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In 1975 a relatively unknown Margaret Thatcher defeated then party
leader Edward Heath, despite the predictions of observers who said that
she possessed little support among the Conservative MPs. In 1990,
Margaret Thatcher, the Prime Minister of Great Britain, resigned her
position as leader of the British Conservative Party, although she had
received a majority of MP support in her party’s leadership selection
contest. In my study I show that two factors can account for these
paradoxical outcomes: the electoral system and Hobbesian loyalty.
Through its 15% rule and run-off procedure, the electoral system (a three-
ballot run-off contest) seeks consensus candidates, or in other words,
candidates who meet the Condorcet criterion. It also encourages ‘stalking
horse’ candidates to run on the first ballot in an attempt to unseat the
party leader. Second, a strand of Hobbesian loyalty exists among the MPs.
Ministers with this Hobbesian trait vote for the party leader on the first
ballot out of loyalty, causing an overstating of support for the party leader.
This ‘rallying’ around the leader is quite ephemeral, and these Hobbesian
MPs desert the leader after the first ballot. As such the party leader can
achieve first-ballot majorities, which are not indicative of the true prefer-
ences of the MPs. The combination of these two factors is that, while the
institutional rules favor a challenge to the party leader, the normative
actions of the MPs favor the reelection of the party leader. The counter-
intuitive finding of this analysis is that early majorities for the party leader
(as for Thatcher in 1990) may actually hide the lack of a majority of
support. Copyright © 1996 Elsevier Science Ltd.

The British Conservative Party leadership elections in 1975 and 1990 determined
Margaret Thatcher’s rise and fall in leadership. In each election a sizable propor-
tion of the Conservative MPs found the current leader unpopular, and in each
election the party leader failed to meet the challenge from within his or her own
party.! In 1975 a relatively unknown challenger, Margaret Thatcher, outpolled
Edward Health, the party leader at the time, on the first ballot election. Thatcher
then defeated the ‘heir apparent’ to the leadership, William Whitelaw, on the
second ballot. In 1990 Thatcher, as the party leader and Prime Minister, held a
majority of the vote on the first ballot, yet still did not win the election. Despite
controlling greater than a majority of support, Thatcher resigned her position.
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This essay examines how the institutional election procedure contributed to
Thatcher’s victory and how it eventually worked against her. Specifically, I show
that the 15 per cent margin rule transforms the first ballot into a ‘leadership
approval vote’ in which the leader may need more than an absolute majority in
order to retain her position. If the party leader fails to win the election, the electoral
procedure will choose a consensus candidate. Moreover, the loyalty of many of the
MPs towards their leader affects their voting behavior. Loyalty to the leader
produces apparently paradoxical voting outcomes.

Using the concepts of the consensus candidate and MP loyalty to the party leader
(which I term ‘Hobbesian’ voting), I explain three separate events. First, I demon-
strate how Thatcher managed to become the focal point of anti-Heath votes on the
first ballot in the 1975 contest. Second, I detail the reasons that Thatcher’s upset
of William Whitelaw was not a surprise, but rather a predictable outcome given the
electoral system. Last, I show that Thatcher’s resignation in the 1990 contest was
not irrational. Given the desertion of Hobbesian MPs, Thatcher could not reason-
ably expect to win on either a second or third ballot.

In order to reach these conclusions, this essay outlines the leadership selection
process of the Conservative Party prior to 1965. It details the emergence system
and its emphasis on two norms: finding a consensus candidate and loyalty to the
party leader. The next section explains why the emergence system was abandoned
in favor of a formal electoral mechanism. A description of the new electoral insti-
tution follows. In this section I equate the social choice concept of the Condorcet
Candidate (a candidate who defeats all other candidates in pair-wise competition)
with the consensus norm. I detail also the concept of Hobbesian voters and explain
their behavior in the leadership contests. When combined, these two concepts illus-
trate the contribution of the electoral system to the 1975 and 1990 outcomes. Last,
I explain how this analysis can be generalized to examine other political parties
and party systems.

The Emergence of the New System

Prior to 1965 the leader of the party was selected by an informal ‘sounding out’ of
party opinion. The top level of the party organization (cabinet and outgoing party
leader) had a great deal of influence over the process. Usually, this ‘Magic Circle’
alone would decide the next leader. Only when the leader was also the Prime
Minister would the party have to forward the name of the successor to the Queen
for selection. Otherwise, the selection of the Magic Circle was enough.2z The three
emergence cases of Sir Anthony Eden, Harold Macmillan and Sir Alec Douglas-Home
illustrate both the procedures and problems involved in this method.3

The emergence of Eden in 1955 was typical of the leadership struggle in that
there was none. Virtually designated by Churchill as his eventual successor, Eden
not only was one of the most qualified for the post but was also acknowledged by
the parliamentary party and the public at large as the likely successor. This ‘heir
apparent’ method was quite customary in previous leadership selections.

It was when no heir apparent was available that the party leaders would seek
out a consensus candidate (dating back to 1911 and the compromise of Long and
Chamberlain leading to Bonar Law’s emergence). The following statement epito-
mizes the Tory desire for consensus: “If one voice of doubt is raised now it will be
seized upon and will be magnified into party disunion at a critical time.”¢ The party



NEAL G JESSE 185

would attempt to find a candidate who was a good second choice of both disput-
ing factions so that dissent could be minimized. This consensus norm served a unify-
ing purpose. Traditional Toryism emphasizes authority and loyalty to the leader.
Loyalty is necessary when the Conservative Party faces national elections, for a
unified party is more electorally viable than a divided party. By agreeing on a
consensus candidate, rather than a divisive leader, the party tries to insure internal
cohesion.

The consensus norm enjoyed a healthy life in the Conservative Party until 1957
and the selection of Harold Macmillan. Rab Butler had a great deal of backbench
support and was considered by many as the deputy Prime Minister (and thus heir
apparent). However, two members of the House of Lords (Lord Salisbury and Lord
Kilmuir) had taken an informal poll of cabinet members and reported to the Queen
that Macmillan was their choice. In consultation with Churchill and Eden, the
Queen selected Macmillan.

Dissension rose from the backbenches as members claimed that their opinions
were not head and that the Queen’s involvement in the affair was an embarrass-
ment. Furthermore, they claimed that the party did not wish for such important
decisions to be left out of their hands in the future. These backbenchers also
complained that influence in this system was unduly concentrated in the hands of
a few party members (specifically the cabinet members and a few high-ranking
Lords). However, at this time no changes were made in the leadership selection
process.

In 1962 two candidates contended for the leadership position: Lord Halisham
(enabled by the Peerage Act of 1963), who was supported by Macmillan, and
Rab Butler. Due to party division over the two candidates, Macmillan advised the
Queen to call for Sir Alec Douglas-Home. Macmillan appeared to choose a candi-
date whom he thought everyone would rally around. Thus, a consensus candi-
date seemed to emerge from the system in harmony with Tory expectations.
However, this was not the case. In his report to the Queen, Macmillan made it
sound as if he, the cabinet, and the party in whole, were behind Home. Yet
Home was unpopular with a substantial number of party members who were
greatly dissatisfied that the leadership contest had turned into “a sort of
American convention” (Norton and Aughey, 1981, 299). Also notable is that Iain
MacLeod and Enoch Powell, two early contenders for the leadership, were
readily prepared to support Butler.> As a consequence of Macmillan’s support,
Home was selected.

A growing number of Conservative MPs now believed that the ‘emergence’
system of leadership selection was inadequate. It was clearly open to manipulation
by the more powerful actors, and the notion that it was more democratic or more
desirable than formal elections was beginning to be doubted. Further, the consen-
sus norm appeared to have been abandoned in 1957 with the selection of
Macmillan, and the 1963 selection of Home only seemed to continue this trend.
Many MPs now made open call for reform.

