats (the remainder being
distributed among the Conservatives, the Alliance parties and the SNP). In the 1989 European election Labour
took seven of the eight Euro copstituencies (the other went to the SNP). In Regional and District council
elections Labour were consistently and overwhelmingly the largest party in terms of votes and seats, and they
permanently controlled local authorities covering the great majority of the Scottish population. From time to time
the other parties rejoiced in local by-election gains from Labour and much was made of the SNP gain of the safe
Parliamentary seat of Glasgow Govan in a by-election in 1988. But these proved false dawns and nothing that
the ‘opposition’ parties could do seemed to impinge on Labour’s apparent invincibility.

For the Conservatives in Scotland the 1980s were electorally disastrous. Having won a majority of Parliamentary
seats and over 50 per cent of the votes as recently as 1955, they began the 1980s with 22 seats and 31.4 per cent
of the votes and ended them with only 10 seats and 24 per cent of the votes. At the start of the decade they held
365 Regional and District council seats (out of 1555) and by its end they had declined to 228 (out of 1600). In
1989 the Tories lost their two remaining European constituencies with only 20.9 per cent of the vote and a
Labour MP was able to declare (with pardonable exaggeration) that in one respect at least Scotland was a
‘Tory-free zone’.

In the run up to the Regional elections of May 1990, the first nation-wide test of party support in the new decade,
there were few, if any, indications that the position was about to change significantly. Despite its loss to the SNP
of Glasgow Govan and an apparent consequential set-back in Scottish opinion polls, Labour quickly recovered
and reasserted its dominant position. In the first three months of 1990 the System Three poll which is reported
regularly in the Glasgow Herald, put Labour 29, 27, and 31 points ahead of their nearest rival. For the first time
in some years Scottish opinion did not appear to be at variance with the rest of the UK as national opinion polls
began to register large Labour leads.

It is dangerous to be dogmatic about the reasons for Labour’s revival in England, but widespread hostility to the
poll tax, suspicions about radical changes in the National Health Service and deteriorating economic indicators
certainly eroded the popularity of the government. Coincidentally, Mrs Thatcher’s personal standing plummeted.
Just before the Regional elections, Conservative morale and standing in Scotland were further damaged by the
Chancellor of the Exchequer’s concession to poll tax payers in England and Wales in his budget speech. These
concessions, which did not extend to Scotland, seemed to demonstrate once again the Tory govemment’s
insensitivity to Scottish opinion and needs, and also suggested that the Secretary of State for Scotland, Malcolm
Rifkind, had not had an eye on Scottish interests. The storm that followed this part of the budget speech
persuaded Mr Rifkind to make representations to the Cabinet and it was reported that he threatened to resign if
the concessions were not extended to Scotland. The government agreed to the extension, but it emerged that no
new money would be forthcoming for the purpose and that payment would come from the existing Scottish
Office vote.

These factors and others, along with continuing resentment towards the year-old poll tax, made the ambitions of
the Conservatives to engineer a revival of their fortunes in Scotland difficult to achieve. This effort had been
going on for some time. Following their poor performance in the 1987 general election they had drastically
overhauled their central organisation in Scotland. They also tried to reinvigorate their local associations and one
product of this was that they were able to put forward a record number of candidates in the 1988 District
elections. None of this helped their electoral fortunes in the short term, for they emerged from these elections
with their lowest ever share of the votes and with their lowest ever number of councillors. Between 1988 and
1990 the Conservative propaganda offensive in Scotland shifted up a gear, but there were still no concessions to
majority Scottish sentiment and the line that Thatcherism was beneficial and highly relevant to Scotland and
was, indeed, congruent with traditional Scottish values was vigorously pursued. The appointment of Michael
Forsyth, a noted right wing radical and self confessed sycophant of Mrs Thatcher, as Scottish Conservative party
chairman in the autumn of 1989 emphasised this posture. Forsyth led an even more aggressive campaign for the
regional elections. He set up in the Scottish Central Office a monitoring unit which publicised the iniquities of
Labour controlled local authorities, in among other things, sending delegations abroad on council business. A
large scale advertising campaign was set in hand which attempted to exploit concern about Labour’s recently
announced property value based alternative to the poll tax. This proposal was not well received by the media, nor
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it seems by the electorate, and it was not well presented. Details of its operation had clearly not been worked out
and there was no hint of its likely financial impact on individuals. It was quickly dubbed the ‘roof tax’ by
Labour’s opponents and the party suffered an uncomfortable few weeks after its publication; in their posters the
Tories goaded Donald Dewar (Labour’s shadow Scottish Secretary) asking ‘Donald where’s yer figures?’. They
also exploited an apparent difference on a poll tax alternative between the Labour party nationally and the party
in Scotland. For once the Conservatives thought that they had the initiative in the campaign. Malcolm Rifkind
claimed that his party had Labour ‘on the rack’ over the issue (Scotsman 1-5-90), and Michael Forsyth predicted
that they would increase their votes and their number of seats in the elections (Scotsman 24-4-90). If the poll tax
was the dominant issue at the 1988 District elections would the roof tax take its place in 19907

The 1980s had ended on 2 note of optimism for the SNP. After set-backs in the first half of the decade their share
of the votes consistently improved. In the 1986 Regional and 1988 District elections they advanced to second
place in share of the votes, but remained third to the Conservatives in seats won. Nineteen eighty-eight also saw
the SNP capture the safe Labour seat of Govan in spectacular style in a by-election. But predictions at the time
that this presaged a significant breakthrough in Labour territory were premature. There was, immediately
following the by-election, the normal ‘afterglow’ effect in the polls and this lasted until the 1989 European
elections when the party achieved its best performance (25.6 per cent of the vote) in a Scottish-wide election
since the October 1974 general election. Although the SNP came second in share of the votes it did not add to its
one European seat. Thereafter support for the SNP in the polls gradually fell until it reached a more ‘normal’, but
unspectacular level. Labour’s improved showing in the rest of Britain was disadvantageous to the SNP, part of
whose case rested on the alleged waste of voting Labour in Scotland because that party was unelectable on a
national basis. When Labour appeared to be a credible party of govermment again this argument fell.
Nonetheless, the SNP entered the Regional elections expecting to do well. They campaigned strongly on the poll
tax, asserting that Labour had betrayed the Scottish people by its allegedly weak stance on the issue and
advocating a campaign of civil disobedience through non-payment of the tax.

In contrast to the optimism enjoyed by the SNP, the continuing SDP had been reduced to a tiny ramp in Scotland
and the Scottish Liberal Democrats, still suffered from the relative failure of the party to make an impact
nationally, having obtained a miserable 4.3 per cent of the vote in the European elections in Scotland (less than
the Greens). For the SLD it was once more a case of gritting their teeth and trying to hang on as a significant
electoral force in Scotland.

The Qutcome

Turnout

Overall turnout in the Regional elections increased slightly from 45.6 per cent to 45.9 per cent. On a Regional
basis increases were particularly large in Grampian (+4.7 per cent) where the highly marginal natre of the
council was well publicised, and in Borders (+5.4 per cent) and Dumfries and Galloway (+3.7 per cent); in these
two cases we suspect that increased party intervention was instrumental in bringing greater numbers of voters to
the polls. Elsewhere tumout change compared with 1986 was very slight. Despite showing a sharp increase,
Grampian had the lowest turnout of any region (as it has had in every Regional election) whilst Lothian had the
highest tumout for the third election in succession and was the only Region to exceed 50 per cent on this
occasion, (See Summary Table 8)

Patterns of Party Support

Table A compares the distribution of votes at the 1990 elections with that in the last Regional elections in 1986.
Figures are shown separately for ‘partisan’ Regions (Grampian, Tayside, Fife, Lothian, Central and Strathclyde)
which together comprise about 91 per cent of the Scottish electorate, and for the ‘Non-partisan’ Regions of
Highland, Borders and Dumfries and Galloway where Independents predominate.



Table A: Party Shares of Votes in Regional Elections 1986—1990

Partisan Non-Partisan Total
Regions Regions
1986 1990 1986 1990 1986 1990
% % % % % %
Con 17.3 20.0 9.6 12.5 16.9 19.6
Lab 45.6 44.6 12.1 12.3 43,9 42.7
SNP 18.6 22.2 11.5 16.2 18.2 21.8
All/SLD 15.5 8.4 7.1 11.6 15.1 8.7
Green 0.5 2.0 — 34 0.5 2.1
Ind 2.0 2.0 59.2 432 4.8 4.5
Other 0.6 0.9 0.5 0.8 0.6 0.9

As can be seen, the Conservatives did indeed increase their share of the votes in partisan Regions and in Scotland
as a whole. Labour’s share declined slightly, but it stiil won by far the largest proportion of the votes—almost
twice as large as its nearest rival, the SNP. The latter very clearly improved on its 1986 performance and once
again came second in terms of popular support. The SLD share of the votes in partisan Regions was only just
over half of that of the Alliance in 1986.

In non-partisan Regions the most notable change was the slump in support for Independent candidates. A fall of
16 percentage points resulted in Independents obtaining less than 50 per cent of the votes for the first time; all of
the political parties made gains in these Regions.

Changes in party support in the individual Regions are summarised in Table B. The figures in this table show
that the Conservatives advanced in all regions except Grampian.