Before his resignation in 1965, Home agreed to a new method for selecting his
successors. The Conservative Party abandoned the informal method, and in its place
installed a formal elections scheme (described in Section II).6 The system was
slightly altered in 1975 (allowing for the annual re-selection of the party leader and
also adjusting the 15 per cent rule), but in most part it operates in the same fashion
as it did when it was devised in 1965 by the ‘1922 Committee?’.
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Mechanics of the System

This section provides a description of the procedure used to elect the Conservative
party leader.8 The Conservatives have used this institution on five occasions: 1965,
1975, 1989, 1990 and 1995 (on all other years between 1975 and 1994, no candi-
date other than the party leader was nominated). Table 1 displays the results of
these elections.

The election takes place in three separate, sequential ballots. All members of the
Conservative parliamentary party (Conservative MPs) may cast a vote. All candidates
who wish to enter (and meet the nomination requirement) on the first ballot may
do so. Two necessary conditions exist for any candidate to achieve victory. The
first is an absolute majority of the total eligible voters. The second is a margin of
15 per cent of the total eligible voters over the next candidate.

If no candidate wins in the first round, all nominations are voided, and new
nominations are taken (candidates from the first ballot may be re-nominated for the
second). On the second ballot an absolute majority is necessary for victory. If there
is no victory, the three candidates with the most votes will be presented on a third
ballot. At this stage the MPs order their top two preferences on the ballot and an
absolute majority of first preferences is necessary for victory. If there is no victor,

TasLE 1. Conservative Party leadership election results

28 July 1965 Edward Heath 150
Reggie Maudling 133
Enoch Powell 15
4 February 1975 (first ballot) Margaret Thatcher 130
Edward Heath (incumbent) 119
Hugh Fraser 16
Abstentions or absent 11
11 February 1975 (second ballot) Margaret Thatcher 146
William Whitelaw 79
James Prior 19
Geoffrey Howe 19
John Peyton 11
Abstentions or absent 2
5 December 1989 Margaret Thatcher (Incumbent) 314
Sir Anthony Meyer 33
Spoilt ballots 24
Abstentions or absent 3
21 November 1990 (first ballot) Margaret Thatcher (Incumbent) 204
Michael Heseltine 152
Abstentions or absent 16
28 November 1990 (second ballot) John Major 185
Michael Heseltine 131
Douglas Hurd 56
5 July 1995 John Major (Incumbent) 218
John Redwood 89
Spoilt ballots 12
Abstentions or absent 10

Sources: 1965-1975 Fisher (1977); The London Times (1989), (1990), (1995).
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the candidate with the least first preferences is eliminated and his second prefer-
ences are transferred. The candidate with the majority is the winner.?

A number of consequences arise from this electoral arrangement. First, the 15
per cent rule has a substantial impact upon the chances of the leader’s re-clection.
The 15 per cent hurdle was instituted as a method of insuring that the party leader
had overwhelming support within his own party. In this way, the 15 per cent
hurdle creates the atmosphere of a ‘leadership approval vote’, for the leader must
secure a larger percentage of the vote than a simple majority (sometimes called a
‘special majority’).10

But the 15 per cent hurdle has an even greater impact by creating an incentive
for the opposition to run only a single candidate in the first ballot. Sir John Rodgers
labeled the system a ‘Coward’s Charter’ because it allows entry in the second ballot.
He would have been more precise if he had called it a ‘Strategist’s Charter’ because
it is actually wise, not cowardly, to enter in the second round and not the first.

It is to the advantage of voters who do not prefer the party leader (regardless of
who they do prefer) to pool their votes into one candidate. The leading candidate
must receive not only a majority of the vote, but he must also possess 15 per cent
more votes than the candidate with the second largest vote total. If any other candi-
date gains 43 per cent of the vote, no other candidate can possibly win. If all the
MPs who do not vote for the party leader pool their votes into one candidate they
have a greater chance of defeating the party leader’s bid to meet the 15 per cent
hurdle than if they vote for separate candidates. Therefore, it is advantageous for
these MPs to pool their votes rather than spreading the vote or abstaining. This
pooling of votes creates a ‘Stalking Horse’' phenomenon. (i.e. the running of one
contender in the first ballot to try and force the contest into a second, where other
candidates—possibly preferred candidates—may enter). Any rival candidate is thus
a focal point for discontent, from whatever sources this discontent may arise.
Ministers have an incentive to vote strategically for this stalking horse in order to
defeat the party leader and open up the next ballot for new candidates.

Thus, the first round of this electoral system is not ‘neutral’. It is biased towards
an outcome of ‘no winner’ or a deadlocked situation.!! The 15 per cent hurdle
contributes to the continuation of the election and thus the possible selection of a
consensus candidate. The next section illustrates how the 15 per cent rule and
strategic voting combine to mimic the consensus norm in the old emergence system
of leadership selection.

Properties of the Electoral Institution

Social choice literature has postulated that there exists a set of intuitive properties
that we might want or expect democratic voting rules to possess. Starting with the
ground-breaking work of Kenneth Arrow, a number of properties have been clearly
defined (Arrow, 1963). The work of both Arrow and Kenneth May has shown that
no voting rule, save simply majority with only two alternatives, can satisfy the full
range of intuitive voting properties (May, 1952). Through an application of these
properties to the Conservative Party electoral procedure, and the discovery of
which voting properties are violated, I show that the system suffers from
Condorcet’s first problem, non-Neutrality, and non-Anonymity (Schwartz, 1986).
Such an exploration of voting properties uncovers three interesting results. First,
the electoral institution does not necessarily choose a consensus candidate when



188 Thatcher’s Rise and Fall

one exists (Condorcet’s First Problem). Second, on the first ballot, the system favors
the outcome of no winner over any winner (as apparent violation of the property
of neutrality). Third, voting based on party loyalty can make the current party leader
a favored candidate on the first ballot (a violation of the property of Anonymity).
Other existing properties, while theoretically interesting, do not contribute directly
to an understanding of the Thatcher elections and will only be mentioned in the
following endnote.12

Condorcet’s First Problem: Selecting the Consensus Candidate

The first property that appeals to intuitive sense is that of the Condorcet Candidate.
The Condorcet property says that if there is a candidate who ‘beats’ each and every
other candidate in pair-wise competition, this candidate (the Condorcet Candidate)
should be the social choice.’3 In a normative sense, if a Condorcet Candidate exists,
the electoral procedure should select him.

The First Condorcet Problem is that a Condorcet Candidate may exist but that
he is not the unique social choice under a given voting rule. The example below
depicts 11 voters (the numbered columns) and each voter’s ordered preference for
the candidates (A, B and C).!¥ The candidate at the top of each column is the most
preferred candidate (for each voter), the second preferred is listed beneath the first
preferred, and the least preferred is at the bottom o the column. Thus, voter 1
prefers candidate A over the other two and candidate B over candidate C.
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Candidate C is the Condorcet Candidate in this case as C>A (C is preferred by
more voters to A than the other way around) and C>B (note that A>B making B
Condorcet Dominated). However, if the above example was a Conservative leader-
ship election, Candidate C would not be selected. No candidate would win the first
two ballots (where A=4, B=4, C=3). In the third ballot, candidate C would be
eliminated and his votes transferred. Candidate A would then win the election.
Therefore, if MPs vote sincerely (i.e. without misrepresenting their true preference
ordering), Condorcet’s First Problem exists in the Conservative election process.