Table B: Change in Party Votes in Regions 1986—1990

Con Lab SNP All/SLD Ind

Grampian -4.0 0 +10.5 -8.7 +1.3
Tayside +1.5 -0.8 +3.0 4.8 -14
Fife +2.3 -0.8 -3.0 -0.4 +0.7
Lothian +2.3 +0.4 +5.6 -8.9 -0.8
Central +7.3 2.7 -4.6 -2.5 +1.2
Strathclyde +3.5 -0.3 +3.8 -8.4 -0.8
Highland +0.6 -2.6 +54 +3.2 +1.2
Borders +5.0 +3.1 +0.6 +16.0 -244
Dumfries & +1.1 +1.4 +6.8 -5.9 -5.0
Galloway

TOTAL +2.7 -1.2 +3.6 -6.4 -0.3

Their improvement seems particularly impressive in Central (which contains Michael Forsyth’s constituency),
but they also more than doubled their number of candidates in this Region (from 11 to 26) whilst the other
parties had the same number as in 1986.

Although Labour’s share was down in four partisan Regions the decline was marginal and, with the exception of
Central, was very close to the 1986 level. Fife was the only Region in which the SLD held on to its share of the
votes, but this relatively good performance was, at least in part, a function of an increased number of candidates
(+7). The reverse side of the coin for the SLD can be seen in Lothian and Strathclyde where a significant decline
in the number of candidates (-8 and -42 respectively) was accompanied by a large drop in vote shares. Similarly
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the falls in the SNP share in Fife and Central, and their strong advance in Grampian are partly attributable to
changes in the number of candidates they put forward.

Immediately after the elections Conservative spokesmen were quick to claim that the results vindicated their
pre-election confidence and that they were clearly ‘on the way back’ in Scotland. It is true that they increased
their share of the votes to 19.6 per cent (+2.7 per cent) in Scotland as a whole, but this was only 0.1 per cent
greater than the level of support they achieved in the 1988 District elections. Moreover, as we suggested earlier,
a good part of this ‘progress’ was the result of the increased number of candidates put forward. A more accurate
measure of trends in party support can be obtained if we compare cases in which the choices given to voters were
the same at two successive elections; in this way we can control for changes in candidate numbers. There were
108 electoral divisions which were contested by all of the four main parties in both 1986 and 1990, and Table C
shows, in the first place, how the parties performed in these divisions taken together.

Table C: Party Support in Four-Party Divisions 1986-1990

Con Lab SNP All/SLD
% % % %

All divisions

1986 23.7 414 12.9 22.0

1990 26.3 42.7 17.8 13.2
Lab held (65)

1986 15.6 53.2 14.2 17.0

1990 16.9 54.6 20.3 8.2
Con held (29)

1986 433 21.0 10.5 25.1

1990 48.3 25.0 14.0 12.6
Alliance held (13)

1986 24.8 20.6 9.8 44.7

1990 24.4 21.2 12.1 423

Again it is true that the Conservatives did increase their share of the votes (+2.6 per cent), but Labour also
increased their share in the same divisions (+1.3 per cent) and any Conservative advance relative to Labour is,
therefore, minuscule. Expressed as swing, the figures suggest a movement of only 0.7 per cent from
Conservatives to Labour—hardly, one would have thought, a cause for rejoicing at Conservative headquarters.

A much clearer message is revealed in the cases of the SLD and the SNP. The considerable decline in support for
the former and the significant increase for the latter shows that for these the impression given by the ‘raw’
figures in Table A is not misleading and that these changes are not accounted for by variations in the number of
candidates.

The second part of Table C breaks down the original 108 electoral divisions according to which party won the
seats in 1986. The Conservatives did best in seats that they already held (+5.0 per cent), but this was almost
matched by an increased Labour share (+4.0 per cent) in the same seats. Labour improved on its 1986 share in its
own territory (+1.4 per cent) which was slightly more than the Conservative’s increase (+1.3 per cent). There
were not enough SNP cases to allow a similar analysis for them, but it can be seen that they made most progress
(+6.1 per cent) in Labour seats although they advanced in seats held by the other parties too. The SLD lost most
ground in Conservative held seats (-12.5 per cent), but they also suffered a substantial set back in Labour held
divisions (-8.8 per cent); they did relatively well, however, (-2.4 per cent) in seats that they already held. This
apparent consolidation of strength in the parties’ own territories is an interesting phenomenon; it is unclear on
the available evidence whether incumbency of itself gives an advantage or whether parties successfully targeted
their campaign effort to exploit existing support.
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There is one further set of electoral divisions not shown in Table C which is worth analysing in a little detail.
These are what might be called ‘Alliance withdrawals’, that is divisions which all four main parties contested in
1986, but in which there was no SLD candidates in 1990. There were 45 such divisions and the greatest
beneficiary of these withdrawals seems to have been the SNP (+6.7 per cent) although the Conservatives (+2.3
cent) and Labour (+1.1 cent) also recorded increases in support. It is impossible to be sure, however, whether
these gains came directly from former Alliance voters.

Council Seats Won

Although much is made by parties and the media of the shares of the votes obtained in local elections such an
emphasis does little to promote the importance of local government, The results of these elections have
considerable direct effects on the populations of each local authority area. It is necessary, therefore, to give
attention to how trends in party choice amongst voters are translated into Regional council seats and actual party
control of councils. Table D does the former, distinguishing again between partisan and non-partisan Regions.