Equating the normative concept (consensus norm) with the social choice
concept (Condorcet Candidate), one can derive empirically related results. In the
above example, the failure of the electoral institution to select the Condorcet
Candidate would have the normative implication that the institution would not
select the consensus candidate. However, this example may not be as damning as
it seems because its outcome relies on sincere voting. If the voters strategically
misrepresent their true preferences (by voting for other than their most preferred
candidate) in hopes of achieving a better outcome than what would occur with
strictly sincere voting, the results would be different. Since voters 5-7 and 9-11
prefer candidate C to candidate A (the winner with sincere voting), these voters
who constitute a majority could vote for candidate C in the second round of the
contest and insure that candidate’s victory. This outcome would then be stable as
only five voters (voters 1 and 5-8) prefer candidate B over candidate C.
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Furthermore, if voters are strategic and a Condorcet Candidate exists, such a
candidate will be the social choice.!’5 The logic is as follows. Any candidate needs
at least a majority of the vote in either the first ballot, second ballot, or third ballot
(before the transfer of votes) to win the election. With only sincere voting, any
candidate who achieves this mark must necessarily be the Condorcet Candidate
(because he is preferred on a majority of ballots to all of the other candidates). If
there is no majority winner selected by sincere voting in the first three rounds, and
if sincere voting during the transfer of votes in the third ballot causes the Condorcet
Candidate to be eliminated and his votes transferred (as in the above example), a
non-Condorcet Candidate is chosen. However, by definition there must exist a
majority of voters who prefer the Condorcet Candidate to the current winner. This
majority of voters could then preempt the other candidate’s victory by voting for
the Condorcet Candidate in the second round. Therefore, when a Condorcet
Candidate exists, there always exists the possibility for strategic voting to insure his
victory. As long as voters behave strategically, the unique social choice will always
be the Condorcet Candidate when one exists. Thus, the electoral procedure appears
to uphold the consensus norm.

Violation of Neutrality: The 15 per cent Margin

The property of Neutrality says that a voting rule should treat all alternatives equally.
In the first round of the Conservative leadership election, the two alternatives are
that any candidate will be victorious (1) or none will win (-1). The property of
Neutrality says that if the social outcome was (1) and every vote was reversed, then
the outcome would be reversed, or (-1). The first round of the Conservative
electoral procedure violates Neutrality, as the 15 per cent rule does not treat the
alternatives equally. For example, suppose that on the first ballot candidate A
receives 52 per cent of the vote and candidate B receives 48 per cent. The social
outcome would be (-1), as no candidate is elected and a second ballot would be
necessary. If the votes of each MP were then switched to the other candidate, the
result would still be deadlock.1¢ Other voting rules that also violate Neutrality are
those which create a ‘special majority’ situation such as two-thirds majority rule,
three-fifths majority rule, etc. In each case an extraordinary majority is necessary
to beat the default alternative. Schwartz (1992) has stated that such rules may be
labeled ‘preservative’ in that they preserve a status quo. In the present case, the
default alternative is not truly preservative, in that the party leader often becomes
fair game after the first ballot (a truly preservative rule would set the status quo so
that the leader continues to rule if no other candidate wins in the first round). In
this manner, the 15 per cent rule actually creates an atmosphere akin to a refer-
endum vote on the current leader.

Violation of Anonymity: Hobbesian Voters

The electoral institution transforms the first ballot into a contest between the
current leader (if there is one) and a focal point of anti-leader sympathies. The vote
is not about whom the MPs think should rule, but rather if the current leader should
continue. Under these circumstances MPs could exhibit loyalty to their leader by
voting for him. Empirical observations of the Conservative Party show that such a
display of loyalty does exist. Winston Churchill perhaps put it best when he said:
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The loyalties which centre upon number one are enormous. If he trips he
must be sustained. If he makes mistakes they must be covered. If he sleeps
he must not be wantonly disturbed. If he is no good, he must be poleaxed.
(Fisher, 1977, p.3)

In other words, a certain strand of loyalty to the leader runs through the
Conservative Party. The strong Tory belief in authority holds that any authority is
better than no authority, whomever may actually be that authority. This is similar
to Hobbes’s coordination problem in his social contract theory.!7 As such, this essay
labels MPs who display loyalty to the party leader as Hobbesian voters. This depic-
tion is different from Norton’s Taxonomy of the Conservative Party in which he
identifies a bloc of Conservative MPs as Party Loyalists.!®8 The Party Loyalists support
the Conservative Party’s ideals and can generally be relied upon to support the party
leader. Hobbesian voters only remain loyal to the leader as long as the leader proves
that he is worthy.

In the formal analysis that follows, these Hobbesian voters will vote for the party
leader on the first ballot, regardless of their true preference among the candidates.
As stated before, the first ballot is a leadership approval vote. Those MPs who seek
to retain the current leader must overcome the 15 per cent hurdle. Just as the
opposition must pool their votes, so must the Hobbesian voters. Ministers who are
uncertain as to the eventual outcome may decide that voting for the leader is at
least the safe choice.!®

If there is no winner on the first ballot, Hobbesian MPs no longer must conform
to the above restriction. The second ballot is not a leadership approval vote due to
the lack of the 15 per cent rule. In fact, if the party leader did not win outright on
the first ballot, the Hobbesian voters will desert him. His inability to defeat a strong
challenge is an obvious sign of weakness. Hobbesian MPs will not search for
another strong candidate on which to focus their attention. This produces a surge
and decline effect where the party leader’s votes are inflated on the first ballot and
drop dramatically on the second ballot.

If the party leader withdraws, the Hobbesian voters now behave in one of two
manners. If the outgoing leader received the greater share of the votes on the first
ballot, the Hobbesians do not have a clear focal point for further Hobbesian voting.
They then will vote based on their true preferences from among the candidates,
and no single candidate will receive a surge of support from Hobbesian voting.
However, if the outgoing leader did not gain the greater share of the first round
vote, the Hobbesians will focus their Hobbesian loyalty on the candidate who led
in the first round. The strong showing of a challenger in the first round is an
obvious sign of strength and leadership skills that will not go unnoticed. In the
second round, this candidate should pick up votes as Hobbesians jump on the
bandwagon for this candidate.

Such Hobbesian behavior appears to be a violation of Anonymity.20 The party
leader is a favored alternative on the first ballot as long as Hobbesian voters exist.
Moreover, a strong challenger may be favored on the second ballot. While the
electoral rule per se does not violate Anonymity, the behavior of the voters does.
This response even seems to counterbalance the institutional violation of Neutrality,
which favors challengers over the party leader. It is the combination of strategic
voting and Hobbesian voting that determines the dynamic in each election.

Of course, Hobbesian voters do not exist apart from the context of the election.
The level of support that the current party leader should expect from Hobbesian
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loyalty is dependent upon three factors. The first is whether the leader is also the
Prime Minister. A Prime Minister will command more loyalty than a party leader
who does not hold this position. Voting against the Prime Minister entails voting
against the party in the Commons and empowering the opposition. Second, the
party leader’s record of victories in recent General Elections is also a key indicator.
If the leader has led his party to victory, more MPs will be Hobbesian voters. While
these MPs may prefer the policies of another candidate, they undoubtedly prefer
electoral victory over defeat. A party leader who produces victories can bridge
policy differences. if the party leader has led the party to electoral defeat, the
number of Hobbesian voters should be lower. Third is the strength of the challenger
in presenting himself as a viable leadership candidate. The more that the challenger
appears to not be just a stalking horse for a third candidate, the fewer the number
of Hobbesians who will gravitate towards the party leader. When the challenger is
clearly only a stalking horse, many MPs are uncertain as to the eventual outcome.
This uncertainty feeds their Hobbesian tendencies to stay with whomever is in
power rather than face an unknown future.

Solving the 1975 Election—Part I, or How did Thatcher Defeat Heath?

By 1975 it became clear that a challenge to party leader Edward Heath would
materialize. The Conservative Party had been humiliated in two successive electoral
defeats in 1974 in which the public clearly indicated that it was not Heath “who
governs Britain”. Heath also had “alienated many MPs...and his failure to win power
made him seem an electoral liability” (Rissell, 1985, 22). Heath trailed Wilson in
the opinion polls and was unpopular even among Conservative constituencies. The
backbenches were upset with his centrist policies, government intervention in the
economy and apparent U-turns (of which the rescue of Rolls Royce was the
epitome) and wanted a change. Edward du Cann, the chairman of the 1992
Committee, met with Heath following the disastrous October 1974 election. He
relayed to Heath the Committee’s view that an election for the leadership of the
party should be held.

Heath called for an election that he fully expected to win. The only question was
who was going to run against Health. Keith Joseph, a senior member of the Shadow
Cabinet, was an obvious choice from the right of the party. Yet, his speech of 19
October at Edgbaston squelched any such notions and confirmed the suspicions of
the right that Joseph would be a liability as a party leader. Du Cann made it clear
that unless there was a significant probability that he would defeat Heath on the
first ballot, he would not stand (Wapshott and Brock, 1983).

Margaret Thatcher entered the 1975 contest when it became clear that no other
right-wing MP was willing and/or capable of standing against Heath. Thatcher had
served in Heath’s cabinet from 1970-1974 as Minister of Education, but was not
seen as a potential party leader by most Conservative MPs. It was thus commonly
assumed that Thatcher would serve as a stalking horse, allowing MPs to express
their anti-Heath feelings, and quite possibly push the contest into a second ballot
where another candidate could run. While it seemed inconceivable that Thatcher
could defeat Heath, “it was necessary for MPs to vote for her, though not neces-
sarily for her ideas, if they wanted a change” (Young, 1990, 199).

Heath was certainly in a vulnerable position, but very few observers predicted
that Heath would be unseated by such an unknown challenger. One source says
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that Thatcher “never attracted the support of even a significant minority”, and that
at the time there was no “upsurge of positive enthusiasm for her” (Riddell, 1985,
22). Heath clearly expected his cabinet, as well as most of the rank-and-file MPs,
to vote for him. After all, this was the first challenge to a sitting party leader in
peacetime; it almost seemed like just an unnecessary formality. Even The Economist
gave its support to Heath, saying that “The Party should cease havering and give
its most forceful man (Heath) the backing he needs” (Ranelagh, 1991, 132).

Yet, how much support from the rank-and-file could Heath reasonably rely upon?
Heath scored low on all three criteria that indicate the presence of Hobbesian voters.
First, Heath no longer held the position of Prime Minister, as he did before February
1974. While the whole notion of challenging the party leader was quite new, at least
it was not a challenge of the Prime Minister. Heath no longer controlled the govern-
ment, nor with it the career-making cabinet positions. Future ministers could jockey
for position, and junior MPs could defect from the Heath camp without much retri-
bution. Second, Heath had lost the last two consecutive general elections. The
October 1974 election was particularly damaging, as the Tory representation in
Scotland had been reduced to just 16 seats, with only eight more in Wales. Whether
Heath could turn the party’s electoral fortunes around was doubtful.

The third, and last, criterion is perhaps the most important in defining why the
Hobbesian voters deserted Edward Heath: the credibility of the challenge. Heath
thought that Thatcher’s nomination was a ‘curiosity’ and that he had nothing to
worry about. But one man was determined to make Thatcher more than just a stalk-
ing horse, and that was Airey Neave. When he became campaign manager for
Thatcher, he had only one goal in mind: to make Thatcher a genuine leadership
candidate (Wapshott and Brock, 1983; Ranelagh, 1991). To this end, Neave
canvassed Thatcher’s name to all the backbenchers, held parties at his house to
introduce Margaret, and added Gordon Reece, a producer of television entertain-
ment, as an advisor. Neave downplayed Thatcher’s ideological position in favor of
concentrating on her leadership attributes. On 21 January she gave a brilliant
address at the Parliamentary Press Gallery during lunch, and later that evening got
the best of Labour government minister Denis Healy. While Heath looked beaten
and humiliated following the 1974 defeats, Thatcher “didn’t seem beaten at all; she
exuded confidence and certainty. She made a lot of converts” (Ridley, 1991, 9).
When Thatcher did discuss her politics, she couched them in terms of “middle-class
values”, steering clear of the left-right debate in the party.

Neave also took advantage of the strategic nature of the first ballot. He kept
informing all of the anti-Heath MPs that in order to get whomever they wanted into
the position of party leader, it was necessary to vote for Margaret to secure the
second ballot. The key was to convince enough MPs that Thatcher needed more
votes in order to deny Heath the 15 per cent margin, yet not make it seem that
Thatcher was gathering enough momentum to upset Heath on the first ballot.

It would appear that not many MPs would vote in a Hobbesian manner. Ranelagh
(1991) points out that while Thatcher’s campaign was quite strong, a number of
MPs still thought that she was too unproven and unknown to assume the leader-
ship. While these unspecified number of MPs did not approve of Heath, they voted
for him on the first ballot out of loyalty (p. 149). Informal polls taken by Neave on
the eve of the election showed that anywhere from 20-30 undecided MPs slipped
back into the Heath camp. Out of 265 MPs, such a movement could not be consid-
ered a strong sign of Hobbesian support.
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In the end, Thatcher polled 130 votes to Heath’s 119 (with 16 for Hugh Fraser
and 11 obstentions and absences). Everyone was stunned at Thatcher’s success,
none more so than Edward Heath. His only reply upon seeing the numbers was
“So, we got it all wrong”. Heath immediately began writing his resignation. Thatcher
and her campaign staff were elated. The opposition to Heath had achieved their
goal: removing the party leader.

Solving the 1975 Election—Part I, or How Did Thatcher Defeat
Whitelaw?

But who was to be the beneficiary of Thatcher’s first round victory? The obvious
answer was Deputy Leader William Whitelaw. Even before the first ballot, MPs who
basically agreed with Heath’s policy positions but who wanted a replacement for
Heath encouraged Whitelaw to stand. Whitelaw was a former Secretary of State for
Northern Ireland and a superb career politician. He was centrist in his ideology,
and he very closely identified with Heath and his policies. Out of personal loyalty
to Heath, Whitelaw would not enter the contest on the first ballot. Heath had
appointed him Chairman of the Party, and he served as Chief Whip for the then
Prime Minister for many years. But with Heath’s resignation, Whitelaw was now
free to toss his own hat into the ring.

How strong was the support for Whitelaw? The published accounts state that
Whitelaw was the obvious consensus candidate to replace Heath. Wapshott and
Brock (1983) say that Whitelaw “was universally popular in the party...(and) would
be slipped in as a replacement to Heath” (pp. 114-115). Riddell (1985) claims that
“Whitelaw was clearly preferred as his (Heath’s) successor” (pp. 23-24). Kavanagh
(1987) claims that Whitelaw was the “obvious heir-apparent” to Heath’s position
(p. 198). Moreover, the other three candidates, Geoffrey Howe, James Prior and
John Peyton, were expected to siphon votes away from Thatcher, making
Whitelaw even more likely, if not to win the second ballot outright, then to take
the election on the third ballot (Ogden, 1990). These statements claim that support
for Whitelaw was not only widespread, but also strong enough to win him the
election.