Table D: Regional Council Seats Won 1986-90

Partisan Non-Partisan Total
Regions Regions
1986 1990 1986 1990 1986 1990
Con 57 43 8 4 65 52
Lab 209 213 14 20 223 233
SNP 27 34 9 8 36 42
SLD 31 29 9 11 40 40
Green — — — 1 — 1
Ind 10 9 69 64 79 73
Other 1 2 1 2 2 4
TOTAL 335 335 110 110 445 445

In partisan Regions Labour recorded yet another increase, taking their tally of seats to 213, four and a half times
as many as their nearest rivals, the Conservatives. The latter actually lost 13 seats in Scotland and were reduced
to their lowest ever total. Such a result again sits oddly with Conservative claims of an electoral comeback. The
Conservatives’ worst result came in Grampian where they lost six seats and came fourth in the number of
courcillors elected. This was the only Region in which the Conservative share of the votes actually fell, but it
was also a Region that they controlled until 1986. Although the SNP came a clear second in share of the votes in
partisan Regions, their count of seats did not reflect this achievement; a net gain of six seats, most of them in
Grampian seems a poor reward. In contrast, the SLD which lost quite heavily in share of the votes, but
performed best (or least poorly) where they had some previous strength, ended up with a net loss of only two
seats in the partisan Regions and with no change over Scotland as a whole.

In non-partisan Regions the number of Independent councillors fell yet again and Labour made advances,
particularly in Highland (+3) and Dumfries and Galloway (+3).

The various gains and losses of seats in partisan Regions did not result in any changes in party control of
Regional councils. Labour remains the majority party in Fife, Lothian, Central and Strathclyde and is again the
largest party (although without a majority) in Grampian and Tayside where it runs minority administrations.
Thus Labour either controls or administers on an understanding with other parties all of the partisan Regions in
Scotland. Independents are still the largest group in each of the non-partisan Regions, but the Independents
effectively lost control of Dumfries and Galloway as a result of post election ‘arrangements’ amongst the parties
there.
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Minor Parties and Others (See Summary Table 12)

The most striking development in 1990 amongst the minor parties was the progress made by the Green party. In
1986 the Greens fielded 69 candidates who between them mustered 8,427 votes. On this occasion they had 118
candidates (including 42 in Strathclyde where they had only seven in 1986), and obtained just over 35,000
votes—by far the highest for a ‘minor’ party in Regional elections. This result was not nearly so good as that
sensationally obtained in the European elections the year before, but some compensation was obtained by the
symbolically important gain of their first seat in Scottish local government from a sitting Independent in
Highland.

Two factions of the Communist party participated in the elections, but there was still a further decline in the
number of candidates and in votes won. The Communists did, however, manage to retain the one seat that they
have held (in Fife) with the same candidate, since 1974. The eight ‘continuing’ SDP candidates were
concentrated in just two areas and, presumably, will not reappear.

Trends in Regional Elections

Candidates and Contests

A record number of 1515 candidates contested the 1990 Regional elections. Details for 1986 and 1990 are shown
in Table E. In partisan Regions there was a major increase in the number of Conservatives (+51) and further
small increases by Labour and the SNP (+14 and +6 respectively). Both Labour and the SNP contested more
than 92 per cent of the seats in partisan areas and the Conservatives were not far behind (87 per cent). This is a
very impressive rate of participation and it is difficult to envisage much improvement by these parties. Most
candidates fight seats that they know they cannot win; for most of them the rewards are purely psychic and there
must be limits to the numbers prepared to come forward. Only the SLD fielded fewer candidates (-41) and it is
likely that they will make strenuous efforts to improve on this showing. They had particularly poor slates of
candidates in Central (six candidates for 34 seats) and they had no candidates at all in four Strathclyde Districts
(Cumbernauld and Kilsyth, Monklands, Motherwell and Cumnock and Doon Valley). Overall the decline in the
number of SLD candidates was compensated by an increase of 40 in the number of Green candidates.

Table E: Party of Candidates 1986—1990

Partisan Non-Partisan Total
Regions Regions
1986 1990 1986 1990 1986 1990
Con 243 294 16 28 259 322
Lab 297 311 20 . 31 317 342
SNP 307 313 23 35 330 348
SLD 231 190 14 22 245 212
Green 69 109 — 9 69 118
Ind 23 27 118 105 141 132
Other 28 38 1 3 29 41
TOTAL 1198 1282 192 233 1390 1515

In non-partisan areas the number of Independent candidates fell by 13 and the major parties increased their
presence. The Conservatives mounted a particularly strong challenge in Borders where they contested 19 of the
23 seats (but emerged with fewer seats). Labour increased its candidatures modestly in all three of these Regions,
but it was the SNP which made the greatest effort amongst the parties with 35 candidates. Slowly but inexorably,
it seems, the non-partisan nature of these Regions is being eroded as the percentage of candidates who are
Independents has fallen from almost 70 per cent in 1974 to 45 per cent in 1990, and the proportion of council
seats won by Independents has fallen from 79 per cent to 58 per cent.