But it was not only among the rank-and-file where Whitelaw’s support was strong,
but also among the Shadow Cabinet. Behrens (1980) states that the “shadow cabinet
opted strongly first for Mr Heath and then for Mr William Whitelaw” (p. 30). This
may be a flat statement of the support for Whitelaw within a relatively small fraction
(roughly 20 out of 276) of the total parliamentary party, yet a broader interpreta-
tion is possible. Given the influence that the Shadow Cabinet members possess over
their more junior MPs, it is not hard to believe that this consensus for Whitelaw at
the Shadow Cabinet level probably would be communicated to the whole of the
parliamentary party.

Working against this supposed support for Whitelaw was Thatcher’s first round
victory and Hobbesian voters. Airey Neave estimated that 40 of Thatcher’s 130 votes
would vote for someone else on the second ballot, leaving her with only 90. She
needed 139 to win outright, as a third round with a transfer of votes would most
likely work against her. She needed to pick up votes from those who had voted
for Fraser and Heath. Neave rightly believed that if Thatcher continued to display
her leadership skills against Labour, thereby leading the Conservative attack against
their main electoral opponent, she would pick up votes.
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All of the hard work paid off as Thatcher obtained 146 votes (see Table 1) and
won the position of party leader. She had converted 16-56 MPs, and that was
enough to give her a majority. The Conservative Party had just elected their first
female party leader, and unbeknownst to them at the time, their first female Prime
Minister.

Solving the 1975 Election—Part III, or Was Margaret Thatcher Really That
Popular and Would She Have Beat Whitelaw If Heath Had Not Contested
the First Ballot?

Two questions need to be answered. First, was Thatcher really that popular in 1975,
or was her victory a fluke? Some observers have said that she commanded only a
small following of MPs.21 The following section shows that she was the Condorcet
Candidate in 1975 and that her election was neither an accident nor an aberration
of the democratic process. Second, was she popular enough to have beaten William
Whitelaw on the first ballot if Edward Heath had resigned? My conclusion is that
Whitelaw would not have benefited from the Hobbesian voters who voted for
Heath, however small in number they were, and that Thatcher would still have
received strategic votes from those who wanted other candidates to run.

Thatcber vs Whitelaw: The Reality

An answer to the above question about the 1975 result relies on an examination
of all of the possible arrangements of voter preference profiles, of which there are
only two types: a Condorcet Candidate exists or one does not, in which case there
must be a cycle.22 In the former category, there are three possible profiles: either
Whitelaw was a Condorcet Candidate, Thatcher was a Condorcet Candidate, or one
of the three other candidates was. The conventional wisdom points to Whitelaw’s
Condorcet status, but this assessment is inaccurate. By eliminating all of the other
possible preference profiles in turn, I show that Thatcher was the only possible
Condorcet Candidate.

Section II proved that if a Condorcet Candidate exists, he will be the social
choice. Therefore, neither Whitelaw nor Howe, Prior or Peyton had enough support
to be a possible Condorcet Candidate. If any of these four had been the Condorcet
Candidate, a majority of MPs could have voted in a strategic manner and elected
him. On the other hand, Thatcher could have been a Condorcet Candidate, for she
did in fact gain a majority of the vote. However, the result could also have been
the product of a cycle of majority preference. In any cycle that might exist, a major-
ity of voters who do not prefer a single candidate to every other candidate must
prefer at least one or more candidates to each other candidate. Thus, it is theoret-
ically possible that Thatcher could win the second ballot, yet the collective whole
of the MPs prefer Whitelaw to her.

However, this theoretical possibility is not borne out in reality. The logic of this
statement rests on an examination of the votes on the second ballot. Any vote cast
for Thatcher or Whitelaw meant that the MP who cast that vote preferred that
candidate to the other. This does not mean that 146 MPs preferred Thatcher to any
other candidate, for if Julian Amery or Maurice Macmillan had entered the contest,
they may have taken votes from Thatcher (Wapshott and Brock, 1983). It only states
that 146 MPs preferred Thatcher to Whitelaw and that some of these MPs may have
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preferred another candidate to them both. Even generously assuming that all of the
MPs who voted for Peyton, Prior and Howe on the second ballot possessed prefer-
ence orderings in which they preferred Whitelaw to Thatcher and adding these
new votes to the actual votes for Whitelaw, Thatcher is still preferred to Whitelaw
by 146-130 votes.

Thus, for a cycle to be present, one of the other three candidates must be
preferred by a majority to Thatcher. While no one has made the claim that such a
circumstance existed, it is still theoretically possible and must be explored. Given
that the top three candidates from the second ballot will move on to the third,
there is no reason for MPs who think that their candidate will poll in the top three
to vote anyway other than sincerely. Therefore, if all the MPs did in fact vote
sincerely, none of the minor candidates could have been preferred to Thatcher (by
the same logic of the Condorcet example above).

Yet, it is quite plausible to think that MPs who supported Peyton, Prior or Howe
did not actually believe that their candidate would place in the top three. These
MPs would instead vote strategically in an attempt to elect their more preferred
candidate from between Thatcher and Whitelaw. In this case, MPs who vote for
Thatcher must prefer her to Whitelaw and vice versa. In this way it is possible that
one of the third candidates was preferred by a majority of MPs to Thatcher, but
the outcome did not reflect this, as MPs voted strategically. However, this line of
argument is quite weak. If a third candidate was indeed preferred to Thatcher, why
did so few MPs support that candidate? The only reason would be that the MPs
voted strategically for Whitelaw, one of the other minor candidates, or even
Thatcher herself, because they thought their own candidate would not poll in the
top three. But this belief is contradictory to the belief that the same candidate has
enough support to defeat Thatcher, a candidate who polled 130 votes on the last
ballot. While the above cycle may actually have existed, such a cycle is highly
improbable.

This of course begs a more important question: would Thatcher have defeated
Whitelaw on the first ballot if Heath had stepped down? While every answer to this
question is both non-falsifiable and non-confirmable, it is my belief that Thatcher
did indeed possess enough support to defeat Whitelaw on the first ballot. In the
actual first round, Heath benefited from Hobbesian voters, while Thatcher benefited
from stalking horse strategic voters. If we believe the polls taken by the respective
campaigns, the number of Hobbesian voters and the number of strategic voters
negated each other.

If Thatcher had to run against Whitelaw on the first ballot, she probably had by
the eve of the election about 90 core supporters who actually could be counted
on to support her against any opponent (with the assumption that her campaign
went as smoothly as it did against Heath). The 16 who supported Fraser, as well
as the 11 abstentions, clearly would not have supported Whitelaw on the first
ballot. The logic is that if they had in the real election wanted Whitelaw on the
second ballot, they should have voted for Thatcher on the first. Another 20-30 MPs
who voted for Heath in reality were actually supporters of Thatcher. Ranelagh
(1991) notes that “many who voted for Ted Heath on the first ballot, considered
that she (Thatcher) not only deserved to win the leadership, but that the...policy
direction she stood for was the one to take”, implying that these MPs actually
supported Thatcher, yet still voted for Heath out of Hobbesian loyalty (p.149).
While it is possible that these MPs really did not vote for Heath and/or really



196 Thatcher’s Rise and Fall

support Thatcher, it is clear that they would not have supported Whitelaw, whose
policies were virtual clones of Heath’s. This makes about 50-60 MPs who proba-
bly would not support Whitelaw.

From the above paragraph, of the 276 MPs, Thatcher would have the support of
90, another 27 would support neither Thatcher nor Whitelaw, and about 25 would
not support Whitelaw but might support Thatcher. Only 134 MPs remain that could
possibly be drawn to Whitelaw. From the actual second vote we know positively
that 79 voted for Whitelaw. Moving the remainder into the undecided, this gives
Thatcher 90, Whitelaw 79, undecided 82, and 25 anti-Whitelaw MPs who might be
Hobbesian.

The question now is for whom the Hobbesians vote and for whom the strate-
gists vote. Since Whitelaw was seen as the ‘heir apparent’, if Hobbesians exist they
will vote for him. Yet, he has little going for him to draw this type of party loyalty.
Using the three criteria, Whitelaw is not the Prime Minister nor even the party
leader, has not won any electoral victories, and faces a committed challenger. He
is also so closely aligned with the outgoing Heath that no anti-Heath MPs are going
to vote for him. The strategists (those who want to elect someone other than
Whitelaw and Thatcher) have a clear focus for their votes: Margaret Thatcher. Since
few would assume that she would defeat Whitelaw on the first ballot, if the strate-
gists wanted a second ballot, they need to vote for Thatcher. From above, it is clear
that 27 MPs wanted neither Whitelaw nor Thatcher. These 27 MPs had an incen-
tive to vote for Thatcher and move the contest towards a second ballot. Adding
them to Thatcher’s total of 90 votes, gives a new total of 117.

The 25 anti-Whitelaw MPs should not act in a Hobbesian manner as they did for
Heath. As stated above, the Hobbesian MPs had little reason to be loyal to Whitelaw.
Yet, I should not assume that no loyalty would exist. Being generous and assum-
ing that half of them act Hobbesian anyway (13 for Whitelaw and 12 for Thatcher),
the totals are not Thatcher 129, and Whitelaw 92. Thatcher does not have a major-
ity (she is 10 votes shy of 139), but she has made it impossible for Whitelaw to
win the contest. Even if Whitelaw picks up all of the remaining 82 undecided votes
(which is very doubtful), he will not exceed the 15 per cent margin. On the other
hand, if Thatcher picks up just 10 of the 82 votes, she has the majority (although
she would need at least 30 of the 82 votes to clear the 15 per cent margin). After
such a strong showing, the momentum from the first round should carry her to
victory in the second.

Thus, even if Heath had stepped down before the first ballot, Thatcher would
still have defeated Whitelaw. Thatcher’s support would come from the anti-Heath
votes, her core support that she built up during the campaign, and the strategic
voters who needed to move the contest into a second ballot. Whitelaw could only
draw upon the demoralized center of the party. His appeal to the Hobbesians would
probably have been met with a lukewarm response.

The 1990 Resignation of Margaret Thatcher

In the 1990 Conservative Party Leadership election, the incumbent party leader,
Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher, faced a serious challenge from former cabinet
member, Michael Heseltine.23 The challenge to her 15-year party rule resulted from
a combination of factors. One was the unpopularity of some of her policies. Her
anti-European Community rhetoric was dividing the party, as was her stance on the
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European Exchange Rate Mechanism (ERM). Specifically, it caused a rift with her
Foreign Secretary, Sir Geoffrey Howe, and her Chancellor of the Exchequer, Nigel
Lawson. The disunity of the Conservatives on the European Community left them
vulnerable during the European Parliament election in June where Labour soundly
defeated them. Of course, Thatcher’s most disliked policy was that of the
Community Charge, or Poll Tax. The principles behind the Poll Tax had always
provoked debate within the party, but the actual impact of the tax on the
constituents caused even greater alarm among Conservative MPs. All of this caused
Thatcher’s personal popularity to plummet in the nation and fueled the increasingly
popular view that she was an electoral liability.

The second factor was her personal leadership style. Her dismissal and movement
of senior Ministers (e.g. the embarrassing movement of Howe from the Foreign
Office in 1989) created a number of enemies in those who once were her friends.
The resignations of Lawson (October 1989), Fowler (December 1989), Walker
(March 1990) and Ridley (July 1990) unsettled the cabinet and raised concerned
among the backbenchers. The unsuccessful campaign of Sir Anthony Meyer in
December 1989 against Thatcher for the leadership position also paved the way for
discontent (see Table 1). It should have signalled to Thatcher that she needed to
make amends. Unfortunately, Thatcher proceeded as if nothing had happened,
while she, her cabinet and the backbenchers talked past each other about the direc-
tion of the party.

Two events signalled the beginning of the end for Thatcher. The first was the
March 1990 byelections. The Labour Party, which traditionally had performed
poorly in byelections, did its best since 1935. Polls showed that the main reason
for Labour’s success was the public’s dissatisfaction with the Poll Tax. Now it was
very clear just how much Margaret Thatcher’s unpopularity was going to hurt the
party electorally. The second event was the resignation of Geoffrey Howe as Deputy
Prime Minister on 13 November 1990. Michael Heseltine (who had resigned from
Thatcher’s cabinet in 1986) quickly took this as an opportunity to call for a leader-
ship election.

Heseltine immediately switched the focus from the European question (which
was the reason for Howe's resignation) and moved it to the Poll Tax. He wasted
no opportunity to give interviews about how he would remove the tax if he won
the election. The resulting swing in the opinion polls to the Conservatives seemed
to confirm that his focus on Thatcher’s electoral liability was hitting home
(Alderman and Carter, 1991). Thatcher, on the other hand, went about her business
as usual. She made trips to Ulster and Paris and made it a point to not give an inter-
view on the radio or television.

Although the attack on Thatcher seemed impressive, she had some factors in her
favor. She could expect the loyalty of a great number of MPs for three reasons.
First, she was still Prime Minister. The power of patronage and career advancement
still went through her. She had also proven herself a capable Prime Minister, both
in combat with the opposition in Westminster as well as in foreign affairs (e.g. the
Falklands War). Challenging her and failing would lead not only to personal defeat
but also to the weakening of the party in the Commons.

Second, she had led the party to three straight victories in the General Elections
of 1979, 1982 and 1987. She had shown that she could outpoll the Labour Party
in the decisive battles among the public. Her brilliant national campaign organiza-
tion and her dynamic leadership style had led to much success. Last, the challenger
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Heseltine was seen as only a stalking horse. While Thatcher’s campaign of 1975
convinced many that she was indeed leadership material, Heseltine’s convinced far
fewer. The MPs on the right of the party did not believe in Heseltine (who was on
the left), but were clearly using his candidacy to advance their aim of removing
Thatcher so that another candidate, possibly Douglas Hurd or John Major, could
face off and defeat Heseltine on the second ballot.

When the ballots were cast and counted, Thatcher received 204 to Heseltine’s
152 (with 16 absent or abstained), but failed to clear the 15 per cent hurdle by
four votes (see Table 1). Consequently, the election moved to a second ballot in
which many cabinet members advised Thatcher that there was no point in contin-
uing. A short time later, Thatcher decided not to continue the contest and
announced that she was resigning her position as party leader and Prime Minister.

A number of questions are raised by the election results. Why did Thatcher do
so much better on the first ballot than Heath did in 1975? Why did Thatcher resign
when she possessed a surplus majority of votes on the first ballot, and why did
Thatcher’s ministers expect her to lose votes on the second ballot? Finally, why did
Heseltine not benefit from a Hobbesian switch to his position in a manner similar
to Thatcher in 1975?

The presence of Hobbesian voters can explain these apparent riddles. Whereas
Heath received very little Hobbesian support, Thatcher probably received a great
deal of Hobbesian voting. Shepherd estimates that 25-40 MPs who proclaimed their
loyalty to Thatcher in the first round also stated publicly or privately that they
would not vote for her on the second or further ballots.2¢ Thatcher (or perhaps
more precisely, her cabinet) recognized that the flight of these MPs would deny
her victory, and thus she removed her name from contention. A possible prefer-
ence profile depicting such an event is as follows:2s
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(voter 7 is Hobbesian and will vote for A on the first ballot.)