Over Scotland as a whole, the Conservatives, Labour, the SNP and the Greens put forward a record number of
candidates.

Table F shows the percentage of divisions contested in Regional elections since 1974. Uncontested elections are
now very much a rarity in partisan areas and, indeed there was only one such case (in Fife) in 1990. The
increased participation of the parties in non-partisan Regions produced a relatively high proportion of contested
elections there. Just over 66 per cent of the seats were contested, the biggest proportion since the first flurry of
interest after reorganisation in 1974,

Table F: Percentage of Contested Divisions 1974—1990

1974 1978 1982 1986 1990

% % % % %
Partisan Regions 92.7 89.3 94.3 98.5 99.7
Non-Partisan Regions 82.9 47.6 60.0 59.0 66.4
TOTAL 90.3 79.1 85.7 88.8 91.5

Trends in Party Competition

The developing nature of electoral competition in Regional elections is illustrated in Tables G and H.

Table G: Forms of Electoral Competition 1974—1990

1974 1978 1982 1986 1990
Partisan Regions % % % % %
Major Party Contest 78 86 92 96 97
Major Party Unopposed 7 9 6 2 N
Major Party v Ind/Other 14 4 2 2 3
Ind/Other Contest 1 — — — —
Ind Unopposed — 2 — — e
Non-Partisan Regions
Major Party Contest 13 7 18 13 35
Major Party Unopposed 1 15 12 11 9
Major Party v Ind/Other 42 18 27 28 17
Ind/Other Contest 28 23 15 18 15
Ind Unopposed 16 37 28 30 25

*Less than one per cent.

Table G shows that in partisan Regions almost all divisions now witness a contest between at least two of the
four major parties. All other forms of competition (or non-competition) which accounted for almost a quarter of
divisions in the first elections after reorganisation are now, to all intents and purposes, extinct.

Change continues, however, in non-partisan Regions. In 1990 just over one third of divisions in these Regions
witnessed party contests compared with only 6.7 per cent in 1978.



Table H: Forms of Party Contest in Partisan Regions 1974-1990

1974 1978 1982 1986 1990
% % % % %

Four-Way Contests
Con v Lab v All/SLD v SNP 5 6 45 51 43
Three-Way Contests
Con v Lab v SNP 21 52 16 12 33
Con v Lab v All/SLD 12 3 9 3 3
Other Three-Way 1 — 10 15 5
All Three-Way 34 55 35 30 41
Two-Way Contests
Con v Lab 42 18 5 -— 1
Lab v SNP 14 11 8 15 6
Other Two-way 5 9 7 5 4
All Two-Way 61 38 20 20 11
Total Party Contests 254 279 304 321 325

As Table H shows from 1974 to 1986 there was a huge increase in the incidence of four-way contests in
Regional elections in partisan areas, from just five per cent of divisions with party contests in 1974 to 51 per cent
in 1986. The decline in the number of SLD candidates in 1990 reduced this slightly to 48 per cent, but the overall
increase in party activity meant that the decline in the incidence of straight fights continued and these accounted
for only L1 per cent of party contests in 1990. Regional elections remain highly competitive and this is a
characteristic to be commended.

Women Candidates and Councillors

The slow, but consistent growth in the number of women candidates and councillors continued in 1990. Table 1
shows, however, that women still constitute less than a quarter of all candidates. The Labour party continues to
be the most backward in the nomination of women. Although they did field more than ever before, fewer than 20
per cent of Labour candidates were women. All of the other parties had a higher proportion of female candidates
than Labour. This must, or should be, an embarrassment to a party which claims to be the soundest on women’s
issues and professes an egalitarian philosophy. The newest of the parties, the Greens, produced the highest
proportion of women candidates with 36.5 per cent. Although the proportion of candidates who were women
showed a small overall increase, both the Conservatives and the SLD had a smaller proportion than in 1986,



Table I: Women Candidates 1974—1990
1974

Number of Women candidates 139

As % of all Candidates 12.1
Number of Women Elected 44
As % of all Elected 10.2

1978

167
16.0

52
12.1

1982 1986 1990
224 274 323
17.3 19.7 21.3

56 67 72

12.7 15.1 16.2

Labour’s poor record in the nomination of women did not prevent it from having more than 50 per cent of all the
women regional councillors elected in 1990. Its dominant position in Scottish politics ensures that a high
proportion of its women candidates are actually elected (nearly 58 per cent in 1990), but this is still significantly
less than for male Labour candidates (70.6 per cent). In all parties except the SLD women are less likely to be
elected than their male counterparts. We have remarked before that this has nothing to do with their merits as
candidates, but has a lot to do with the seats that they have been selected to fight. It is significant that in §990,
amongst Independent candidates, who are, as it were, self-selected nearly six per cent of women candidates were
elected compared with almost 55 per cent of men.