In this example candidate A (the party leader) would possess 4/7’s of the first
round vote (voters 1-3 and 7), candidate B would possess 3/7’s, and candidate C
would possess none of the vote, as voter 7 votes for the party leader out of
Hobbesian loyalty. Candidate A has a majority of the vote, but does not clear the
15 per cent margin (57.1-42.9 per cent, or a margin of 14.2 per cent). Candidate
A knows that voter 7 will not vote for her on the remaining ballots if candidate C
enters. Thus, candidate A drops from the contest. This produces her supporters’
second best outcome, which is candidate C (who wins on the second ballot).26

Given that Thatcher’s vote total would only decrease after the first ballot as
Hobbesian voters deserted her, and given the fact that the institutional framework
of the election transforms the first ballot into an approval (or non-approval) vote
of the party leader, Thatcher’s resignation appears to be a logical act. Her inability
to secure victory in the first round was a clear signal of her weakness and a good
reason for the Hobbesian loyalists ‘to reach for the poleaxe’. Moreover, by contin-
uing to fight on when she could not win, Thatcher would only have helped
Heseltine. By stepping down, she could perhaps influence many MPs into picking
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a successor whom she preferred more than Heseltine. While some ascribe
Thatcher’s downfall to a plot by ‘the men in grey suits’, it appears more plausible
that the calculation of the numbers was a compelling reason to resign and that
Thatcher knew of these figures (Alderman and Carter, 1991).

Thus, upon the advise of her cabinet who warned her of impending defeat,
Thatcher resigned her position (albeit reluctantly) and opened the way for new
candidates to run against Heseltine. Chancellor of the Exchequer John Major and
Foreign Secretary Douglas Hurd entered the contest. On the second ballot, Major
outpolled the other two candidates. While Major lacked a majority of the vote, he
was close enough to this goal that Heseltine rightly conceded the contest (it was
estimated that much of Hurd’s vote would transfer to Major if a third ballot was
called (Shepherd, 1991). Heseltine’s vote total dropped on the second ballot as at
least 21 MPs switched to other candidates.

Certainly, Heseltine had benefited from strategic voting on the first ballot, but
where were the Hobbesians on the second ballot? The answer is twofold. First,
Heseltine was credible as a candidate on the left, but not on the right of the party.
Accounts of the election depict a struggle between the two factions of the Tory
party in which MPs on the right would not accept Heseltine and his ‘damp’ policies.
A fervent ‘stop Heseltine’ movement began in the constituencies which fueled
Major’s campaign (Economist, 1991). Second, Thatcher continued to call in the
Hobbesian voters to support her stance: elect John Major. She telephoned dozens
of MPs who were undecided and called in the favors that she had done for them
over the years. Many MPs were thankful to her for their positions in the party and
would repay her with a vote for Major (Economist, 1991). In a way, Thatcher’s move
counterbalanced any Hobbesian momentum that Heseltine may have gained on the
first ballot. The party loyalists were now split between the rising figure on the left,
Heseltine, and the loyal party vote on the right, Major. As such, Heseltine never built
on his first round success and eventually succumbed to the Major juggernaut.

Conclusion

Previous to this work, explanations of the 1975 and 1990 Conservative Party leader-
ship elections rested on anecdotal evidence and informed opinion. No systematic
analysis or cross-comparison of the two had been performed. This essay has shown
that by using an institutional analysis two aspects of the electoral system can be
generalized and applied in a manner that adds to our understanding of these
elections.

First, the electoral system will select the Condorcet Candidate (consensus candi-
date) if such a candidate exists. This is consistent with the consensus norm that
prevailed before the introduction of the formal electoral system. This property
explains Thatcher’s surprising upset of Heath and Whitelaw in 1975 not as an
accident or aberration, but rather as the product of a surge in anti-Heath votes
finding a focal point to rally around. Thatcher became the consensus candidate in
that most MPs did not want another ‘Heath’, nor did they want an obvious right-
wing replacement. Thatcher portrayed herself as the second-best choice of both
camps and a strong leader. She gained the support of a wide spectrum of the party
and won the contest easily.

Second, the presence of Hobbesian voters (brought about by the loyalty of
Conservative MPs to the party leader) creates a surge and decline effect. On the
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first ballot the party leader receives a surge of support, which may propel him to
victory. However, if victory is not achieved, this support will desert the leader on
the next ballot. This effect explains the paradoxical withdraw of Thatcher from the
1990 contest when she possessed a majority of the votes on the first ballot. Her
position as party leader and Prime Minister swayed many loyal MPs into voting for
her on the first ballot, but this support would not last if she could not prove that
she was still in command. When she faltered by not soundly defeating Heseltine,
this loyal support vanished.

Moreover, the Hobbesian notion can explain the differences between the
successful second ballot of Thatcher in 1975 and the less successful second ballot
of Heseltine in 1990. In the first, Thatcher defeated the party leader on the first
ballot, displaying the strength necessary to lead the party. Her campaign gathered
momentum as she made it clear that she was not just a stalking horse, but a viable
candidate for party leader. On the other hand, Heseltine appealed primarily to the
left of the Conservative Party. As such, the right-wing MPs never wanted Heseltine
to win, they just wanted to remove Thatcher. When she was gone they rallied
around a candidate more to their liking.

Taken together, the two results provide a more rigorous explanation for both
elections than any previous work. Moreover, the concepts of Condorcet Candidate
(with the normative meaning of a consensus candidate) and Hobbesian voter are
applicable to future Conservative Party Elections. Finally, without trying to overstate
the utility of the findings, they may also be useful when applied to other leader-
ship contests in which the election is decided by more than a single round of ballot-
ing (or even a single round with a transfer of votes). The three factors that
determine the presence of Hobbesian party loyalists (Prime Ministership, electoral
success and credible challenge) should be applicable to most leadership contests
in democratic political parties. The British Labour Party uses a multi-stage electoral
system in which Hobbesian voters may very well exist. An extension of this
research in a more broad comparative study seems a logical next step.

Notes

1. In this article, I will use the pronoun ‘he’ and the possessive ‘his’ to refer to male Prime
Ministers and Party Leaders and the position of party leader/Prime Minister when refer-
ring to no specific individual. When I am referring to Margaret Thatcher, I shall use ‘she’
and ‘her’.

2. The informal procedure of ‘emergence’, as well as the informal methods of convincing
a Prime Minister to resign, are illustrated in Alderman and Smith (1990).

3. Details about the history of the Conservative Party can be found in Behrens (1980);
Cosgrove (1978); Fisher (1977); Norton and Aughey (1981); and Shepherd (1991).

4. Norton and Aughey (1981, 244); the quote is from Ernest Pretyman, who in 1921 moved
the resolution inviting Sir Austen Chamberlain to succeed Bonar Law.

5. See Shepherd (1991, 152-159). Especially telling is the fact that the informal poll taken
by Lord Dilhorne showing remarkable support for Home (it was this poll that was
reported to Macmillan) could not have been accurate. Other polls showed that the
cabinet was decidedly against Home's succession.

6. It is interesting to note that the Labour Party had used a vote of its MPs to elect its
leader since the early 1900s. In 1981 the franchise was widened even further to give
the unions and constituencies a degree of representation. For a detailed analysis of the
Labour procedure for leadership selection see Punnett (1990).

7. The 1922 Committee is the primary body responsible for communication and expres-
sion of backbench opinion. It was the mechanism by which the leadership selection
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process was changed in 1965. For information on the history of the 1922 Committee,
see Shepherd (1991, 100-102).

The source of this information is Appendix 2 of Fisher (1977).

This final ballot procedure is similar to the Alternative Vote, a majority-preferential
system of election, used in the Australian House elections.

This condition used to be a margin of 15 per cent of the votes cast over the next candi-
date, but was changed in 1975 to the current condition (15 per cent of the eligible votes).
I will define the voting property of Neutrality in the next section.

The electoral institution upholds the voting property of Fragility of Ties but violates the
property of Monotonicity. Monotonicity implies that if a candidate becomes more
favored among even a single voter, this candidate will not lose an election that he would
have won before the voter changed his opinion. For a summary of Monotonicity and
how voting rules violate it, see Fishburn (1982).

In other words, if the two candidates were forced to run against each other, and only
each other, in a contest with the simple majority voting rule, the candidate who wins
under this procedure is said to ‘beat’ the other. This definition of ‘beat’ stems from
Arrow and has been used in many similar forms since. ‘Social Choice’ means that the
voting institution transforms the preference orderings of the individual voters into the
selection of a single candidate as the winner (a collective outcome).

The display of all of the voters’ ordered preferences is referred to as a ‘preference profile’.
A similar result has been proved to be true for games with binary choice. See McKelvey
and Niemi (1978). For a summary of similar results in multi-stage games and majority
tournaments, see Schwartz (1990).

Note that if each candidate is regarded as a separate outcome [for example, candidate A
is (1) and candidate B is (-1)], then Neutrality would not be violated, but Fragility of Ties
would be. This level of analysis was not chosen because the concern is with whether
any particular candidate is (dis-)favored, which is captured in the Neutrality rule.

The coordination problem as explained by Hobbes is that every man would like to enter
into a contract in order to escape the rigors of the natural state of nature (which equals
a state of war), but they cannot agree upon who should receive their transferred rights
(see Hobbes, 1962).

Norton (1990a) based his classification of each MP on his examination of three factors:
MP’s records on decision lists, MP self-ascription, and MP public statements.

Such seems to be the case in the 1995 election. Many MPs were loathe to vote against
John Major (the Prime Minister) and in favor of John Redwood (the challenger) for fear
of who might enter and win the second ballot. The left was afraid of Michael Portillo,
and the right did not wish to see Michael Heseltine win. This uncertainty on both sides
of the ideological spectrum probably led to a great number of MPs voting in a Hobbesian
manner.

The voting property of Anonymity says that voting rules should treat each candidate
equally, or in other words, the voting rule should not favor any candidate above all others.
One article claims that the number of MPs who actually agreed with Thatcher’s ideolog-
ical position “constituted only a small minority” (Crewe and Searing, 1988, 371).

By definition of a Condorcet Candidate, if no such candidate is present, each candidate
must be beaten by at least one other candidate. A ‘cycle’ of majority preference exists,
since for each candidate there exists a majority of voters who prefer some other candi-
date, who is then beaten by another candidate and so on. Eventually, the first mentioned
candidate will beat another candidate and the cycle will start anew.

For a detailed examination of the fall of Thatcher and the campaigns that followed sec
Shepherd (1991); Alderman and Carter (1991); and Norton (1990b).

See Shepherd (1991): Chapter 2, ‘The Queen is Dead’, gives a good description of the
process by which MPs deserted Thatcher after the first ballot. By several accounts, the
number of MPs who would switch their vote away from Thatcher was anywhere from
25-40. The number may have been higher, as not all of the MPs who voted for Thatcher
were asked whether they would do so again.

This is not to say that the following preference profile is the best or only representa-
tion possible of the 1990 contest. Rather, it is just a preference profile that illustrates
the same type of results and effects.
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26. Note that if candidate A had remained in the contest for the second ballot, candidate B
could have been the social choice (if candidate A’s supporters voted sincerely and candi-
date C was thereby eliminated).

References

Alderman, R. K. and Carter, Neil (1991) A very Tory camp: the Ousting of Mrs Thatcher,
Parliamentary Affairs, 44 (2) 125-139.

Alderman, R. K. and Smith, Martin J. (1990) Can British Prime Ministers be given the push
by their parties? Parliamentary Affairs, 43 (3) 260-276.

Arrow, Kenneth J. (1963) Social Choice and Individual Values, 2nd ed. Yale University
Press, New Haven.

Behrens, Robert (1980) The Conservative Party From Heath to Thatcbher: Politics and
Policies 1974-1979. Saxon House, Farnborough.

Cosgrove, Patrick (1978) Margaret Thatcher: A Tory and Her Party. Hutchinson Press, London.

Crewe, Ivor and Searing, Donald D. (1988) Ideological change in the British Conservative
Party, American Political Science Review, 82 (2) 361-384.

The Economist (1991) 9 March, 21-24.

Fishburn, Peter C. (1982) Monotonicity Paradoxes in the theory of elections, Discrete Applied
Mathematics, 4 119-134.

Fisher, Nigel (1977) The Tory Leaders: Their Struggle for Power. Weidenfeld and Nicolson,
London.

Hobbes, Thomas (1962) Leviathan: Or the Matter, Forme and Power of a Commonwealth
Ecclesiastical and Civil. Collier, New York.

London Times (1989) Published election returns, 6 December.

London Times (1990) Published election returns, 22 November, 29 November.

London Times (1995) Published election returns, 6 July.

Kavanagh, Dennis (1987) Thatcherism and British Politics: The End of Consensus? Oxford
University Press, Oxford.

May, Kenneth O. (1952) A set of independent, necessary, and sufficient conditions for simple
majority decision, Econometrica, 20 680-684.
McKelvey, Richard D. and Niemi, Richard G. (1978) A multistage game representation of
sophisticated voting for binary procedures, Journal of Economic Theory, 18 (1) 1-22.
Norton, Philip (1990a) The lady’s not for turning’ but what about the rest? Margaret Thatcher
and the Conservative Party 1979-89, Parliamentary Affairs, 43 (1)

Norton, Philip (1990b) Choosing a leader: Margaret Thatcher and the Parliamentary
Conservative Party 1989-90, Parliamentary Affairs, 43 (3).

Norton, Philip and Aughey, Arthur (1981) Conservatives and Conservatism. Temple Smith,
London.

Ogden, Chris (1990) Maggie: An Intimate Portrait of A Woman in Power. Simon and
Schuster, New York.

Punnett, R. M. (1990) Selecting a leader and deputy leader of the Labour Party: the future
of the electoral college, Parliamentary Affairs, 43 (2).

Ranelagh, John (1991) Thatcher’s People. Harper Collins Publishers, London.

Riddell, Peter (1985) The Thatcher Government. Basil Blackwell, Oxford.

Ridley, Nicholas (1991) My Style of Government: The Thatcher Years. Hutchinson, London.

Schwartz, Thomas (1986) The Logic of Collective Choice. Columbia University Press, New York

Schwartz, Thomas (1990) Cyclic tournaments and cooperative majority voting: a solution,
Social Choice and Welfare, 7 19-29.

Schwartz, Thomas (1992) Notes on the theory of collective choice. Unpublished. University
of California, Los Angeles.

Shepherd, Robert (1991) The Power Brokers: The Tory Party and Its Leaders. Hutchinson
Press, London.

Wapshott, Nicholas and George Brock (1983) Thatcher: The Major New Biography.
McDonald and Co., London.

Young, Hugo (1990) The Iron Lady: A Biography of Margaret Thatcher. Noonday Press,
New York.