Highland

1 THURSO WEST Electorate 3,381

J H Fry IND Unopposed

2 THURSO EAST Electorate 2,887

=W S Smith IND Unopposed
3 WICK Electorate 2,901

=A Murray IND Unopposed
4 PULTENEY Electorate 2,767

=J W Oag IND Unopposed
5 CAITHNESS NORTH EAST Electorate 2,167

=W Mowat IND Unopposed
6 CAITHNESS SOQUTH EAST Electorate 2,026

Turnout : &44.7% Rejected Ballots: 1( 0.11%)
%

=W A Mowat SLD 468 51.7
P C Sutherland LAB 436 48.2

Majority 32

7 CAITHNESS CENTRAL Electorate 2,231
Turnout : 47.5% Rejected Ballots: 5¢ 0.47&)

D Coghill IND 590 55.7

J S Pollok IND 272 25.7

D H Milnes IND 192 18.1
Majority 318

8 CAITHNESS WEST Electorate 1,880

=R E Godfrey IND Unopposed

9 DORNOCH/CREICH ETC Electorate 2,895
Turnout : 43.1% Rejected Ballots: 2( 0.16%)
%

=A M Gilmour IND 966 77.3
A Chalmers IND 281 22.5
Majority 685
10 FLEET Electorate 2,424
Turnout : 51.2% Rejected Ballots: 3¢ 0.24%)
=A Murray IND 789 63.5
D 1 MacRae IND 365 29.4
Ms V E R Scott IND 85 6.8
Majority 424

11 SUTHERLAND NORTH WEST Electorate 1,570
=F R M Keith IND Unopposed

12 SUTHERLAND EAST Electorate 2,256

=R R McDonald IND Unopposed
12A TONGUE/FARR Electorate 1,320
*A MacKay IND Unopposed

13 LOCHBROOM/CONON VALLEY Electorate 2,679
*D R Green IND Unopposed

14 WESTER ROSS Electorate 2,799

*D N Cameron IND Unopposed
15 SEAFORTH Electorate 3,837
=M J Nicolson IND Unopposed
16 DINGWALL Electorate 3,670
Turnout : 29.9% Rejected Ballots: 5¢ 0.46§)
=N McKechnie IND 686 62.6
Ms E R Scott GREEN 405 37.0
Majority 281

17 BLACK ISLE WEST Electorate 3,877
Turnout : 37.1% Rejected Ballots: 1¢ 0.07%)
%

=K Fraser IND 880 61.1
D M Jardine GREEN 559 38.8
Majority 321

18 BLACK ISLE EAST Electorate 3,375

=D J McPherson IND Unopposed

19 FERINDONALD Electorate 3,300
Turnout : 39.1% Rejected Ballots: 4( 0.31;)

=Ms V Maclver IND 845 65.5

A MacDonald IND 442 34.2
Majority 403

19A ALNESS Electorate 2,072

Turnout : 40.4% Rejected Ballots: 1¢( 0.12?)

Ms J Maclnnes IND 426 50.8

=R Mardon IND 411 49.0
Majority 15

20 INVERGORDON Electorate 3,173
Turnout : 46.2X Rejected Ballots: 7( 0.48%)
%

=Ms 1 C Rhind IND 944  64.3
E Blaauw GREEN 516 35.2

Majority 428



21 EASTER ROSS Electorate 3,177

=Ms E D Wilkerson IND Unopposed

22 TAIN Electorate 3,420

Turnout : 54.8% Rejected Ballots: 5¢ 0.é7%)

%

A Rhind IND 946 50.5

=H Miller IND 923 49.3
Majority 23

23 ROSS SOUTH WEST Electorate 1,962

Turnout : 49.7% Rejected Ballots: 13( 1.33%)

%

W M Fulton IND 506 51.8

Ms C Munro SLD 457 46.8
IND gain from SLD Majority 49

24 SKYE SOUTH & EAST Electorate 3,682

*F M MaclLennan IND Unopposed

25 SKYE NORTH & WEST Electorate 3,108
Turnout : 46.6% Rejected Ballots: 11¢ 0.76%)

D Grant SLD 693 47.9
I B Willoughby SNP 427 29.5
=1 S Campbell IND 214 14.8
G MacPherson IND 103 7.1

SLD gain from IND Majority 266

26 FORT WILLIAM Electorate 3,324
Turnout : 37.0% Rejected Ballots: 8¢ 0.65%)

1 J MacDonald LAB 508 41.3
*R W Morgan IND 497 40.4
R E Hervo INDLAB 217 17.6
LAB gain from IND Majority 1

27 CAOL/INVERLOCHY Electorate 2,989

=M J MacKay LAB Unopposed
28 NEVIS Electorate 3,198
Turnout : 52.1% Rejected Ballots: 1( 0.06%)
%
J K MacKay LAB 534 32.1
A Duncan IND 299 18.0
E H Wallace IND 268 16.1
W Johnston SNP 225 13.5
Ms A S Forbes IND 209 12.6
A MclLeod IND 129 7.7
LAB gain from IND Majority 235
29 MALLAIG/ARDNAMURCHAN Electorate 3,000
=M E M Foxley INDLIB Unopposed

30 GLENCOE/NETHER LOCHABER Electorate 2,189
Turnout : 52.4% Rejected Ballots: 8¢ 0.?0%)
%

*A B Robertson LAB 668 58.2

J S Chisholm SNP 472 41.1
Majority 196

31 MERKINCH Electorate 3,039

Turnout : 40.8% Rejected Ballots: 3( 0.24§)

*J M Henry LAB 870 70.1

Ms C Barrow SNP 368 29.7
Majority 502

32 DALNE!IGH/MUIRTOWN Electorate 2,972

W J Smith IND Unopposed
IND gain from LAB

33 BALLIFEARY/COLUMBA Electorate 2,616

=A Milne IND Unopposed

34 NESS CENTRAL Electorate 2,836
Turnout : 41.4%X Rejected Ballots: 9( 0.77%)

%

Ms C M Cumming LAB 477 40.7

=W R MacPhee IND 364 31.0

J Horne SLD 323 27.5
LAB gain from IND Majority 13

35 CROWN/RAIGMORE Electorate 3,292

=C L Goodman LAB Unopposed

36 OLD EDINBURGH Electorate 3,602
Turnout : 39.0% Rejected Ballots: 6¢ 0.432)

=A G Sellar IND 1,012 72.0
Ms R Young GREEN 388 27.6
Majority 624
37 DRUMMOND Electorate 3,376
Turnout : 45.9% Rejected Ballots: 3¢ 0.19?)
=W A E Fraser IND 847 54.7
H H McK Sutherland IND 332 21.4
J H Travers GREEN 307 19.8
J B Pollard IND 60 3.9
Majority 515
38 HILTON Electorate 3,003
=T MacKenzie LAB Unopposed

39 ARDERSIER/PETTY ETC Electorate 4,485

=P J Peacock IND Unopposed



39A INVERNESS EAST Electorate 4,269
Turnout : 30.2% Rejected Ballots: 18( 1.40:)

W McGarrity LAB 501 38.9
J M Fitzpatrick SNP 435 33.8
J Martin GREEN 334 25.9
LAB gain from IND Majority 66

40 STRATHDEARN Electorate 3,414
Turnout : 39.8% Rejected Ballots: 2( 0.15§)

=Mack Of Mackintosh IND 1,093 80.4
D C Macrae IND 265 19.5
Majority 828

41 AIRD SOUTH Electorate 2,220
Turnout : 46.8% Rejected Ballots: 0¢ 0.00%)
%

=A W MacKenzie IND 716 68.8
J R G Menzies IND 326 31.2
Majority 392

41A CHARLESTON Electorate 4,318

=J T MacDonald LAB Unopposed

42 AIRD NORTH Electorate 3,395
Turnout : 48.1% Rejected Ballots: 4( 0.24§)

=J S Munro SNP 1,284 78.6
C F Spencer-Nairn CON 345 21.1
Majority 939

43 STRATHSPEY Electorate 3,168

*8 M S Dunlop IND Unopposed
IND gain from SNP

44 CAIRNGORM Electorate 2,681
Turnout : 38.5% Rejected Ballots: 6( 0.58§)

A 1 MGlen SNP 783 75.9
J Duffy IND 242 23.5
Majority 541
45 BADENOCH Electorate 2,667
=A J Russell SLD Unopposed
46 NINIAN Electorate 2,704
Turnout : 45.5% Rejected Ballots: 2( 0.16§)
W shand IND 464 37.7
N H McCulloch IND 408 33.2
D Scholes GREEN 356 28.9

IND gain from CON Majority 56

47 NAIRN COUNTY Electorate 2,788
Turnout : 45.8% Rejected Ballots: 1¢ 0.08:)

=N J O Graham CON 601 47.1
W J MacGillivray IND 445 34.8
Ms A M McCormack GREEN 230 18.0

Majority 156

47A ALLTAN Electorate 2,490

Turnout : 39.5% Rejected Ballots: 0¢ 0.00§)
R E Winter GREEN 465 47.3

=J J N Matheson IND 378 38.4
F Moody IND 141 14.3

GREEN gain from IND Majority 87



Grampian

1 ELGIN NORTH EAST

Turnout : 40.9%

Electorate 7,463
Rejected Ballots: 8( 0.26?)

8 KEITH/STRATHISLA Electorate 6,036
Turnout : 46.8% Rejected Ballots: 6( 0.21%)
%

=J S Cree IND 1,610 57.1
Ms M | W Barr SNP 1,206 42.7
Majority 404

=E Glass LAB 1,561 51.1
Ms A M N Munn SNP 856 28.0
Ms A A V Woods CON 631 20.6

Majority 705

2 ELGIN SOUTH WEST Electorate 7,247
Turnout : 38.3% Rejected Ballots: 1¢( 0.64§)

=R W Munn SNP 1,009 36.4
N McKay CON 888 32.0
A Farquharson APT 674 24.3
S J Carter GREEN 200 7.2

Majority 121
3 ERNEDAL Electorate 9,259
Turnout : 39.5% Rejected Ballots: 6( 0.16%)
%
R J Laing SNP 1,463 40.0

=J Davies IND 733 20.0
C K White CON 700 19.1
J F MacKenzie IND 558 15.2
N R Hardy GREEN 200 5.5

SNP gain from IND Majority 730

4 BURGHSEA Electorate 7,864
Turnout : 45.3% Rejected Ballots: 3¢ 0.08?)

Ms J Stewart SNP 2,028 57.0
=Ms R L Hossack CON 1,528 42.9
SNP gain from CON Majority 500

5 INNES-HELDON Electorate 6,640
Turnout : 38.6% Rejected Ballots: 6( 0.23%)
%

=] Lawson CON 1,147 44.7
I R Taylor SNP 1,057 41.2
V A Cameron GREEN 223 8.7
K Stuart INDSN 133 5.2

Majority 90
6 BUCKIE Electorate 6,405

Turnout : 38.3% Rejected Ballots: 2( 0.08%)

%
1,815 76.0
636 25.9

*G McDonald SNP
A T Dean CON

Majority 1,179

7 RATHFORD/LENNOX Electorate 6,265
Turnout : 42.0%4 Rejected Ballots: 19( 0.72%)

Ms M Howe SNP 1,490 56.7
+H Watt IND 1,121 42.6
Majority 369

9 SPEYSIDE/GLENLIVET

Turnout : 39.1%

Ms P B Paul
+W A Grant

10 DEVERON
Turnout : 37.7%

K Benzie
J H Mitchell
M Shread
W F Anderson

SNP gain from CON

11 BANFF/PORTSOY
Turnout : 39.1%

=N J W Allan
Ms E Watt

J B S Fletcher
Ms E Shread

Electorate 6,131
Rejected Ballots: 14¢ 0.58§)

SNP 1,309 54.6
IND 1,074 44.8
Majority 235

Electorate 7,168
Rejected Ballots: 6¢ 0.22%)

SNP 1,314 48.7
IND 1,045 38.7
LAB 184 6.8
SLD 150 5.6
Majority 269

Electorate 6,746
Rejected Ballots: 4( 0.15%)

SNP 1,590 60.3
CON 619 23.5
SLD 230 8.7
LAB 193 7.3
Majority 971

12 LOWER DEVERON/UPPER YTHAN Electorate 7,512

Turnout : 35.7%

=H J Sim

E C Shand

A E Bullen

A M Carmichael

13 BUCHAN
Turnout : 38.7%

D McHugh
=Ms E Morgan

J Cruickshank
A Wood

SNP gain from CON

14 PETERHEAD WEST
Turnout : 38.6%

J Davidson
=$ Coull

I Law

Ms R C Robertson

SNP gain from SLD

Rejected Ballots: 1¢ 0.042)

CON 1,564 58.4
SNP 723 27.0
LAB 218 8.1
SLD 173 6.5
Majority 841

Electorate 7,636
Rejected Ballots: 0¢ 0.00§)

SNP 1,320 44.7
CON 1,215 41.1
LAB 321 10.9
SLD 98 3.3
Majority 105

Electorate 7,824
Rejected Ballots: 2( 0.07§)

SNP 1,578 52.3
SLD 733 24.3
CON 436 14.4
LAB 270 8.9
Majority 845



SNP 68.9

LAB 16.1

CON 14.5
Majority 1,127
Majority 1,178
SNP 1,518
CON 1,201
LAB 318
SLD 133
Majority 37

6,322

.00%)
IND 992
SLD 661
CON 312
SNP 244
GREEN 113

Electorate 7,641
Rejected Ballots: 7( 0.24%)

SLD
CON
SNP

Majority 226

SLD 1,
CON
LAB
SNP

Majority 786

21A KINTORE/NEWMACHAR
Turnout : 36.7%

=A Stuart SLD

Ms P J Ramsey IND

Ms S M Gifford SNP
Majority
Majority

24A FORMARTINE
Turnout : 37.1%

LAB
SNP
CON
SLD
GREEN

Majority

1,391
692
295

699

449

985

Electorate 6,506
Rejected Ballots: 12( 0.50§)

58.2
29.0
12.3




























































































































































